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Abstract
This article investigates if civic education can spur a sense of duty to vote and, in this way,
help to augment the number of voters and diminish inequality in participation. I perform
a systematic cross-country analysis of the link between different forms of civic education
and civic duty, using the data from the 2016 International Civic and Citizenship
Education Study (ICCS) that include 23 countries. The results show that three key civic
education mechanisms—civics courses, active learning strategies and open classroom
environment—exert an influence on civic duty but that civics courses have the strongest
effect. Country-level analyses confirm that civics courses are more influential on civic duty
than the other types of civic education. This evidence elucidates which channels of school
socialization may help to develop a sense of duty in adolescents, as well as the relative
effect of each mechanism.

Résumé
Le présent article examine si l’éducation civique peut stimuler le sens du devoir de voter et
contribuer ainsi à augmenter le nombre d’électeurs, tout en réduisant l’inégalité de la par-
ticipation. Sur le plan méthodologique, il procède à une analyse transnationale
systématique du lien entre les différentes formes d’éducation civique et le devoir civique,
en utilisant les données de l’Étude internationale sur l’éducation civique et citoyenne
(ICCS) de 2016, qui porte sur 23 pays. Elle montre que trois mécanismes clés de
l’éducation civique, à savoir les cours d’instruction civique, les stratégies d’apprentissage
actif et l’environnement ouvert de la salle de classe exercent tous une influence sur le
devoir civique, mais que les cours d’instruction civique ont l’effet le plus important. Les
analyses par pays confirment que les cours d’éducation civique ont une plus grande influ-
ence sur le devoir civique que les autres types d’éducation civique. En fournissant ces
données probantes, cet article élucide les canaux de socialisation scolaire susceptibles
d’aider à développer le sens du devoir chez les adolescents, ainsi que l’effet relatif de cha-
que mécanisme.
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Introduction
Voter turnout has declined in several countries. A lower turnout is problematic as it
may lead to an unequal representation of citizens’ preferences in politics
(Dassonneville and Hooghe, 2017). Many scholars have, for this reason, investi-
gated what explains citizens’ electoral participation. They have found that the deci-
sion to vote in elections is strongly determined by a sense of duty (Smets and van
Ham, 2013; Blais, 2000; Blais et al., 2000; Campbell et al., 1960; Clarke et al., 2004);
that is, individuals who feel a sense of duty are much more likely to vote than their
counterparts. Where this attitude comes from remains an open question, however.
Following the lead of scholarship that has found a relation between civic education
and duty-related attitudes (Dassonneville et al., 2012; Pasek et al., 2008) and espe-
cially the work of Carol Galais (2018), this article assesses whether civic education
can help to spur a sense of duty.

Although Galais’s study provides the first empirical evidence of how civic edu-
cation can contribute to the development of civic duty—and thus, where this atti-
tude comes from—her study misses some important mechanisms through which
school socialization may occur (for example, civics courses and open classroom
environment).1 As a consequence, we not only have a limited understanding of
what drives civic duty to vote but also don’t know the relative impact of different
forms of civic education on citizens’ sense of duty. (For the importance of a com-
prehensive approach to the study of civic education, see the work of
Stadelmann-Steffen and Sulzer, 2018.2)

Following good practices in socialization studies (see, for example, Milner, 2008),
I conduct a systematic cross-country analysis of the link between different forms of
civic education— civics courses, active learning strategies and open classroom envi-
ronment—and civic duty. To this end, I use the pooled data from the most com-
prehensive study of adolescents’ experience with different forms of civic
education: the 2016 International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS;
International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement, 2016).

My analyses suggest that these different forms of civic education are all corre-
lated with civic duty but that civics courses are by far the most influential civic
duty determinant. The results are confirmed in subsequent country-specific analy-
ses: while civics courses are significantly correlated with civic duty in a majority
(61%) of the countries in the data, active learning strategies are so in less than a
tenth (9%), and open classroom environment are so in slightly more than a
third (39%) of the countries. By providing such empirical evidence, this study elu-
cidates the means through which schools can spur a sense of duty and also suggests
the relative effect of each mechanism of school socialization on civic duty.

The article is organized as follows: First, I discuss the theoretical relation between
civic education and civic duty and identify the hypothesized mechanisms connecting
the two. Next, I present the 2016 ICCS data, as well as the measures of the dependent
and independent variables. In the subsequent three sections, I present the
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methodology, the main results and the results from supplementary tests. I conclude
with a discussion of the main findings and what we can learn from them.

Civic Education and Sense of Civic Duty to Vote
Civic education likely helps to develop civic duty among individuals. Outside the
political science literature, one can indeed find indications that active learning strat-
egies can foster a sense of duty. For example, several studies have demonstrated that
hands-on experiences with politics—whether through a legislative advocacy day
(Beimers, 2016), an engagement with local civil-society organizations (Turner,
2014) or extracurricular political activities in college (Simmons and Lilly, 2010)—
can foster civic skills, which in turn may lead to a sense of duty to vote. In addition
to these studies, Huerta and Jozwiak (2008) have shown that the introduction of
theNew York Times as class material can yield an improvement in students’ attitudes
toward community involvement, whichmayaffect a sense of duty. In short, a reviewof
the literature suggests a link between active learning strategies and civic duty.

Other studies suggest that open classroom environment and civics courses may be
as effective as active learning strategies in forming “good citizens.” The fact that civic
education can promote duty-related attitudes points in this direction. For example,
using data from the Belgian Political Panel Survey (BPPS), Dassonneville et al.
(2012) have shown that experience with an open classroom environment can lead
to a sense of political trust. The authors have also shown that learning about politics
in a formal setting can foster an interest in political affairs. “Dutiful” citizens (those
for whom voting in elections is a duty) are likely to trust the political system and pol-
iticians and to be very interested in political affairs (Galais and Blais, 2017; Carreras,
2018). Consequently, it seems plausible to assume a link between open classroom
environment and civics courses and a sense of civic duty.

In the civic duty literature, Galais’s (2018) study, published in the Canadian
Journal of Political Science, was the first exploration of the link between civic edu-
cation and civic duty. Starting from the extensive evidence that civic education con-
tributes to the development of a range of political attitudes (Dassonneville et al.,
2012; Pasek et al., 2008), Galais sought to clarify whether civic education also affects
civic duty. In this way, she aimed to gain a better understanding of the origins of
civic duty, which is a key determinant of turnout (Blais, 2000; Blais et al., 2000;
Campbell et al., 1960; Clarke et al., 2004; Riker and Ordeshook, 1968).

Why should we expect a connection between civic education and civic duty?
Referring to the social reproduction theory, Galais defends the idea that the school
serves as an incubator of social norms to new generations of citizens (Bourdieu,
1977; Dennis, 1968); that is, through the school, individuals learn how to behave
socially. Given that voting still constitutes a key social norm in most democracies
(Bolzendahl and Coffé, 2013), it is quite likely that civic education will transmit
this norm and consequently foster an attitude of civic duty among adolescents.

Galais argues that, in addition to contributing to a process of social reproduc-
tion, schools can instil civic duty in more indirect ways. More specifically, she
argues that schools may engender a sense of civic duty by conveying that it is
important to take an active role in the democratic process and that people in a
given community must fulfil their social obligations for the sake of a greater
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good (see Flanagan et al., 1998; Torney-Purta et al., 2001; Mosher et al., 1994; Pasek
et al., 2008). Furthermore, schools may foster a sense of duty by cultivating a lan-
guage of duties and a sense of community attachment (see Macaluso and Wanat,
1979; Burtonwood, 2003; MacMullen, 2004).

To prove a relation between civic education and civic duty empirically, Galais
explores the data from the 1994–2008 Canadian National Longitudinal Survey of
Children and Youth (NLSCY). Her multivariate logistic regressions focus on the
effect of democratic governance on youngsters’ sense of duty. Her findings are
encouraging, as they suggest a significant correlation between civic education (specif-
ically, democratic governance3) and civic duty. However, whether these findings are
present for different forms of civic education remains an important question that no
study has since explored with a more comprehensive dataset. This article performs
this role by conducting a systematic cross-country analysis of the effect of civics
courses, active learning strategies and open classroom environment on civic duty.

Data and Measures
To test whether the connection between civic education and civic duty is present for
different forms of civic education, I rely on the pooled data from the 2016
International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS). To my knowledge, the
2016 ICCS represents the most comprehensive study of adolescents’ exposure to dif-
ferent forms of civic education. I make use of the comparative nature of the 2016
ICCS—it interviewed 86,914 eighth-graders from 3,671 schools in 23 countries—to
gain an even greater understanding of whether different forms of civic education affect
civic duty, by observing the number of countries in which a relation between each
form of civic education and civic duty is present. (See Appendix 1 for a list of coun-
tries and for the number of respondents and schools in each of them.4)

To test appropriately the link between different forms of civic education and
civic duty, it is key that the dependent variable (civic duty) is well measured.
The civic duty question in the 2016 ICCS dataset—“For you, how important are
the following behaviors for being a good adult citizen? Voting in every national
election”—seems to fulfil this requirement, as the distribution of respondents
(for 82%, voting is a duty; for 18%, voting is not a duty) resembles the distribution
reported in other studies (see, for example, Bowler and Donovan, 2013;
Weinschenk, 2014). It is also reassuring that previous work has relied on a similar
type of civic duty measure (see, for example, Dalton, 2008; Klemmensen et al.,
2012; Marien et al., 2010). (See Appendix 2 for mean, standard deviation, maxi-
mum and minimum values, number of valid responses of civic duty and of all
other variables in the analyses.)

As for the main independent variables, the 2016 ICCS measures different forms
of civic education in a comprehensive and methodologically rigorous way by
employing a total of 3 questions and 19 survey items. One question taps into
what extent students were taught seven different civics topics in class. Another
question measures whether students performed six different political activities in
school, in the last 12 months. Yet another question captures students’ experience
with six different aspects of an open classroom environment. (See Appendix 3
for the three civic education questions and their corresponding items.)
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Civic education is hence measured in the 2016 ICCS in a rigorous way by means
of multiple items. Importantly, the high internal reliability—0.81, 0.68, and 0.78—
between the items in each question means that they are internally coherent and that
they indeed capture a single form of civic education. Because reducing these data to
a unidimensional measure of different forms of civic education is needed, I perform
three principal component analyses (PCAs) to each question. A single eigenvalue
crossing the 1.00 threshold is obtained, leading to the formation of the “learning,”
the “participation” and the “openness” indexes.5

Relying on these indexes may be problematic, however, if some students in the
data overestimate or underestimate their experience with civic education and if
some students report an experience with civic education because of an a priori
sense of civic duty to vote. Fortunately, the 2016 ICCS provides information on
respondents’ school, which may be used to aggregate the civic education indexes
and consequently render the three indexes and the regression estimates more reli-
able. (For a similar approach to dealing with potential individual-level biases, see,
for example, Page and Shapiro, 2010; Larcinese et al., 2013).

In addition to aggregating the three indexes, I standardize these indexes to a
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 because I am interested in comparing
the effect of the three forms of civic education on civic duty and because these
school-level indexes now have different distributions. (See Appendix 4 for the
indexes’ final distribution.)

Method
This article is aimed at testing whether the link between civic education and
civic duty found in Galais (2018) is present for different forms of civic education.
I start by examining the relation between civic duty and the three civic education
indexes—first individually and then jointly—with the pooled 2016 ICCS
data. Because the civic education indexes correspond to school-level aggregates, I
run multilevel models, nesting individuals within schools. To account for the
country-nested structure of the 2016 ICCS data, I include country fixed effects
and use country-clustered standard errors.

Using a multilevel model to examine the correlation between different forms of
civic education and civic duty means that controlling for potential (individual-level)
confounders is crucial. Notably, it is key that I control for parents’ political interest
and occupational status, as those who are politically interested and who come from a
wealthy environment might choose a school with a strong civic education program
and might consider voting a civic duty more than do their counterparts.6 It is also
important that I control for respondents’ gender, as male students might attend a
school with a strong civic education program and might consider voting a civic
duty less than female students do (Hooghe and Stolle, 2004; Carreras, 2018).

Most of what we know about experiences with civic education comes from single
case studies (see, for example, Hart et al., 2007; Kahne and Sporte, 2008; Flanagan
and Stout, 2010; Galais, 2018). Yet, the education/duty nexus may play out differ-
ently in different contexts, not least because the quality of civic education, including
the capacity to get students interested in the content of the civic education, varies
between schools (Martin, 2012; Fahmy, 2006; Milner, 2010). In addition to an
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analysis of the cross-national pooled ICCS data, I examine the relation between
civic education and civic duty with country-specific data, which allows for a
more robust assessment of such a relation. More precisely, I perform 23 multilevel
regressions, each of which correspond to a country in the 2016 ICCS. As in the
main tests with the pooled 2016 ICCS data, these multilevel regressions contain
control variables for parents’ political interest and social status, as well as respon-
dents’ gender. Because these regressions focus on a single country each time, there
is no need to add country fixed effects or to cluster the standard errors by country,
as in the analysis with the pooled data.

Results
To test whether the link between civic education and civic duty is present for dif-
ferent forms of civic education, I run multilevel regressions of civic duty on the
three civic education indexes, first individually and then jointly with the pooled
dataset, and then run multilevel regressions of civic duty on the same indexes in
each country.

Table 1 lists the results of the pooled analyses. They show that a sense of civic
duty is higher among adolescents who are exposed to any of the three forms of
civic education than those who are not, and this is so even in the more comprehen-
sive model in which the effect of other forms of civic education is taken into
account (see Table 1, columns 1–4). In other words, individuals who are exposed
to civics courses, to active learning strategies and to an open classroom environ-
ment in adolescence are more prone to consider voting a civic duty than are
those with a different school experience.7 The results in Table 1 further, and

Table 1. Effect of Different Forms of Civic Education on Sense of Civic Duty to Vote

Dependent Variable: Civic duty

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Civics courses 0.332*** 0.221***
(0.017) (0.020)

Active learning strategies 0.207*** 0.090***
(0.016) (0.017)

Open classroom environment 0.266*** 0.140***
(0.015) (0.017)

Political interest: parents 0.610*** 0.615*** 0.613*** 0.602***
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Occupational status: parents 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female 0.134*** 0.126*** 0.118*** 0.123***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Constant 1.575*** 1.420*** 1.354*** 1.585***
(0.074) (0.075) (0.073) (0.074)

Fixed effects: country Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 79,888 79,886 79,885 79,885

Note: Entries report log-odds and clustered standard errors (in parentheses). Effects are estimated by means of
multilevel logistic regressions, in which students are nested within schools. Civic duty is dichotomous: 0 = voting is not
important at all or not very important; 1 = voting is quite important or very important. Higher values of the civic
education indexes indicate higher levels of a form of civic education. Data from the 2016 International Civic and
Citizenship Education Study.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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reassuringly, show that the coefficients for the control variables are in line with
expectations. Those who are female, whose parents are interested in politics and
whose parents are of a high occupational status are more likely to report a belief
in the duty to vote than their counterparts.

Given the difficulty of interpreting log-odds, I compute average marginal effects
to assess how much civic duty is affected by each civic education mechanism and to
compare their effects. They indicate that civics courses are by far the most influen-
tial civic duty determinant: an increase of one standard deviation in the learning
index is associated with a 2.9 percentage point increase in the likelihood of consid-
ering voting a duty, while an increase of one standard deviation in the participation
and in the openness indexes is associated with a only a 1.2 and a 1.8 percentage
point increase, respectively (see Table 2). In short, these results suggest that civics
courses are more correlated with civic duty than the other forms of school
socialization.8 The effect of civics courses is particularly strong considering that
school accounts for 14 per cent of the variance in civic duty in a null model without
covariates (not reported).

The test of the link between civic education and civic duty by means of the
pooled 2016 ICCS data indicates an average stronger relation between civics courses
and civic duty than other civic education mechanisms. To gain a better understand-
ing of these relations, I turn to analyses of the country-specific 2016 ICCS data: the
key question is now how often each form of civic education affects civic duty. To
answer this specific question, I test the relation between civic education and civic
duty 23 times, with all civic education indexes and control variables in the
model, and then I calculate the average marginal effect 23 times. This analysis
looks at all countries in the 2016 ICSS, including Russia. Although Russia’s inclu-
sion could be criticized since elections in Russia are not free and fair (Freedom
House, 2020), I nevertheless include this country because civic duty entails “the
belief that a citizen has a moral obligation to vote in elections,” implying no vari-
ation of civic duty according to the political context (Blais and Galais, 2016: 61).
Furthermore, previous work has shown that when a sense of duty to vote is inter-
nalized, it doesn’t change significantly as a function of political context (Feitosa and
Galais, 2020). With the 2016 ICCS, as well, I find that having free and fair elections
does not appear to affect citizens’ sense of duty to vote or the correlation between
civic duty and turnout (see Appendixes 6 and 7).

Table 2. Average Marginal Effect of Different Forms of Civic Education on Sense of Civic Duty to Vote

Dependent Variable: Civic duty

Civics courses 0.029***
(0.003)

Active learning strategies 0.012***
(0.002)

Open classroom environment 0.018***
(0.002)

N 79,885

Note: Entries report the change in the predicted probability of considering voting a civic duty. The corresponding
log-odds can be seen in Table 1, column 4. Data from the 2016 International Civic and Citizenship Education Study.
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Consistent with the pooled findings, these analyses indicate that civics courses
are more strongly associated with civic education than are active learning strategies
and open classroom environment. As shown in Figure 1, in 61 per cent of the coun-
tries in the sample (that is, 14 out of 23), the effect of the civics courses index is
positive and statistically significant. In contrast, the effect of the active learning
strategies and the open classroom environment indexes is significant in only 9
and 39 per cent of the countries (that is, 2 and 9 out of 23), respectively. To sum-
marize: a relation between civics courses and civic duty is more frequent cross-
nationally than the other civic education mechanisms, implying that results with
the pooled ICCS data are robust.

Supplementary Tests
The results so far suggest a role of different forms of civic education on the devel-
opment of a sense of civic duty to vote, but civics courses are by far the most influ-
ential civic duty determinant. In this section, I refine these tests in a number of
ways. First, given a reliance on adolescents’ reported experience with civic educa-
tion, it is possible that these represent an overestimation (or underestimation) of
individuals’ actual exposure to civic education. While I have accounted for this pos-
sibility by aggregating the civic education indexes at the school level, it is still pos-
sible that these indexes are biased, particularly if the number of students per school
is low. To address this concern, I perform additional tests in which I exclude all
respondents who come from a school with less than the median number of obser-
vations (26). As shown in Appendix 8, this leads to a slightly weaker effect of the

Figure 1. Average Marginal Effect (AME) of Different Forms of Civic Education on Sense of Civic Duty in 23
Countries.
Note: Entries report the change in the predicted probability of considering voting a civic duty. For the sake of space,
the corresponding log-odds are not reported. Data from the 2016 International Civic and Citizenship Education
Study.
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learning and the participation indexes but a slightly stronger effect of the openness
index on civic duty. In addition to resulting in these small changes in the estimates,
the additional tests indicate that civics courses remain the most influential civic
duty determinant.

Second, the previous tests are based on adolescents who are still in school. As
suggested in Greene (2000), it is possible that over the long run, the force of civ-
ics courses, in particular, decays. Two Canadian studies—the 2011 and the 2015
Canadian National Youth Surveys (NYS)—offer the opportunity to test the spe-
cific effect of civics courses on civic duty with individuals aged 18 years old or
older who had already left school. (See Appendix 9 for the total number of
respondents and their distribution across the Canadian provinces/territories.
See also Appendix 10 for an overview of the variables’ distribution in these sup-
plementary data.)

Table 3 reports the results of these additional tests.9 They indicate a positive
and significant relation between civics courses and civic duty. That is, Canadians
who followed a course on politics in adolescence are still more prone to consider
voting a duty in adulthood than those with a different school experience.
Computing average marginal effects, as well, indicates that exposure to civics
courses is associated with a 4 percentage point increase in the likelihood of con-
sidering voting a duty, which is in fact somewhat higher than in the pooled tests.
In short, civics courses have an equally strong effect on civic duty among indi-
viduals who had left school. The force of civics courses thus seems impervious
to the passing of time.10

Third, in line with the literature (Neundorf et al., 2016), the observed results
might be sensitive to ceiling effects; that is, the effect of the civic education

Table 3. Effect of Civic Courses on Sense of Civic Duty to Vote

Dependent Variable: Civic duty

Experience with civics courses 0.273***
(0.040)

Discussion: parents 0.523***
(0.078)

Female 0.235**
(0.075)

Age 0.016+

(0.008)
Education 0.529***

(0.081)
Aboriginal identity −0.481**

(0.153)
Constant −0.001

(0.158)
Fixed effects: province Yes
Fixed effects: year Yes
N 3,963

Note: Entries report log-odds and clustered standard errors (in parentheses). Effects are estimated by means of
logistic regressions. Civic duty is dichotomous: 0 = voting is a choice/disagree or strongly disagree that voting is a
civic duty; 1 = voting is a duty/agree or strongly agree that voting is a civic duty. Experience with civics courses is also
dichotomous: 0 = no; 1 = yes. Data from the 2011 and 2015 Canadian National Youth Survey.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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mechanisms might be weaker among students with a previous high sense of duty to
vote. Interacting parents’ political interest and social status with the three civic edu-
cation indexes indicates, however, no evidence of heterogeneous effects (see
Appendix 11). The observed relations between different forms of civic education
and civic duty thus seems not conditional on previous civic duty attitudes.

Discussion and Conclusions
While previous work offers indications of the important role of civic education
for the development of civic duty (Galais, 2018), it remains unclear whether dif-
ferent forms of civic education play a role and are all equally important to devel-
oping a sense of duty. In this article, I offer answers to these questions. I find that
three key forms of civic education (civics courses, active learning strategies and
open classroom environment) have an effect on civic duty but also that civics
courses constitute a far more influential civic duty predictor than do the other
two forms.11

Some caution is warranted when interpreting these results. To begin with, while
a study that interviews adolescents from 23 countries on their experience with civic
education and their sense of civic duty is unique, the 2016 ICCS covers mostly
developed countries that are also in either Europe or Latin America—the exceptions
are Hong Kong, South Korea and Russia (to some extent). Still, a focus on these
specific countries should not be a problem. First, no discernible trend across
regions is observed in the country-specific results, so it seems unlikely that cultural
differences play a role when it comes to the relation between civic education and
civic duty. Furthermore, a focus on developed countries might mean that the
estimated effects of civic education on civic duty are, in fact, conservative; one
of the few studies to examine civic education in the context of a developing
country reports an effect of civic education on political knowledge in
South Africa that is twice as large as in the United States (Finkel and Ernst,
2005). The authors of the study, Finkel and Hearst, attribute this difference to
the fact that there are fewer means of acquiring political information in South
Africa than in the United States. In their words, civic education has the least
potential to increase political knowledge “in advanced settings where civics
instruction may be redundant to other sources of political information” (Finkel
and Ernst, 2005: 358). In short, the fact that the 2016 ICCS focuses on mostly
developed countries that are also in either Europe or Latin America is unlikely a
significant problem.

Some caution is also warranted because civic education is measured by students’
self-reports in this study. While acknowledging that such measures are not perfect, I
do not think they invalidate my results. In line with previous research (Page and
Shapiro, 2010; Larcinese et al., 2013), I aggregate these measures by the schools
in the 2016 dataset in order to account for the fact that some students may over-
estimate or underestimate their experiences with civic education, as well as report
experiences with civic education because of an a priori sense of civic duty to vote.
The aggregation of students’ measures by schools seems particularly successful, as
the number of students who report voting for class representative or school parlia-
ment is consistent with directors’ perceptions of voting in schools (see Appendix
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13). Furthermore, students’ self-reports are not necessarily biased. Previous work
has offered evidence on the validity of these measures in the context of civic edu-
cation research (see, for example, Finkel and Smith, 2011).

The influence of the three civic education mechanisms on civic duty is an
important finding because it means that schools develop a sense of duty by different
and complementary means; that is, by teaching individuals about politics and com-
munity affairs, schools can generate a sense of civic duty to vote.12 The same out-
come is observed when the schools enable a “hands-on” participation in society and
in democratic procedures and when they encourage the development and the
expression of personal views in an open context.

More importantly, the finding that civics courses—defined as traditional,
classroom- based instruction about politics and community affairs—play a bigger
role than nontraditional forms of civic education (namely, active learning strategies
and open classroom environment) means that Galais (2018), by considering the
effect of a single form of civic education (democratic governance), possibly under-
estimated the role of civic education in instilling a sense of duty to vote. From a pol-
icy perspective, this finding also means that the general trend toward active learning
strategies to teach youngsters to become good citizens might be worrisome if it
means a reduction in teaching civic education through civics courses—a method
that has been shown to be the most effective in developing a sense of civic duty
among adolescents and ultimately fostering electoral participation. It should also
be noted that while this study focused on the relation between civics courses, active
learning strategies, open classroom environment and civic duty, active learning
strategies (and open classroom environment) may, in fact, be more influential
than civics courses when it comes to developing a sense of efficacy—an attitude
that plays a particularly important role on participation beyond elections.

To conclude, this article provides evidence that different forms of civic education
in schools, especially civics courses, can act upon adolescents, fostering a sense of
duty that should persist through adulthood. While my focus is on how well the
three forms of civic education (civics courses, active learning strategies and open
classroom environment) perform across countries, a number of results in the
country-specific analyses are noteworthy; most importantly, it stands out that
countries with poorer performance in competences that are also developed at
school (such as Mexico) perform better than countries with higher performance
(such as Finland) (Schleicher, 2018). More detailed data are currently unavailable
for conducting case studies in order to explain these differences; doing so is also
beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, these patterns might be explained
by the presence, or not, of other sources for the development of duty.
Specifically, in line with Finkel and Ernst (2005), civic education might have
most potential in places where other socialization agents (for example, the
media) are absent. Future work should examine this possibility when the necessary
data become available. From a review of the literature, this seems to constitute a
good starting point for understanding why civic education is more influential in
some countries than in others.

Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article, please visit https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0008423920000669.
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Notes
1 In this article, I follow Dassonneville et al. (2012) in the way that I define civics courses, active learning
strategies and open classroom environment. Civics courses represent a method of civic education that
involves classroom-based instruction about issues related to politics and community affairs, such as how
citizens can vote in local or national elections and how one can contribute to solving community problems.
By contrast, civic education through active learning strategies relates to students’ involvement in democratic
procedures of schools, such as by voting for a class representative or by participating in a debate about how
the school is run. Finally, open classroom environment concerns the climate in which students are encour-
aged to develop and express their own views in school, such as whether teachers encourage students to
make up their own minds and whether teachers present several sides in a debate.
2 Stadelmann-Steffen and Sulzer (2018) demonstrate empirically the importance of looking at different
socialization mechanisms in schools. In their work, a focus on the knowledge dimension of civic education
reduces individuals’ political interest. By contrast, a focus on the skill dimension augments political interest.
Surprisingly, no significant effect on political interest is found for a focus on the interest dimension. The
point is that if we focus on a specific type of civic education, such as active learning strategies only, we run
the risk of missing important avenues of school socialization and may miss an understanding of the relative
effect of each mechanism on civic duty.
3 Galais (2018) defines (and operationalizes) democratic governance as the involvement of the staff and
teachers in school policies and in how the resources are allocated.
4 In all these countries, a sample of students and schools were randomly drawn from the entire list of stu-
dents and schools in the territory, except in Belgium, China and Germany, where only students and schools
from Flanders (Belgium), Hong Kong (China) and North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany) were randomly
selected.
5 The highest eigenvalues are 3.32, 2.35 and 2.90, while the second highest eigenvalues are 0.87, 0.89 and
0.80. In what follows, I thus use these three (unidimensional) indexes, whose values correspond to factor
scores from the PCAs. (See Appendix 3 for the factor loading and uniqueness value of all items.)
6 As in this article, previous work has relied on parent measures based on students’ answers to a study—for
example, the determinants of political learning in Quebec (Nadeau et al., 1995). Occupational status is mea-
sured in the 2016 ICCS in accordance with the classification from Ganzeboom et al. (1992).
7 Because cumulating civic education mechanisms may lead to an even higher effect on sense of civic duty,
I interact the three civic education indexes in a pairwise setup. These interactions turn out statistically insig-
nificant in two out of three cases. The sole significant interaction (of the participation and the openness
indexes) is associated with a very weak coefficient (see Appendix 5).
8 Wald tests confirm that the equality hypothesis can be rejected at the 5 per cent level—the corresponding
p-values are lower than .001 and equal to .01.
9 While these tests replicate the ones with the pooled 2016 ICCS data, some adjustments are made (for
example, the inclusion of more control variables and year fixed effects) to fit the specificities of the NYS
data.
10 Unfortunately, the NYS does not allow testing the effect of active learning strategies and open classroom
environment among adults. There is no reason to assume, however, that results would be different with
these other forms of civic education.
11 Schools in the 2016 ICCS data do not implement all three forms of civic education to the same degree:
correlations are moderate between civics courses and active learning strategies, as well as between civics
courses and open classroom environment. Leveraging the diversity in the implementation of civic educa-
tion mechanisms across schools, I find that active learning strategies and open classroom environment do
not add much to how individuals feel about voting when those individuals are already exposed to civics
courses (see Appendix 12). The regression analysis, which allows the precise estimation of the effect of
each form of civic education on civic duty, holding the other forms constant (Pole and Bondy, 2010), pro-
vides further empirical evidence in this direction.
12 While Stadelmann-Steffen and Sulzer (2018) offer evidence of a negative relation between knowledge-
oriented civic education and political interest, my work suggests that civics courses can help to develop a
sense of duty. So if the purpose is to increase individuals’ political interest, civics courses do not seem a
good option; by contrast, if the purpose is instead augmenting a sense of duty to vote, which is a key turn-
out predictor (Smets and van Ham, 2013), civics courses do seem a good option.
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