Although Smith comments shrewdly on the instanta-
neous part of this process, he does not comment on the
way that it offers group pressure for consensus, a key issue
in institutional design. The instantancous nature of the
shared feedback means that “there is no opportunity for
review or oversight by participants. The pressure to make
near-instantaneous decisions is the price that is paid to
ensure that 21° century town meetings are exciting events
that can integrate the contributions of large numbers of
participants” (p. 146). Of course, the issue of what is large
arises here just as in Porto Alegre. A forum of; say, 1,000
in a city of millions is not an impressive turnout rate. And
once more, there is a tendency to evaluate large or small
by the sheer number of participants, rather than as a per-
centage of the population that could participate. As a resul,
it is not clear whether inclusiveness is about turnout at all
or about differential rates of participation across social
groups (demographic representativeness).

Apart from these ambiguities about inclusiveness, the
criteria for the goods are well developed and the breadth
of the cases is impressive. The discussion of direct legisla-
tion (the other main category not discussed here) is hardly
new, but it offers insightful contrasts to the innovations
that are more deliberative in aspiration. While there is
much to debate in this book, it offers a rare big picture in
a literature that is overly focused on the single case or
method.

Citizenship Across the Curriculum. Edited by Michael B.
Smith, Rebecca S. Nowacek, and Jeffrey L. Bernstein. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 2010. 240p. $65.00 cloth, $24.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592710003798

— Richard M. Battistoni, Providence College

You may wonder why a book containing essays primarily
by faculty outside of political science—from history, com-
munications, mathematics, and even chemistry—would
be reviewed in the pages of Perspectives on Politics. Even
with the tite Citizenship Across the Curriculum, such a
volume would seem to have limited appeal to political
scientists. There are, however, many things to recommend
about this book.

The volume was born out of a year the different authors
spent together as Fellows in a Carnegie Academy for the
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (CASTL) program.
These scholars’ commitment to advancing teaching and
learning in their own courses and disciplines caused them
to realize that, in different ways, they were also contribut-
ing to the civic education of their students. The different
essays that comprise the book demonstrate how faculty
teaching courses that range from communications and
English to history and political science to chemistry, math-
ematics, and physics look at questions of citizenship and
politics. More importantly, invoking the writing across
the curriculum (WAC) movement, the book makes a pow-
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erful argument against sequestering citizenship education
within a single discipline like political science. Each author’s
exploration of the citizenship dimensions of his or her
different courses and disciplines contributes to this larger
argument.

Herein lies one of the main contributions of this vol-
ume for us as political scientists. There is much to take
away in the different definitions of citizenship that emerge
from the authors here. Cultural linguist Rona Halualani
talks about citizenship as being “actively involved and
immersed in one’s surrounding community and civic soci-
ety” (p. 37), with an emphasis on intercultural under-
standing and communication. Communications expert
Carmen Werder uses the metaphor of “self-authorship”
to convey an understanding of citizenship as how one
understands personal identity in relationship to others
(p. 64). Chemist Matthew Fisher makes important con-
nections among science, citizenship, and public policy
(p. 113), and physicist David Geelan sees citizenship as
“being able to participate in an informed way in the ongo-
ing social conversation around the issues and problems
facing a society” (p. 149). Michael B. Smith, a scholar of
history and environmental studies, uses the phrase “adap-
tive capacity” (p. 181) to capture the essence of citizen-
ship in an interdependent world. The book even contains
more spiritual understandings of citizenship, with How-
ard Tinberg’s discussion of building “a soulful relation-
ship with others” (p. 86) and Rebecca S. NowaceK’s
definition of citizenship as “vocation . .. something we
are called to do” (p. 95). Taken together, the authors
offer a rich conception of citizenship, one made up of a
complex integration of different forms of knowledge, com-
petencies, and values, all leading to more effective (and
reflective) public action. Political scientists can learn much
from this composite definition of political identity and
participation.

Another clear contribution comes from understanding
that citizenship is a perspective that needs to inform our
teaching, in a way that takes the teacher beyond the role
of disciplinary expert and content conveyer and teaching
beyond mere cognitive development, as important as these
things may be. In the lone essay by a political scientist,
Jeffrey L. Bernstein makes the case for this “citizenship-
oriented perspective” in his chapter on teaching American
government. Through his own case study and compara-
tive course research, he finds that a discipline-based con-
tent knowledge orientation is limiting, because “disciplinary
knowledge alone is quickly forgotten by our students.”
He concludes that a “citizenship-oriented perspective can
give students tools and dispositions to be more effective
participants in their government and community. . . .
[TThese lessons will last longer than lessons about checks
and balances ever will.” (p. 14).

A third significant contribution is the booK’s implicit
claim, woven through the fabric of each essay, that, to use
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David Scobey’s words, “the crux of civic education lies in
the pedagogical encounter between teacher and student”
(p. 192). In each essay, the author narrates a powerful and
personal tale of educational transformation on the part of
her/his students. And the story of student learning is not
a general or theoretical case, but often centers on the teach-
ers’ use of particular assignments or exercises and the analy-
sis or essays that students in the authors classes produce.
For example, Carmen Werder’s chapter analyzes students’
written responses to an assignment asking them to con-
struct metaphors for themselves as “learners,” “communi-
cators,” and “citizens,” while Michael Smith examines the
revision of his environmental history course to include an
experiential local component. The case/course narratives,
as exemplary reflections on the scholarship and art of teach-
ing, will be useful to teachers in any discipline, including
those of us in political science.

There is one significant flaw in the book that dimin-
ishes its contribution to the field of citizenship education
in the college curriculum. The authors miss the opportu-
nity to connect their arguments and course narratives to
an existing literature in civic learning and engagement. In
the introduction, ironically titled “Ending the Solitude of
Citizenship Education,” Smith, Nowacek, and Bernstein
invoke the WAC movement to make an argument about
citizenship education. But this argument has been made
for at least a decade, as Edward Zlotkowski’s concluding
essay indicates, and was the basis for an entire effort begun
in 1999 by Campus Compact to engage a number of
different disciplines in the enterprise of citizenship educa-
tion. In political science, the American Political Science
Association began its own civic education initiative in the
1990s, featuring curriculum workshops, resources from
conceptual essays to syllabi, and a standing committee on
Civic Education and Engagement. The course narratives
and reflections that make up the bulk of Citizenship Across
the Curriculum were preceded by an entire set of more
than 20 discipline-based monographs on educating for
engagement through service-learning (see, e.g., Richard
M. Battistoni and William E. Hudson, eds., Experiencing
Citizenship: Concepts and Models for Service-Learning in
Political Science, 1997), none of which is referenced by
any of the authors. It would have bolstered the arguments
in this volume for the authors to have incorporated the
findings in these monographs.

Even some of the definitions of citizenship announced
by the different authors would have been bolstered by
reference to other works. For example, Nowacek’s under-
standing of “citizenship as vocation” has been expressed
most recently by Ross Roholt, Roudy Hildreth, and
Michael Baizerman (Becoming Citizens, 2009), and would
have been strengthened by reference to their arguments
about the formation of civic vocation in young people.
The irony is that one of the main reasons for this book
was the building of a community among the authors
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through their CASTL residency at the Carnegie Founda-
tion for the Advancement of Teaching. The book’s argu-
ments and contributions would have been enhanced by
an effort to “build community” outside of the volume’s
authors, with an extensive larger literature in the field of
citizenship education and engaged learning.

In the end, the insights that emerge from the essays
about citizenship, teaching, and learning more than make
up for the flaws made by the authors in failing to address
the larger literature of civic engagement and education. At
a time when other academic disciplines and courses are
paying attention to the development of citizens who can
understand and address the issues confronting us in our
public life, political scientists would do well to think about
what it means to be a citizen in the twenty-first century,
and how our own scholarship and teaching can produce
these capacities in our students.

Hobbes on Resistance: Defying the Leviathan. By
Susanne Sreedhar. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010. 192p.
$85.00.

Persecution or Toleration: An Explication of the
Locke-Proast Quarrel, 1689—1704. By Adam Wolfson.
Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2010. 132p. $55.00.
d0i:10.1017/51537592710003804

— Richard Vernon, The University of Western Ontario

These compact and lucid books illuminate important
seventeeth-century discussions of the limits of state power.
Susanne Sreedhar’s book succeeds in finding something
original to say about a topic that has been thoroughly
worked over, while Adam Wolfson’s helps to clarify an
episode that is still not sufficiently well known. Sreedhar’s
book draws out the implications of something that Hobbes
made inadequately explicit, while Wolfson’s concerns a
debate that was conducted at enormous length by Locke
and an adversary, but which is in need of succinct
“explication.”

A received view is that Hobbes argued for absolute obe-
dience to sovereigns, with the sole exception that one could
refuse obedience in order to save one’s life, on the grounds
that the right to preserve one’s life is something that one
could never contract to give up. Other scholars, however—
notably Jean Hampton—have argued that there are wider
grounds of resistance in Hobbes’s political theory, but that
these undermine that theory’s consistency and viability.
Sreedhar rejects both the received view and the charge of
inconsistency. The received view is wrong, she argues,
because, in the first place, Hobbes allows that people may
contract away their right to life, and that all Hobbes claims
(and needs) is the view that one would not do so in a social/
contract, for one could not rely on others’ doing so (p. 37).
In the second place, it is wrong because Hobbes has a
longer list of “resistance rights” that the social contract
leaves intact: one has a right to refuse imprisonment, to
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