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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation originated from two inquiries about political development, which is 

defined as the development of an individual’s political qualities such as knowledge, beliefs, 

attitudes, and behaviors. Previous studies have found numerous personal and contextual factors 

related to political development (political development factors). The first inquiry was whether 

political development factors would carry the same importance in different social contexts. 

Based on the political socialization theory, political development can be modeled in terms of 

micro and macro level processes. At the micro level, a person develops political qualities through 

interactions with human and environmental factors in diverse proximal contexts such as family 

and school. At the macro level, remote contexts such as social and national contexts regulate the 

distribution of resources that people can use and intervene in the micro-level process. In short, 

macro context affects the function of micro-level factors in the political development process. 

The second inquiry was whether political development would vary across different types 

of political participation. Research in the field of civic engagement has shown that people’s 

political behaviors are different for different modes of political activism. People who are willing 

to vote do not necessarily like to speak out on controversial issues. The money, time, and 

volition necessary for an individual to vote will be different from those necessary for that person 

to participate in a public protest. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to think that political 

development may differ according to the mode of political activism.  

Based on this notion, I examined the relationships between political development factors 

and adolescents’ expected political participation (political development relationships) in different 

national contexts. I also explored the influence of two modes of political activism, electoral and 

informal participation, on political development relationships. While I expected to find 



    iv 

differences in political development relationships across countries and between different modes 

of political activism, I also anticipated that some factors might be significant to political 

development regardless of the national context or the mode of political activism. 

For this dissertation study, I drew on data from the International Civic and Citizenship 

Education Study (ICCS). ICCS provided rich data about 14-year-old adolescents and their 

schools in 38 countries, which allowed me to test the link between national context, the mode of 

political activism, and political development relationship. Among the 38 ICCS-participation 

countries, I analyzed data from 34 countries using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM).  

In this comparative study, it was important to preserve the distinct national contexts of 

each country. To do so, I employed the following analytic procedures. First, I conducted HLM 

for each country. Second, I simplified and classified the HLM results into three relationship 

categories—a positive relationship, a non-significant, and a negative relationship. Third, I 

determined whether a predictor had consistent or inconsistent relationships with adolescents’ 

expected political participation across countries. After that, I compared the cross-national 

relationships for expected electoral participation and the cross-national relationships for expected 

informal political participation. Then, as an extra task, I attempted to identify national contexts 

that might be related to cross-national relationships in countries falling into the same relationship 

category.  

The cross-national political development relationships I found can be broadly categorized 

into four patterns. First, some factors such as political interest had consistent relationships with 

expected political participation regardless of the national context. The cross-nationally consistent 

relationships for expected electoral participation were almost the same as the cross-nationally 

consistent relationships for expected informal participation. Second, some factors such as 
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political discussions outside of school showed consistent relationships with the outcome 

variables regardless of the national context. However, the cross-nationally consistent 

relationships for expected electoral participation were different from the cross-nationally 

consistent relationships for expected informal participation. Third, some factors (e.g., civic 

knowledge) had cross-nationally consistent relationships with one type of political participation, 

but cross-nationally inconsistent relationships with another type. Lastly, political development 

relationships varied across different countries. The majority of predictors belong to this pattern.  

To summarize, I found differences in political development relationships across countries. 

That is, micro-level political development is influenced by macro contexts. Therefore, successful 

democratic citizenship education should be tailored to the multilevel contexts in which students 

are situated. I also found that political development relationships were different according to the 

mode of political activism. This result implies that democratic citizenship education should be 

thoughtfully planned and implemented according to its goal—that is, its target outcomes. But, at 

the same time, I found that some factors such as political interest were influential regardless of 

the national context and the type of political participation. It is possible that citizenship education 

promoting these factors contributes to an increase in adolescents’ willingness to participate in 

multiple modes of political activism in diverse social and national contexts. Finally, I found a 

few national contexts that might be related to some of the cross-national relationships observed 

in this study.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

For the last few decades, there has been a notable expansion of democracy around the 

world. Over 20 democracies have emerged since the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe 

and the Soviet Union. People in developing countries—in particular, in Latin America—have 

striven to establish and consolidate both democratic institutions and substantive democracy 

(Schulz, Fraillon, Ainley, Losito, & Kerr, 2008). The world has also witnessed pro-democracy 

uprisings in the Arab world. It is certain that democracy as a political regime is expanding its 

territory around the world. However, when we question whether, in the past decade, our world 

has constantly evolved into a more democratic place, it is difficult to say yes without hesitation. 

International reports indicate that the progress of democracy has stagnated around the world (The 

Economy Intelligence Unit, 2008, 2010, 2012). Political indices such as civil liberty and press 

freedom have fluctuated or even declined not only in authoritarian countries and fledgling 

democracies but also in some stable democracies (see Freedom House Index, 

http://www.freedomhouse.org; The Economy Intelligence Unit, 2010, 2012).  

In short, although the world has more democratic regimes, it cannot be declared that we 

are living in a more democratic world. The latest report by The Economy Intelligence Unit 

(2012) describes the global state of democracy well: “Although almost one-half of the world’s 

countries can be considered to be democracies, in our index the number of ‘full democracies’ is 

low, at only 25 countries; 54 countries are rated as ‘flawed democracies’. Of the remaining 88 

countries in our index, 51 are authoritarian and 37 are considered to be ‘hybrid regimes’” (p. 3). 

This implies that obtaining democracy and promoting democracy are separate tasks and that 

institutional democracy is not necessarily substantive democracy. In particular, the acute 
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situation in the Middle East demonstrates that even democracy gained through painful struggle 

and great sacrifice is very vulnerable and can easily deteriorate. This reality tells us that 

promoting democracy is as challenging as obtaining a democratic regime and that substantive 

democracy can only be achieved through long-term, painstaking efforts.  

That is, a full-fledged democracy cannot be achieved by the establishment of democratic 

institutions and procedures alone. As Schmitter and Karl (1991) asserted, “[institutional] 

procedures alone do not define democracy, but their presence is indispensable to its persistence. 

In essence, they are necessary but not sufficient conditions for its existence…[P]rocedural norms 

help us to specify what democracy is, but they do not tell us much about how it actually 

functions” (pp. 81-82). The function of democracy hinges on the citizens’ consciousness of what 

democracy looks like and their use of social institutions and political procedures (i.e., political 

participation) based on that consciousness. Even though citizen participation is not always the 

most efficient or effective way to solve public issues, active citizen participation is both the 

manifestation of the democratic principle of sovereignty of the people and the evidence of a 

healthy democracy (Dahl, 1998). 

Therefore, for democracy to be functional and substantive, the rights of citizens to 

participate in government must be guaranteed, and citizens must take active roles in civic and 

political affairs. As Diamond (2008) argues, “For a country to be a democracy, it must have 

more than regular, multiparty elections under civilian constitutional order” (p. 39). Even the 

election, the hallmark of democratic society, cannot be considered a truly democratic process 

unless all citizens can influence political decisions by freely and fairly casting their votes  and 

unless citizens’ voices are appropriately protected, valued, and responded (Dahl, 1998; Diamond, 

2008). Furthermore, political participation is a powerful way to advance human rights and 
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democracy. History proves that when citizens actively and persistently voice their collective will, 

they can force substantive social change; for example, through civil disobedience and other 

forms of active engagement, citizens in democracies world-wide have accomplished the 

expansion and guarantee of citizenship status for women and people of color. In a nutshell, 

political participation is normatively and pragmatically important for maintaining and promoting 

democracy. Active, effective political participation is the foundation of a strong democracy 

(Barber, 1989), and the level of political participation in a society is parallel with its 

democratization level. 

However, research has shown low or decreased political participation and increased 

political apathy and cynicism in democratic countries. For example, in the past few years, 

political participation, such as voting and lawful demonstrations, has declined in many long-

established democracies, and levels of political participation remain low in many countries in 

Latin America and Eastern Europe (The Economy Intelligence Unit, 2010, 2012). This 

downward trend seems prominent especially among youth and young adults. Youth are less 

interested in following the news and participating in organized groups than in the past (Levine, 

2007). Voter turnout has declined in most democratic countries since the mid-1980s, and young 

people were less likely to register to vote or cast a ballot than were older voters in both emerging 

and developed democracies (Pintor & Gratschew, 2002). Over the past several decades, political 

trust has declined in advanced industrial democracies such as the United States, Germany, and 

Sweden, and the erosion of political trust occurred most rapidly for the youngest generation 

(Dalton, 2004). In a recent report, the approval rating of the US Congress has plummeted across 

generations in the past decade, and just 30% of Millennials (born between 1981 and 1996) 

responded in 2014 that they had a favorable view of Congress, compared to 68% in 2004 (Pew 
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Research Center, 2014). Among US Millennials, trust in government has fallen from 44% in 

2004 to 26% in 2011; in contrast, 51% of Millenials in 2011 said that the government was 

usually inefficient and wasteful, up from 31% in 2003 (Pew Research Center, 2011). Given that 

participation in community and political issues is a keystone of a healthy civil society, the 

precondition of democracy and democratization, and an important part of positive youth 

development (Lerner, Dowling, & Anderson, 2003; Putnam, 1995), this worrisome trend needs 

to be reversed. This task should begin with a proper understanding of how an individual develops 

political qualities such as political knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors (hereafter, 

political development) and which factors play a critical role in the political development process.  

With respect to this concern, scholars and educators have stressed that adolescents should 

be granted diverse opportunities for quality civic engagement (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011). 

While political participation refers to activities in the political domain intended to influence 

governmental decisions and achieve targeted political outcomes, civic engagement is a broad 

concept that includes participation in community affairs as a responsible member of a 

community such as a school, church, or neighborhood as well as activities related to politics. 

Through civic engagement, people face and deliberate about practical issues, shape positive self 

and community identities, develop democratic beliefs and attitudes, such as political trust and 

norms of reciprocity and cooperation, and increase their sense of empowerment by drawing 

public officials’ attention to citizens’ various civic and political needs (Sobieraj & White, 2007). 

Quality civic engagement experiences enable adolescents to develop the knowledge, skills, 

beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral intention necessary for active and effective political 

participation. In this respect, civic engagement experiences during adolescence function as an 

important reference in the interpretation, understanding, acceptance, and internalization of later 
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social and political participation. Civic engagement experiences in adolescence are formative and 

have a long-lasting influence on one’s political life (Levine, 2007). 

Along with civic engagement experience, research on political socialization and civic 

engagement found that numerous personal attributes (e.g., gender and immigrant background) 

and contextual factors (e.g., parental effect, school climate, and community resources) influence 

individuals’ political development (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011; Owen, 2008; Pasek, Feldman, 

Romer, & Jamieson, 2008; Torney-Purta, Amadeo, & Andolina, 2010). Based on political 

socialization theory, the roles of these personal and contextual factors (hereafter, political 

development factors) in political development can be modeled in terms of micro and macro level 

processes (Sapiro, 2004). At the micro level, a person develops political knowledge, beliefs, 

attitudes, and behaviors through interactions with human and environmental factors in diverse 

immediate contexts such as family, school, and neighborhood. At the macro level, remote 

contexts such as larger social and national contexts regulate the distribution of resources that 

individuals and micro-level social agents (e.g., families, schools, local community organizations) 

can use and intervene in the micro-level political development process by affecting the function 

of human and environmental factors in micro contexts.  

In fact, given the ecological nature of human development (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 

2006; Bronfenbrenner, 1994), it seems natural that political development is a contextually 

specific process in which political development factors may have varying influence on 

individuals’ civic and political outcomes, such as civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior, in 

different social contexts. For example, female students who live in a society with greater gender 

inequality may participate in politics at lower rates than their male counterparts and in extreme 

cases may not be allowed to speak out at all (e.g., Pakistani student Malala Yousafzai). In this 
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type of society, gender is a crucial factor of political development because it regulates the civic 

engagement experience(s) of male and female students. Providing more participatory 

opportunities for female students should be an important goal of democratic citizenship 

education in societies with high levels of gender inequality. On the other hand, both male and 

female adolescents who are raised in a politically engaged community with a high level of 

gender equality are more likely allowed to participate in diverse community and political affairs. 

In this environment, increasing participatory opportunities for female students might not need to 

be the primary goal of democratic citizenship education. The democratic citizenship education 

programs in a society like this can focus less on increasing participatory opportunities and gender 

equality at the community level and more on different topics and broader-scope issues such as 

environmental justice and social inequality at the national and international levels. 

Given the contextual specificity of political development, a comparative understanding of 

political development in diverse macro contexts is important to the planning and implementation 

of effective and inclusive democratic citizenship education programs, for example, in a multi-

cultural/racial/ethnic society. However, although a plethora of studies have discovered important 

political development factors, there are still some gaps in our understanding of how these factors 

operate in the adolescent political development process under diverse social and national 

contexts. Most political socialization research has focused on established democracies such as 

the United States and Western European countries (Sapiro, 2004). In particular, less attention has 

been paid to comparative studies on adolescent political development (Amnå & Zetterberg, 

2010). Based on this notion, this study explored adolescent political development in diverse 

countries as a macro-level setting.  
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In addition, this study accounted for the influence of the mode of political activism on the 

political development process. Different types of political activities may require different kinds 

and amounts of psychological, material, and social resources. For example, the money, time, and 

civic skills necessary for voting are not the same as the money, time, and civic skills necessary 

for political discussions or protests. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume that the function 

of each political development factor would vary in the political development process according 

to the mode of political activism. Hence, this study investigated and compared two different 

forms of adolescents’ expected political participation (or adolescents’ willingness to participate 

in politics in the future): expected electoral participation in adulthood (e.g., voting in local and 

national elections) and expected informal political participation as youth, which refers to 

participation in less system-driven and more voluntary and active forms of political activity in 

the next few years (e.g., political discussions and joining an organization for a political or social 

cause).  

In short, this study examined the relationship between political development factors 

(predictors) and adolescents’ expected electoral and informal political participation across 

different national contexts and made comparisons between the cross-national relationships for 

expected electoral participation and the cross-national relationships for expected informal 

political participation. To this end, this study performed hierarchical linear modeling to analyze 

data of 114,068 14-year old adolescents in 34 countries derived from the International Civic and 

Citizenship Education Study (ICCS).  
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Overview of the Study 

This section begins with the operational definitions of key concepts in this study that I 

utilized to devise the conceptual model of political development and to understand the 

relationships between political development factors and adolescents’ expected political 

participation. Next, I describe the purpose of the study and illustrate the analytic framework. 

Lastly, I present the research questions and significance of this study. 

Operational Definitions of Concepts 

Civic engagement and political participation  

In recent literature, no solid consensus has been reached regarding a conceptual 

distinction between civic engagement and political participation. The terms civic engagement 

and political participation (and similar combinations, civic participation and political 

engagement) are used in a number of different ways—they are treated as broadly synonymous 

concepts in some studies, as distinct concepts in others, or as hierarchically relational concepts in 

still others. For example, Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995) defined political participation as 

“activity that has the intent or effect of influencing government action—either directly by 

affecting the making or implementation of public policy or indirectly by influencing the selection 

of people who make those policies” (p. 38). In their conceptualization, political participation 

embraces not only political activity but also non-political activity that is potentially or indirectly 

political. Political participation includes individual and collective actions and joining civic and 

political associations that might be somehow involved in or relevant to the political decision-

making process and government action either in the present or in the future (e.g., working 

informally with others in the neighborhood to deal with community issues and joining non-
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political organizations such as churches and charities). In effect, Verba et al. placed civic 

engagement under political participation as long as it is somehow related to the political domain. 

Ekman and Amnå (2012) provided a thoughtful discussion on the conceptual distinction 

between political participation and civic engagement. The authors reviewed literature on political 

participation and civic engagement and developed a new typology for the two concepts. They 

categorized political participation into latent and manifest forms. According to Ekman and Amnå 

(2012), manifest political participation refers to “all actions directed towards influencing 

governmental decisions and political outcomes…It is observable and can be measured 

straightforwardly. It has to do with the wishes of ordinary citizens to influence politics and 

political outcomes in society, or the decisions that affect public affairs” (p. 289). In their 

conceptualization, latent political participation refers to “the kind of engagement that may be 

regarded ‘pre-political’ or on ‘standby’. This notion of latency is based on the simple observation 

that citizens actually do a lot of things that may not be directly or unequivocally classified as 

‘political participation’, but at the same time could be of great significance for future political 

activities of a more conventional type” (pp. 287-288). Latent political participation is again 

subdivided into social involvement and civic engagement. While social involvement includes 

attentiveness to and interest in social and political issues, a sense of belonging, and a group 

identity, civic engagement is actions that are not directly related to the political domain but may 

have political undertones, such as working collaboratively to solve problems or improving living 

conditions in the community. Based on Ekman and Amnå’s typology, Verba et al.’s concept of 

political participation clearly embraces civic engagement. Ekman and Amnå (2012) asserted that 

civic engagement can boost political participation in the future, but it is not a sufficient condition 

for political participation. Therefore, sufficient personal resources or appropriate contextual 
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support are necessary for previous civic engagement experience to be connected to actual 

political participation in the future. 

On the other hand, in his book Bowling Alone, Putnam (2000) addressed civic 

engagement as a umbrella concept including a wide range of activities from community 

volunteerism to non-profit organization activities to political activism and discussed civic 

participation and political participation as subsets of civic engagement. Similarly, in his work 

The Future of Democracy, Levine (2007) characterizes political participation as a subset of civic 

engagement. He defined civic engagement as “any action that affects legitimately public matters 

(even if selfishly motivated) as long as the actor pays appropriate attention to the consequences 

of his behavior for the underlying political system” (p. 13). Levine (2007) elaborated,  

Civic engagement encompasses behavior that involves the state as well as that which 

occurs in civic society. Such behavior includes direct and personal involvement in the 

government itself (for example, running for and holding an elected office, serving as a 

juror, serving on an official board, and working as a civil servant). Political participation 

also includes efforts to influence the state by, for example, voting, organizing or 

persuading other people to vote, petitioning or lobbying the government, and suing for 

changes in policy. Finally, political participation includes open-ended efforts to influence 

the state by, for example, organizing public deliberations or educating young people to be 

effective participants. (pp. 48-49)  

In fact, the term civic engagement has often been used as a concept covering all activities 

relevant to civic and political phenomena, although some scholars distinguish civic engagement, 

which includes voluntary activities aimed at solving community issues and helping others, from 
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political engagement, which refers to involvement in activities related to formal institutions and 

government processes (e.g., Owen, 2008; Torney-Purta & Richardson, 2004). 

To avoid conceptual confusion, in this study, the distinction between civic engagement 

and political participation was based on Levine’s (2007) definition. Although Ekman and 

Amnå’s (2012) typology is a strong conceptual framework for political participation research, 

Levine’s conceptualization was a more practical choice for my study because it aligns more 

closely with the variables and concepts I adopted from the ICCS study. Moreover, Levine’s 

concept of political participation emphasizes the role of deliberation and education in political 

development. In this study, civic engagement is defined as all individual and collective actions 

related to community and political affairs and issues. As a subdivision of civic engagement, 

political participation is defined as the actions that citizens take to learn about and influence law, 

government, and/or policy at the local, state, and/or national levels.  

Micro context and macro context 

In this study, I explored adolescent political development in hierarchical context 

structures in which immediate contexts are placed within and influenced by remote contexts. To 

illustrate the hierarchical context structure, this study tapped into Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) 

ecological theory of human development. Describing an ecological environment as “a set of 

nested structures, each inside the other like a set of Russian dolls” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 

1645), Bronfenbrenner hierarchically distinguished environmental structures as contexts of 

development into micro-, meso-, exo-, macro-, and chronosystems. From these categories, my 

study borrowed the concepts of micro- and macrosystems to describe the political development 

process. 
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A microsystem is a pattern of activities, social roles, and interpersonal relations 

experienced by the developing person in a given face-to-face setting with particular 

physical, social, and symbolic features that invite, permit, or inhibit, engagement in 

sustained, progressively more complex interaction with, and activity in the immediate 

environment. Examples include such settings as family, school, peer group, and 

workplace (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 1645). 

The macrosystem consists of the overarching pattern of micro-, meso-, and exosystems
1
 

characteristic of a given culture or subculture, with particular reference to the belief 

systems, bodies of knowledge, material resources, customs, life-styles, opportunity 

structures, hazards, and life course options that are embedded in each of these broader 

systems. The macrosystem may be thought of as a societal blueprint for a particular 

culture or subculture” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, pp. 1645-1646).  

Using these concepts, I defined micro context as the proximal or immediate context—put more 

simply, the face-to-face setting—in which and with which an individual directly interacts on a 

regular basis and macro context as the overarching context embracing individuals (adolescents) 

and micro contexts. This study addressed families, schools, peer groups, and local communities 

as the micro context and countries as the macro context. From the ecological perspective, this 

study examined how microsystems contribute to adolescent political development in different 

                                                 

1
 A mesosystem refers to “the linkages and processes taking place between two and more settings containing the 

developing person (e.g., the relations between home and school, school and workplace, etc.). In other words, a 

mesosystem is a system of microsystems”, and an exosystem refers to “the linkages and processes taking place 

between two or more settings, at least one of which does not contain the developing person, but in which events 

occur that indirectly influence processes within the immediate setting in which the developing person lives (e.g., for 

a child, the relation between the home and the parents’ workplace; for a parent, the relation between the school and 

the neighborhood peer group)” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 1645). 
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macrosystems. In other words, this study investigated variations in the relationships between 

individuals and micro contexts across different macro contexts.  

Political development factors and political development relationship 

As mentioned earlier, in this study, political development describes the development of 

an individual’s political knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. Factors characterizing 

micro contexts, such as family socioeconomic status (SES), democratic school climate, and 

community resources, are collectively called micro-contextual factors. The term political 

development factors (or micro-level political development factors) refers to the personal (e.g., 

individuals’ demographic characteristics such as gender and an immigrant background, personal 

civic experience such as civic participation at school and political discussions outside of school, 

psychological motivation such as political interest and political efficacy) and micro-contextual 

factors that influence political development. The relationship between political development 

factors and political outcomes (in this study, expected electoral and informal political 

participation) is simply called the political development relationship (or micro-level political 

development relationship) (see Figure 1-1).  

 

 

Figure 1-1. Political development relationship 
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Purpose of the Study 

The primary goal of this study was to gain a better understanding of the link between the 

macro (national) context and micro-level political development and the function of political 

development factors in association with different modes of political activism (expected electoral 

and informal political participation). By doing so, this study pursued a meaningful contribution 

to designing and implementing successful democratic citizenship education for adolescents who 

are faced with diverse social and political conditions.  

To this end, I first reviewed the literature in various disciplines so as to select political 

development factors that might be significant across different macro contexts. Research has 

documented that political development and civic engagement are significantly influenced by 

diverse personal factors such as gender (e.g., Kawashima-Ginsberg & Thomas, 2013; Schlozman, 

Burns, & Verba, 1994), an immigrant background (e.g., Jensen, 2010; Schildkraut, 2005), civic 

knowledge (e.g., Maiello, Oser, & Biedermann, 2003; Solhaug, 2006), psychological motivations 

such as political interest and political efficacy (e.g., Beaumont, 2011; A. Cohen, Vigoda, & 

Samorly, 2001; Verba et al., 1995), and prior civic engagement experience (e.g., Metz & 

Youniss, 2003; Thomas & McFarland, 2010). Scholars have also revealed the substantial 

influence of multiple micro contexts, such as families (e.g., Hart, Atkins, Markey, & Youniss, 

2004; Jennings, Stoker, & Bowers, 2009), schools (e.g., Gniewosz & Noack, 2008; Larson & 

Keiper, 2002; Pasek et al., 2008), peer groups (e.g., Harris, 2010; Jencks & Mayer, 1990) and 

local community (e.g., D. E. Campbell, 2006; Putnam, 2000), on adolescent social and political 

development. Drawing from previous research, this study included a wide range of personal and 

micro-contextual factors, each of which seems to be related to adolescent political development.  
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The next step for this study was to situate micro-level political development in different 

macro contexts. National contexts influence adolescent political development by regulating and 

limiting the socioeconomic and institutional resources necessary for micro-level political 

development and by guiding and steering the direction, content, and method of citizenship 

education (e.g., Schulz, Ainley, Fraillon, Kerr, & Losito, 2010). Comparative studies have shown 

that national contexts, such as the level of economic development, the level of democratization, 

and the type of political system, affect political development and civic engagement (Amnå & 

Zetterberg, 2010; Dalton, 2004; Norris, 2002). Different countries may emphasize different 

aspects of citizenship (e.g., democratic or patriotic) and civic engagement (e.g., the value of 

community service in the United States and willingness to protest against injustice in some 

societies) (Torney-Purta & Richardson, 2004).  

For this reason, this study addressed the country as a macro-level setting which affects 

the function of personal and micro-level contextual factors in the political development 

process—a nation-as-context approach (Kohn, 1989). To do so, I analyzed data from the 

International Civic and Citizenship Education Study 2009 (ICCS), which is the largest 

international study related to adolescent political development, civic engagement, and citizenship 

education to date. ICCS provided a great deal of information on students (approximately 14 

years old) and multiple contexts (e.g., family, school, local community) in 38 countries. Using 

the ICCS data, this study examined the relationship between political development factors and 

adolescents’ expected political participation across 34 countries.
2
 To preserve the distinct 

national contexts of each country, I analyzed each country’s data separately instead of analyzing 

                                                 

2
 Four ICCS participating countries were excluded from this study for lack of appropriate data. Details are discussed 

in the Methodology chapter (Chapter 3). 
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pooled data. Then, I simplified and classified the analysis results into three relationship 

categories: a positive relationship, a not-significant relationship, and a negative relationship. I 

anticipated that political development relationships would differ across countries (a cross-

nationally inconsistent relationship). However, I also expected that some factors might have 

consistent relationships with expected political participation regardless of the national context (a 

cross-nationally consistent relationship). 

In addition to the national context, this study took into account another conditional 

difference related to political development: the mode of political activism. Based on the 

ecological systems theory, human development is considerably influenced by the characteristics 

of the developmental outcomes under consideration (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). This implies that 

various political qualities, each of which has distinct characteristics, would have different 

relationships with personal and contextual factors in the process of political development. In fact, 

research has demonstrated that people’s political behaviors can differ based on the mode of 

political activism and that political development factors have varying relationships with different 

forms of political participation. For example, Verba et al. (1995) found that political interest was 

positively associated with voting, political contributions, and political discussion while political 

efficacy had a significant relationship with voting but not with political contribution and political 

discussion. It should be noted that, as Norris (2002) argued, the repertoires of political 

activism—defined as “the ways in which people choose to express themselves politically”—have 

become diversified in recent decades. Adolescents also have various repertoires of civic 

engagement, some of which, such as online discussions, have become more common (Flanagan 

& Levine, 2010; Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011; Levine, 2007; Putnam, 2000). Therefore, in 

order to draw a complete picture of adolescent political development, we should look into 
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political development relationships regarding the diverse modes of political activism as well as 

the influence of national contexts.  

Therefore, my study adopted two different modes of expected political participation as an 

outcome variable: adolescents’ expected electoral participation and informal political 

participation. Adolescents’ expected electoral participation (or electoral participation) indicates 

adolescents’ willingness to participate in electoral politics as adults through such actions as 

voting in local and national elections and getting information about candidates. Adolescents’ 

expected informal political participation (or informal participation) describes adolescents’ 

willingness to participate in less system-driven and more direct/active forms of political activity 

as youth (during the next few years), including political discussions on- and offline, writing to a 

newspaper about political and social issues, and joining social organizations. Expected electoral 

participation represents a behavioral intention to participate in an institutional type of political 

activity in adulthood, and expected informal political participation represents a behavioral 

intention to participate in a more likely voluntary type of political activity during adolescence. 

Given that adolescents are prohibited from engaging in some forms and levels of engagement 

(e.g. electoral proceedings) (Torney-Purta & Richardson, 2004), it is essential to investigate the 

informal political activities in which minors can participate in order to fully understand 

adolescent political development. I expected that the political development relationships would 

differ between these two different modes of political activism. But, as in the national context, I 

also expected that some factors might show similar cross-national relationships regardless of the 

mode of political activism. 

Although this study focused on identifying cross-national political development 

relationships and comparing expected electoral and expected informal political participation, 
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revealing which national contextual factor(s) may be involved in the differences or similarities in 

these relationships is an interesting and important mission as well. I anticipated that all or some 

countries falling into the same category of political development relationship (a positive, a non-

significant, or a negative relationship) might have common national contexts. I attempted to 

discern which national contexts were related to the patterns in cross-national political 

development relationships using numerous national context indicators such as gender inequality, 

economic inequality, democratization level, and so on. However, it should be noted that this was 

not a central focus of this study, but instead, an additional task that could provide an interesting 

avenue for future study.  

To summarize, this study investigated the relationships between a wide range of political 

development factors and adolescents’ expected political participation (electoral and informal 

participation) in 34 countries. Figure 1-2 illustrates the analytic framework of this study. First, I 

analyzed the relationships between predictors and outcome variables for each country. Second, I 

simplified and classified the relationships into three categories: positive, non-significant, and 

negative relationships. Third, I determined whether each predictor had consistent or inconsistent 

relationships with adolescents’ expected electoral and informal participation across countries. In 

this study, I considered a pattern to be “consistent” when more than 75% of countries (26 

countries) fell into the same relationship category; when less than 75% of the countries fell into 

one category, I considered the pattern “inconsistent”. Fourth, after this procedure, I drew 

comparisons between the cross-national relationships for electoral participation and the cross-

national relationships for informal participation. As an extra task, I attempted to find common 

national contexts among those countries belonging to the same relationship category (e.g., the 

global region, the level of economic development, and the level of democratization). 
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Figure 1-2. Analytic framework 

 

Research Questions 

This study examined how (micro-level) political development relationships differed 

across diverse countries (as a macro context) and depending on the mode of political activism (as 

developmental outcomes under consideration). Specifically, the research questions of this study 

were as follows: 

RQ 1.  What relationship do personal political development factors (i.e., students’ 

demographic characteristics, civic knowledge, civic engagement experience, and 

psychological motivation) have adolescents’ expected electoral participation across the 

34 countries—a positive, a negative, or a non-significant relationship? Does each 
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predictor have cross-nationally consistent or inconsistent relationships with the outcome 

variable? 

RQ 2.  What relationship do contextual political development factors (i.e., family context, 

peer effects, school context, and local community) have adolescents’ expected electoral 

participation across the 34 countries—a positive, a negative, or a non-significant 

relationship? Does each predictor have cross-nationally consistent or inconsistent 

relationships with the outcome variable? 

RQ 3.  What relationship do personal political development factors (i.e., students’ 

demographic characteristics, civic knowledge, civic engagement experience, and 

psychological motivation) have adolescents’ expected informal political participation 

across the 34 countries—a positive, a negative, or a non-significant relationship? Does 

each predictor have cross-nationally consistent or inconsistent relationships with the 

outcome variable? 

RQ 4.  What relationship do contextual political development factors (i.e., family context, 

peer effects, school context, and local community) have adolescents’ expected informal 

political participation across the 34 countries—a positive, a negative, or a non-significant 

relationship? Does each predictor have cross-nationally consistent or inconsistent 

relationships with the outcome variable? 

RQ 5.  Are there any noteworthy differences or similarities between the cross-national 

relationships for expected electoral participation and the cross-national relationships for 

expected informal participation? 
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As an additional task, I attempted to detect the national contextual factor(s) that all or a group of 

countries falling into the same relationship category for each predictor may possess in common. 

These extra research questions were as follows:  

RQ X1.  With regard to expected electoral participation, do all or some countries falling 

into the same relationship category for a predictor—a positive, a negative, or a non-

significant relationship—have one or more common national context(s) (e.g., economic 

development, gender inequality, democratization level)?  

RQ X2. With regard to expected informal political participation, do all or some countries 

falling into the same relationship category for a predictor—a positive, a negative, or a 

non-significant relationship—have one or more common national context(s) (e.g., 

economic development, gender inequality, democratization level)? 

Significance of the Study 

Scholarship on political socialization has shown the need for studies (1) to consider 

diverse and multilevel contexts simultaneously rather than one context at a time; (2) to address 

multiple forms of political participation to gain a more complete understanding of political 

behaviors; and (3) to pay attention to the effect of social context on the process of political 

socialization as well as civic outcomes (Amnå, Ekström, Kerr, & Stattin, 2009; Dudley & 

Gitelson, 2002; Flanagan & Sherrod, 1998; Flanagan, 2004; Sapiro, 2004; Torney-Purta et al., 

2010). Moreover, political socialization research has focused primarily on political development 

in advanced industrial democracies; therefore, we know little about political socialization in 

diverse national contexts. My study responds to this need by investigating the roles of multiple 

micro contexts (family, school, peers, and local community) in the development of different 

political behaviors (electoral and informal participation) across diverse national contexts, each of 
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which has idiosyncratic historical, cultural, and political conditions (Flanagan, Stoppa, Syvertsen, 

& Stout, 2010; Hahn & Alviar-Martin, 2008; Sapiro, 2004). 

In particular, this comparative study adds new knowledge to scholarship on adolescent 

political development by exploring political development in various countries possessing distinct 

national contexts ranging from European to Asian countries, from economically developed (e.g., 

Norway) to developing countries (e.g., Indonesia), and from established (e.g., England (the 

United Kingdom)) to fledgling democracies (e.g., Paraguay). Comparative research on the 

influence of different macro contexts can be useful for citizenship education in other countries as 

well as the target countries (Hahn, 2010) because all countries consist of groups of people with 

diverse social, cultural, and historical roots. This study can contribute to the planning and 

enactment of successful citizenship education for adolescents in diverse and volatile social and 

cultural contexts.  

Finally, it is also expected that the conceptual and analytic framework of this study could 

be used for future comparative studies and that the findings from this study could be a starting 

point both for case studies on countries showing unique political development relationships and 

for in-depth investigations of a group of countries showing the similar political development 

relationships.  

It should be noted that this study focused on the intention of future political participation, 

not behavior itself. Nevertheless, given adolescents’ limited opportunities to fully engage in 

politics, it is meaningful to examine adolescents’ willingness to participate in politics as a 

precursor to political participation in adulthood.  
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Organization of Chapters 

This dissertation is organized into the following chapters. I begin Chapter 2 by discussing 

scholarship on political socialization, political participation, and democratic citizenship 

education to construct a conceptual model of political development. Next, I review literature 

relevant to the effects of personal factors and micro contexts on political development. 

Specifically, I address personal factors including demographic characteristics, civic knowledge, 

civic engagement experience, and psychological motivation. Family, school, peers, and local 

community are discussed as micro contexts conducive to adolescents’ political development. 

Lastly, I explain how the current study is influenced by and aligned with previous comparative 

research on civic engagement. In Chapter 3, the methodology chapter, I start with an overview of 

ICCS that provided the data for this dissertation. Then, I present the analytic data, measures, and 

analytic strategy of this study. In Chapter 4, I present results from descriptive analyses, 

multilevel analyses, and cross-national comparisons. In Chapter 5, I summarize and discuss the 

findings. A few relationships between national contexts and political development relationships 

are also discussed in this chapter. The Conclusion (Chapter 6) provides suggestions and 

implications for educators, policy makers, and researchers. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

Drawing on political socialization theory, this study focused on the link between national 

context, the mode of political activism, and political development relationship. This chapter 

begins with a discussion of theoretical and empirical arguments about political socialization, 

political participation, and democratic citizenship education. Then, I present the conceptual 

model of political development which underlies this study. Next, I review previous research on 

personal and micro-contextual factors related to adolescent political development. Lastly, I 

introduce comparative studies on political socialization and civic engagement that influence the 

current study.  

 

Theoretical Framework 

Political Socialization 

Political socialization is the process through which individuals “are incorporated as full 

members of the polity or public sphere of society” (Flanagan, 2004, p.721). While early political 

socialization theory regarded developing adolescents as passive recipients who simply accept 

and internalize rules and norms from socialization agencies, contemporary theory emphasizes 

that adolescents are potential active agents and can play active roles in negotiating and changing 

their political reality (Flanagan & Sherrod, 1998). Contemporary political socialization research 

has tried to explain not only how to socialize people into a set of values, attitudes, and behaviors 

that correspond with the existing social order but also “how…people who have learned to live in 

one system…help shape an entirely new one” (Sapiro, 2004, p. 1). In fact, some scholars have 

even disapproved the use of the term ‘political socialization’ because it implies “a top-down 
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process of indoctrination and fail[s] to attend to issues of power and to discrimination in the 

everyday lives of young people” (Torney-Purta et al., 2010, p. 500). In short, contemporary 

political socialization theory describes political socialization as the development of an 

individual’s political qualities such as political disposition, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors 

through enduring interaction with human, social, cultural, and political environments rather than  

a unilateral inculcation of existing social and political values.  

Then, we need to ask, what kinds of interactions are involved in the political socialization 

process? How do these interactions contribute to adolescent political development? With respect 

to these questions, McIntosh and Youniss (2010) proposed that “situated learning, adult 

scaffolding, and perspective taking” are the rudiments of a “political-developmental framework 

for understanding the political socialization of youth” (p. 30).  

Situated learning theory stresses learning by doing within a coherent context. Meaningful 

“political socialization occurs in real-life settings where youth cooperate with others in 

meaningful work toward common ends and deliberate with competing interest” (McIntosh & 

Youniss, 2010, p. 32). This implies that adolescents engage more in public/collective work 

relevant to their lives, which in turn increases their chances of learning from the engagement 

experience. Therefore, the concept of situated learning is useful not only to understand 

adolescents’ political practice and development, but also to design, implement, and evaluate 

youth civic engagement programs. Participation in political discussions and involvement in 

prosocial groups are good examples of situated learning activities that contribute to positive 

political development.  

However, even if adolescents have opportunities to be involved in various civic practices, 

it is highly unlikely that they will obtain meaningful civic engagement experience without adult 
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support (or scaffolding). Because of their limited resources and legal rights, it is not easy for 

adolescents to gain meaningful political practices in real-world settings. Moreover, adolescence 

is a transition period during which an individual’s social identities are shaped and s/he 

recognizes and experiences wider, more varied contexts. Therefore, it is not easy for adolescents 

by themselves to understand complex social and political phenomena or to properly interpret 

personal and collective experiences related to these phenomena. Adolescents must receive 

scaffolding from adults, experts, or experienced individuals in order to gain meaningful civic 

engagement experience in the political development process. According to McIntosh and 

Youniss (2010), scaffolding in youth political development involves at least three major 

components: training designed to provide  “the knowledge needed for newcomer participation in 

a political system,” access to a political system, and  support while participating in that system 

(p.32).  

Lastly, perspective taking is a key ability for social interaction in both competitive and 

cooperative circumstances (Wu & Keysar, 2007). Political participation is an expression of one’s 

own standpoint about a public agenda which is naturally accompanied by direct and indirect 

relationships with others. Standing up for one side nearly always involves collaborating with 

those who share one’s viewpoint and competing against those whose views differ. Conflict, 

controversy, deliberation, negotiation, collaboration, and mutual consent are inevitable 

procedures in social interaction and collective resolution of public issues. Therefore, in 

democratic societies where diversity is respected, citizens need to develop “the abilities to see 

and understand an issue from a perspective different from one’s own” (McIntosh & Youniss, 

2010, p. 33). Acknowledging diversity and accepting difference are the starting point of 

democratic relationships and deliberation.  
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In short, situated learning, scaffolding, and perspective taking are core elements of the 

political development process. Thus, developmental interactions occurring with and within any 

socialization agent, including families, schools, and community-based organization, are related 

to these elements to a greater or lesser degree. However, it should be noted that each 

socialization agent has limitations of its own in terms of youth political development because it 

seeks different goals and operates in particular circumstances (McIntosh & Youniss, 2010). For 

example, families may avoid engaging in complex political and community issues. In general, 

community organizations and interest groups may not pursue positive youth development as their 

goal nor be held accountable for doing so. Accordingly, promoting youth civic engagement 

requires a deep understanding of how different socialization agents make distinctive 

contributions to political development. 

With regard to understanding of the role of socialization agents in political development, 

Lave and Wenger’s (1991) concept of a community of practice is quite useful for explaining 

learning and development in diverse contexts. A community of practice is defined as a “[group] 

of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn how to do it better as 

they interact regularly” (Wenger, 2006, http://www.ewenger.com/theory/). When a novice joins 

a community of practice, s/he moves from peripheral to central participation with the support of 

experienced and skilled members (e.g., apprenticeship). This process is called legitimate 

peripheral participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Here, participation, which is a process of 

learning and of knowing, “refers not just to local events of engagement in certain activities with 

certain people but to a more encompassing process of being active participants in the practices of 

social communities and constructing identities in relation to these communities… Such 

participation shapes not only what we do, but also who we are and how we interpret what we do” 

http://www.ewenger.com/theory/
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(Wenger, 1998, pp. 4-5). By participating in cultural practices in a community of practice, new 

members can understand the meaning of experiences had in the community and the meaning of 

concepts and skills related to that experience, obtain opportunities for action in the present and 

practice for action in the future, and develop an identity as a member of the community (Torney-

Purta et al., 2010).  

Torney-Purta and her colleagues (2010) asserted that youth political development also 

occurs through participation and sociocultural experience in diverse communities of  practice. In 

the course of and as a result of political socialization and civic engagement, adolescents come to 

understand the meaning of their civic experience, to form civic identities, to develop efficacy and 

a sense of empowerment, and to be involved in civic practices in diverse domains. Based on this 

notion, the authors propose a framework for political socialization research and civic 

engagement assessment (see Torney-Purta et al., 2010, p. 504) in which meaning, identity, 

agency/efficacy (motivation), and practice/action are independent variables (i.e., the result of 

political development).  

Torney-Purta et al. (2010) complete their conceptual framework by referring to Wentzel’s 

(2006) classification of research problems and questions.  

[H]uman development takes place through processes of progressively more complex 

reciprocal interaction between an active, evolving biopsychological human organism and 

the persons, objects, and symbols in its immediate environment. To be effective, the 

interaction must occur on a fairly regular basis over extended periods of time. Such 

enduring forms of interaction in the immediate environment are referred to as proximal 

processes…[T]he form, power, content, and direction of the proximal processes effecting 

development vary systematically as a joint function of the characteristics of the 
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developing person; of the environment [or context]—both immediate and more remote—

in which the processes are taking place; and the nature of the developmental outcomes 

under consideration. (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 1644; italics in original) 

Tapping into the person-process-context model from Bronfenbrenner’s early work,
3
 Wentzel 

(2006) categorized variables influencing educational outcomes and development into three 

groups: person, context, and process. Wentzel asserted that deliberation on person, process, and 

context with regard to an educational phenomenon and development allows us to create 

meaningful and fresh research questions and variables. Extending this idea, Torney-Purta et al. 

(2010) proposed that independent variables in youth civic engagement research can also be 

grouped into person, context, and process variables. They assert that in order to accurately 

understand the mechanisms of political development and civic engagement, we need to pay more 

attention to context (e.g., family, school, neighborhood) and process variables (e.g., 

observational learning, apprenticeship, adult scaffolding) as well as person variables (e.g., gender 

and socioeconomic status). Considering that all social and cultural groups possess their 

idiosyncrasies, research on context and process is an important step in explaining political 

socialization and providing meaningful civic engagement experience to adolescents in particular 

groups. Research has demonstrated that the aspects of political development and civic 

engagement vary across different social and national groups (e.g., Flanagan, Bowes, Jonsson, 

Csapo, & Sheblanova, 1998; Hahn, 1998; Norris, 2002; Schlozman et al., 1994). 

It should be noted that people belong to various communities of practices (or multiple 

contexts), such as families, classrooms, and workplaces, at the same time (Wenger, 1998). 

                                                 

3
 In his late work, Bronfenbrenner established the bioecological model of human development grounded in the 

process-person-context-time (PPCT) model in which he further develops his argument about process and introduces 
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Depending on the circumstances, identities shaped from participation in diverse communities of 

practice either function harmoniously in the intrapersonal development process or contribute to 

intrapersonal conflict. From this perspective, adolescents are politically socialized along different 

vectors under different proximal contexts; therefore, adolescent political development can be 

rightly understood when multiple contexts surrounding developing adolescents are considered 

simultaneously. 

Political Participation 

By definition, democracy builds on citizens’ political participation. Political participation 

“is at the heart of democracy. Indeed, democracy is unthinkable without the ability of citizens to 

participate freely in the governing process” (Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995, p. 1). How much 

citizens can and do participate in public affairs represents the democratization level of a society. 

Moreover, historically, citizens’ perseverance and active participation have fueled the expansion 

of civil rights. Promoting political participation is a powerful, fundamental way of strengthening 

democracy:  

[I]f democracy is to sustain itself, a richer conception of citizenship is required that meets 

the test of what may be called strong democracy. Strong democracy is not simply a 

system whereby people elect those who govern them, but a system in which every 

member of the community participates in self-governance. It entails not merely voting 

and overseeing representatives but ongoing engagement in the affairs of the civic 

community at the local and national levels. (Barber, 1989, p. 355; italics in original) 

                                                                                                                                                             

a concept of time (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). However, many studies still refer to Bronfenbrenner’s early 

model and concepts (Tudge, Mokrova, Hatfield, & Karnik, 2009). 
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Moreover, in many cases political participation is the most effective way (often the only way, 

especially for the underrepresented) for citizens to meet their social and political needs because 

“while policymakers are not necessarily equally sensitive to all constituents, they are sensitive to 

citizen input” (Verba et al., 1995, p. 30). In a nutshell, active political participation by citizens is 

the foundation for the realization of greater equality in a society and the transformation of an 

institutional democracy into a substantive democracy.  

McIntosh and Youniss (2010) posited that political participation (the authors call it 

political engagement) is different from other types of human activities because of its 

distinguishable characteristics: it is public, it requires collaboration, it involves conflict, and it is 

voluntary. First, politics is a matter of human relationships; therefore, political participation is 

public in nature. As McIntosh and Youniss (2010) explained, “the private and isolated individual, 

no matter how mature his or her reasoning, often falls short of being able to participate in the 

political domain. This is because that domain is, by definition, public and social, or 

collective.…[P]olitical [italics in original] connotes ‘public’” (pp. 26-27). Interactions with and 

consideration of others are unavoidable in addressing political issues. 

Second, collaboration is a key element of effective political participation. Political voices 

are meaningful only if they are heard by others, and political actions are efficacious only if they 

stimulate others. Collective voices are far more likely than single voices to be heard and to 

stimulate social change (McIntosh & Youniss, 2010). Collective action is the most effective and 

often the only way to accomplish community and political goals; these goals cannot be achieved 

by individuals acting alone in a democracy (Flanagan, Martinez, Cumsille, & Ngomane, 2011). 

Deliberation, persuasion, negotiation, and consent are indispensable in generating a collective 

will. For this reason, the civic qualities needed for democratic collaboration, such as 
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social/political trust and interpersonal skills, have been emphasized in civic engagement and 

citizenship education literature (Flanagan et al., 2010; Hahn, 1998; Newton, 2007; Putnam, 

2000). 

Third, political participation always involves some degree of conflict with others. 

Political issues impact a multitude of people who have diverse personal and social tastes and 

concerns, and “collective action does not imply the absence of diverse perspectives” in a 

democratic society (Flanagan et al., 2011, p. 97). In fact, almost all social and political decisions 

result from debates, discussions, and deliberations among citizens and groups with varied 

interests (McIntosh & Youniss, 2010), and unanimous decisions are very rare even in a 

collaborative environment. Therefore, people who accept and deal with conflicts with others well 

are more likely than those who evade conflicts to participate in politics. However, people are 

generally averse to interpersonal and public conflict. Attempting to preserve amicable personal 

relationships and maintain an agreeable public atmosphere, most people choose to avoid conflict 

and conceal their opinions during heated debates (e.g., Hayes, Scheufele, & Huge, 2006; 

Merelman, 1990). This conflict-aversion may prevent all voices from being heard equally and 

diminish the merit of deliberation. To foster a democratic environment open to diverse opinions, 

citizens must be tolerant of dissent or wiling to acknowledge the basic rights and liberties of 

persons and groups whose views differ from their own (Avery, 2001). Thus, citizenship 

education in a democracy should enable adolescents to develop this virtue. 

Fourth, voluntariness is an essential aspect of active political participation. Citizens’ 

active and persistent participation requires strong willingness to participate in politics of their 

own volition. Therefore, increasing citizens’ willingness to participate in politics is an important 

task in a democratic society. A body of literature asserts that people more willingly participate in 
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civic and political issues when they are “persuaded that participation in the political system is in 

some way relevant to their lives” (McIntosh & Youniss, 2010, p. 29). Psychological motivations 

such as political interest and political efficacy are also strong forces that encourage people to 

voluntarily participate in politics. In an effort to develop adolescents’ civic willingness, many 

educators posit the necessity of mandated community service, which has been enacted in many 

places. Although it is somewhat counterintuitive to suggest that a mandate will encourage 

voluntary action, evidence shows that mandated school-based community service is positively 

associated with adolescents’ willingness to participate in voluntary service (Metz & Youniss, 

2003) and with electoral participation as adults (Hart, Donnelly, Youniss, & Atkins, 2007).  

As Barber (1989) asserted, “if students are to become actively engaged in public forms of 

thinking and participate thoughtfully in the whole spectrum of civic activities, then civic 

education and social studies programs require a strong element of practical civic experience—

real participation and empowerment” (p. 355). Considering McIntosh and Youniss’s (2010) 

discussion of the distinctive characteristics of political participation, practical civic experience 

includes participating in democratic decision-making processes affecting their lives, working 

collaboratively with peers and adults, and deliberating about important local-, national-, and 

global-level social issues (Hess, 2008a; Levine, 2007). In short, diverse civic engagement 

experience during adolescence is important to the development of democratic civic competence.  

Empirical studies have demonstrated that civic engagement experience in youth is significantly 

associated with the acquisition of democratic knowledge, skills, and attitudes as well as with 

civic engagement in the future (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011; Levine, 2007). Therefore, 

education for democratic citizenship should provide adolescents with quality hands-on civic 

engagement opportunities. 
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Democratic Citizenship Education 

While adolescents need to have quality civic engagement experience, it should be noted 

that civic engagement opportunities are not equally available to all adolescents. Just as all adults 

are supposed to be politically equal, so too should all adolescents be equal to each other in civic 

and political arenas. Civic learning and empowerment opportunities should be equally accessible 

to adolescents from all social and cultural backgrounds. But, socioeconomically and culturally 

disadvantaged adolescents suffer from the unequal distribution of social, economic, and political 

resources. Considering that these resources are a key factor in social and political involvement 

(Bourdieu, 1984; Verba et al., 1995), disadvantaged adolescents do not have fair and equal civic 

learning opportunities. Therefore, democratic citizenship education should seek ways to provide 

all adolescents with meaningful civic engagement experience.  

Then, what does democratic citizenship education look like? To answer this question, 

first, it needs to be recognized that citizenship education is not synonymous with democratic 

education. Hess (2009) stated: 

I use the term “democratic education” instead of civic education. I do so deliberately 

because the label “civic education” suggests “fitting in” to society as it currently operates, 

whereas my deliberate use of “democratic” highlights the dynamic and contested 

dimensions inherent in a democracy…In a nutshell, democratic education is a form of 

civic education that purposely teaches young people how to do democracy. It stands at 

the crossroads of authenticity and transformation. In other words, democratic education 

both honestly addresses the political world outside of school and represents that political 

realm as dynamic, thereby emphasizing the ongoing transformation of society. (pp. 14-

15; italics in original) 
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Citizenship education exists in any society, but democratic citizenship education does not—

sometimes even in democracies. While citizenship education nurtures conformity to beliefs and 

values which a society regards as desirable, the purpose of democratic citizenship education is to 

teach students to internalize and act on democratic beliefs, values, and attitudes. Citizenship 

education may support the status quo, but democratic citizenship education aims at producing an 

ever more democratic society by allowing students to critique the existing social and political 

order and by encouraging them to take part in social transformation.   

That is to say, not all forms of citizenship are democratic. Citizenship education does not 

always contribute to democratic citizenship (Kahne & Westheimer, 2003). Westheimer and 

Kahne (2004) articulated the features of democratic citizenship education. The authors 

categorized models of good citizens into three types: personally responsible citizens, who act 

“responsibly in his or her community by, for example, picking up litter, giving blood, recycling, 

obeying laws, and staying out of debt” (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004, p. 241); participatory 

citizens, who actively participate in the civic and political affairs of the community at the local, 

state, or national level; and justice-oriented citizens, who recognize matters of injustice, 

understand the importance of pursuing social justice, and participate in collective action to 

address injustices they observe. As an example of these categories, “If participatory citizens are 

organizing the food drive and personally responsible citizens are donating food, justice oriented 

citizens are asking why people are hungry and acting on what they discover” (Westheimer & 

Kahne, 2004, p. 242). Westheimer and Kahne argued that the personally responsible citizen is 

not necessarily an effective citizen in a democratic society because the defining attributes of the 

personally responsible citizen—obedience, patriotism, honesty, and good neighborliness—are 

not innately conducive to democracy. Therefore, education for democratic citizenship should 
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provide opportunities for students to think about and participate in community and politics, to 

perceive the importance of planning and participating in organized efforts, and to consider (and 

if possible, be part of) social movement, system change, and social justice (Westheimer & Kahne, 

2004). Democratic citizenship education allows students to do democracy by encouraging them 

to confront the real world and join social transformation. In such citizenship education, 

adolescents are offered opportunities to deliberate on important public issues and social justice, 

shape their understanding and perceptions of their reality, do meaningful work to improve their 

community, and participate in social and political affairs to varying degrees. Adolescents are 

treated as meaning-makers and potential transformers of their reality, not passive recipients of 

political socialization. Providing these opportunities allows students to develop civic skills and 

attitudes that surpass those required for faithful citizenry and enables adolescents to gain a sense 

of empowerment. 

 It seems obvious that participatory citizenship and justice-oriented citizenship should be 

a major goal of citizenship education for democracy. However, educational and civic 

opportunities to develop such citizenship are neither equally distributed nor equally functioning 

among all adolescents in a capitalist society. Due to the disproportional distribution of social, 

economic, and cultural resources, adolescents from underrepresented backgrounds do not have 

adequate educational opportunities. Moreover, they are often pressed to accept knowledge and 

practices which are chosen and embellished by “authoritarian populists who are powerful in 

education and in other areas of politics and social and cultural policy” (Apple, 2000, p. xxv). As 

a result, educational inequality can be solidified and even worsened in an educational system 

driven by the mainstream (Apple, 2006). In addition, students from disadvantaged backgrounds 

often experience inequality in school learning as well as educational opportunities.  
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 [M]iddle-class children have a distinct advantage in schools. While learning the 

dominant discourses of schooling requires extending existing discourses for all children, 

middle-class children have had constant opportunities to acquire ways of being and 

thinking that are highly similar to the discourses they encounter in schools. Children from 

poor and racially diverse backgrounds often do not share this advantage and are required 

to “learn” these school-based discourses when they arrive at school. (Compton-Lilly, 

2007, p. 86) 

Consequently, underrepresented adolescents are urged to assume identities that are different 

from—more likely in competition with—those established within their own social and cultural 

contexts, which makes it difficult for them to satisfy the academic and social standards defined 

by the mainstream (e.g., Valenzuela, 2005). Likewise, “Social class disparities in civic 

participation that begin in the pre-adult year are exacerbated by unequal opportunities for gaining 

civic practices…Besides disparities in opportunities between and within schools, providing civic 

practices for children growing up in disadvantaged communities offers numerous challenges” 

(Flanagan & Levine, 2010, p. 166). Marginalized students suffer from dual civic inequalities: 

lack of civic opportunities and unfair practices disconnected from their reality.  

Then, how can we distribute opportunities for democratic civic engagement fairly to all 

adolescents—in particular, to those in disadvantaged positions such as females, immigrants, and 

the poor? How can we allow all adolescents to enjoy the outcomes that democratic citizenship 

education values (Beane & Apple, 2007)? Although relying on schools to offer fair civic learning 

opportunities is an imperfect solution (see Kahne & Middaugh, 2008), it seems that schools are 

the most affordable and accessible conduit through which adolescents obtain positive and well-

designed civic and political opportunities regardless of their social background.  
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School-based democratic citizenship education  

Schools occupy a unique position with respect to civic engagement in adolescence. In 

democracies, public education is provided as a civil right, and some countries even ordain public 

education as a civic duty through compulsory education laws. An individual spends a significant 

portion of his/her adolescent years in school, and during this period, much of his/her identity, 

beliefs, attitudes, and behavior are formed (Erikson, 1968).Being a student is almost equivalent 

to being a captive audience to values and narratives supported in his/her society or sponsored by 

the authorities. Moreover, a school is an official socialization agent which guides adolescent 

development through planned (e.g., curriculum, school rules) and unplanned vehicles (e.g., 

student composition, peer groups).  

A school is deeply involved in adolescent development in diverse ways. For example, a 

school directly instructs adolescents; adolescents interact with others with different backgrounds 

and purposes such as teachers and classmates in school; and a school transfers, reinforces, or 

sometimes contradicts family and community values. Viewed through the lens of the ecological 

systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1994), a school is a major microsystem and an important part of 

multiple mesosystems and exosystems in youth development. Moreover, schools might be the 

best place in which adolescents can be taught about democracy through fruitful hands-on 

experience. School can provide adolescents with various thoughtfully-designed participation 

experiences and expose them to diverse perspectives on a regular basis. In addition, civic 

practices at school can boost active participation in different and wider contexts. A great deal of 

empirical research has documented that a democratic school climate and school-based/sponsored 

civic engagement experience have a significant effect on students’ positive political development 

and their political lives in adulthood (e.g., Flanagan & Stout, 2010; N. J. Lee, Shah, & McLeod, 
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2013; Linimon & Joslyn, 2002; Pasek et al., 2008; Schulz et al., 2010; Torney-Purta, Barber, & 

Wilkenfeld, 2007). 

A school is also a very important institution in light of its universal accessibility and far-

reaching inclusiveness (Flanagan et al., 2010). In this respect, democratic citizenship education 

at school should be based on the fundamental principle that “pupils have the right to have their 

views heard and taken into account, a right both enshrined in principle and encouraged in 

practice” (Trafford, 2008, p. 411). Adolescents should be given substantive opportunities to be 

heard, to hear others, and to work collaboratively in order to develop democratic civic 

competence (Flanagan et al., 2010). A school should provide purposeful democratic civic 

learning opportunities—voluntary and/or mandated—to all students including those who are 

prone to remain disengaged or even alienated without external support (Galston, 2004; McLellan 

& Youniss, 2003; Metz & Youniss, 2003). 

Conceptual Model of Political Development 

As aforementioned, political socialization takes place through interactions between 

individuals and various elements in multilevel contexts. Sapiro (2004) succinctly described the 

multilevel nature of political development: 

Political socialization as a field can be defined by a pair of interlocked macro- and 

microlevel phenomena. At the macro level, political socialization frames research on how 

polities and other political societies and systems inculcate appropriate norms and 

practices in citizens, residents, or members…At the micro level, political socialization 

frames research on the patterns and processes by which individuals engage in political 

development and learning, constructing their particular relationships to the political 

contexts in which they live. (pp. 2-3)  
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That is, a person is politically socialized in hierarchical contexts. Political development research 

at the micro level is about how an individual develops political qualities through interactions 

with proximal contexts (e.g., family, school, local community); and at the macro level, it is about 

how remote contexts (e.g., social and national contexts) influence micro-level political 

development by regulating the way in which an individual interacts with immediate contexts. 

At the micro level, political development can be modeled as the process in which an 

individual forms political knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors through enduring 

interactions with human and environmental elements in diverse proximal contexts in which s/he 

is directly or indirectly engaged on a regular basis. Proposing the civic voluntarism model, Verba 

et al. (1995) asserted that one’s civic engagement is determined by three components: resources 

(e.g., time, money, civic skills), engagement (e.g., political interest, political efficacy), and 

recruitment networks (e.g., friends, relatives, and acquaintances who invite to civic engagement). 

When people do not actively participate in public issues, it is “because they can’t; because they 

don’t want to; or nobody asked” (Verba et al., 1995, p. 269). There is no doubt that voluntary 

and effective participation cannot be expected without basic resources and abilities. 

Psychological engagement (or motivation) is an inner force that drives individuals to willingly 

mobilize their resources and skills in support of social or political causes. Recruitment networks 

such as churches and workplaces provide the information necessary for civic engagement, 

contribute to developing civic skills, and prompt people to act out individual or collectively-held 

beliefs regarding specific issues (Putnam, 2000). Flanagan and Wray-Lake (2011) asserted that 

these three components (resources, organizations and institutions that provide recruitment and 

civic engagement opportunities, and motivation or the desire to be engaged) are determinants of 

adolescents’ civic engagement as well as adults’ civic engagement. With regard to these three 
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components, previous research has identified numerous personal (e.g., demographic 

characteristics, psychological motivation) and micro contextual factors (e.g., family resources, 

peer group, community organizations) that are closely related to political development.  

In macro-level political development, remote/larger contexts (e.g., national economic 

conditions, political systems, culture and history) directly and indirectly influence the micro-

level political development process by regulating the functions of personal and micro-contextual 

factors. Norris’s (2002) conceptual framework for explaining patterns of political participation 

outlines this multilevel structure of political development well. Norris asserted that one’s 

political activism is influenced at the micro-, meso-, and macro levels. First, at the micro level, 

civic resources (time, money, civic skills) and motivational attitudes (e.g., internal political 

efficacy, political interest, political cynicism) significantly influence individuals’ political 

activism. Second, at the meso level, mobilizing agencies and social networks such as political 

parties, churches, and voluntary associations play important roles in facilitating the civic 

engagement of social members. Third, at the macro level, societal modernization (i.e., levels of 

socioeconomic development marked, for example, by rising standards of living and expanding 

educational opportunities) and state structure (e.g., electoral laws, party system, constitutional 

structures) regulate and expand citizens’ civic engagement. In Norris’s (2002) framework, these 

five components at three levels independently and jointly contribute to the development of an 

individual’s behaviors in diverse modes of political activism. Therefore, the mechanism of 

political development—especially, in specific social and cultural groups—can be revealed when 

the macro contexts within which micro-level political development occurs are properly taken 

into account. The influence of the macro context (i.e., the social, cultural, and national contexts 

in which people and micro-level socialization agents are situated) on political participation in 
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specific groups has been identified by numerous studies. For example, young people from 

marginalized groups tend to be skeptical of system-driven forms of political activism but show 

more interest in more active and direct forms of involvement (C. Cohen, 2006; Junn, 1999; 

Middaugh & Kahne, 2008).  

In short, adolescents’ development is influenced by multiple contexts and interrelations 

among those contexts (Lerner, 2011). All relations between individuals and contexts and 

between contexts “are embedded within a particular community, society, and culture” (Lerner & 

Castellino, 2002, p. 127). That is, adolescents develop within hierarchically structured contexts. 

Consequently, understanding adolescent political development requires an integrative view of 

the relationships among individuals, micro contexts, and macro contexts. 

As discussed earlier, the ecological systems theory postulates that the form, power, 

content, and direction of the proximal processes are determined by the nature of the 

developmental outcomes under consideration as well as the developing person and the 

environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Likewise, political development relationships may differ 

across different modes of political activism. In fact, different modes of political activism require 

different kinds and amounts of resources and are governed by different social rules. Therefore, 

one mode of political activism cannot represent all modes of political activism (Dudley & 

Gitelson, 2002; Verba et al., 1995), and a trend in one form of political participation cannot be 

assumed to be identical to trends in other forms of political participation. Moreover, 

technological advancement has enabled citizens to create new kinds of social networks and 

communication methods and to mobilize their resources in new and various ways which have not 

been seriously investigated in the conventional scholarship on political participation (Flanagan & 

Wray-Lake, 2011; Levine, 2007; Norris, 2002). For this reason, scholars have consistently 
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highlighted the necessity for a distinction between different modes of political activism and an 

analytic framework considering various forms of political behaviors (Dalton & Klingemann, 

2007). Comparative studies have documented that political development and civic engagement 

vary not only across countries (i.e., macro context) but also by the mode of political activism (i.e., 

civic outcomes under consideration) (Schulz et al., 2010; Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswald, & 

Schulz, 2001). That is, political development is significantly related to target civic outcomes and 

macro contexts. For this reason, I examined adolescents’ willingness to participate in two 

different modes of political activism across different national contexts.  

 

 

Figure 2. Conceptual model 
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Figure 2 illustrates the conceptual model of the political development process that I 

developed for this study. The (micro-level) political development relationship indicates the 

relationship between personal and micro-contextual factors and adolescents’ expected political 

participation. The political development relationship may differ by the mode of political activism. 

This whole process occurs within a macro context—in this study, the national context. 

 

Literature Review 

This section reviews previous research on important factors related to adolescent political 

development and provides an overview of the comparative studies on political socialization and 

civic engagement that influenced this study. 

Personal Factors in Political Development 

Gender and immigrant background 

A large body of literature has demonstrated the significant effects of gender on civic 

engagement. Schlozman, Burns, and Verba (1994) examined the gender difference in civic 

engagement and the relationship between the gender difference and resources (money, time, 

civic skills). Based on telephone interviews conducted on a random sample of 2,517 American 

adults, the researchers found that although male adults are more active in politics than female 

adults in general, gender differences vary according to the participation types. For example, 

while males more actively contacted government officials and participated in community activity, 

there is no gender difference in protest participation. An important finding of this study is that 

women generally had lower income and therefore less money to spend on political participation 

compared to men. That is, the gender difference in political participation is, in part, the result of 

economic disparity. Schlozman et al. identified that the difference in political participation 
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between males and females was greatly reduced when financial inequality was accounted for. 

This result implies that macro contextual factors such as gender inequality in economic and 

political domains need to be taken into account when examining the effect of gender on political 

development. 

Research has also revealed that gender differences in civic participation differ by form of 

civic engagement and across countries. While males have more interest in conventional forms of 

political activism, female adolescents participated more in voluntary community engagement. It 

seems that political discussion and expected political participation among female adolescents are 

significantly related to the national level of political equality (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011). 

Using data collected from AmeriCorps participants, Hyman and Levine (2007) found that the 

gender effect is associated with the form of civic engagement. Women tend more toward 

volunteering and voting while men are more active in persuading people to vote and donating 

money to candidates.  

The impact of an immigrant background on civic and educational outcomes has been a 

serious issue in ethnically/racially heterogeneous societies and is becoming more pronounced in 

many countries as globalization continues to accelerate. A significant relationship between 

immigrant background (or citizenship status) and political participation has been consistently 

identified in political science and civic engagement research, even after controlling for other 

personal variables such as political interest, political resources, and SES. Further, it has been 

shown that the relationship of immigrant background to political participation differs by mode of 

political activism (e.g., Brady, Verba, & Schlozman, 1995; Verba et al., 1995). Torney-Purta et 

al.’s (2007) study illustrates the influence of an immigrant background on adolescent political 

development. The authors investigated gaps in civic outcomes between Latino/a and non-
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Latino/a adolescents drawing on the U.S. sample from the International Association for the 

Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) Civic Education Study. Their multilevel analysis 

found that Latino/a ethnicity had a significant relationship with more positive attitudes toward 

immigrants and a marginally significant relationship with lower civic knowledge. Torney-Purta 

et al. also found that schools with more Latino/a students had a lower school average of civic 

knowledge compared to schools with fewer Latino/a students.  

In a study of 1,736 Latino/a U.S. citizens conducted in 2001, Schildkraut (2005) revealed 

that not only ethnicity, but also ethnic identity, may influence political development. More 

specifically, Schildkraut investigated the effect of self-identification and perceived 

discrimination on electoral participation and political trust. Overall, those who identified 

themselves as Latinos/as tended to participate less in electoral participation and have lower 

political trust (defined as trust in politicians and government). It is interesting that when 

respondents who identified themselves as Latino/a had a stronger perception of discrimination, 

they were more likely to participate in electoral activity; on the other hand, Latino/a citizens who 

identified themselves as Americans participated less when they perceived discrimination. 

In sum, the effects of gender and immigrant background on civic engagement are 

significant, but not consistent by the form of political participation for either adults or 

adolescents. Nor are the effects consistent across macro/national context. For this reason, I 

examined the effects of adolescents’ gender and immigrant background across different macro 

(national) contexts regarding two different modes of political activism.
4
 

 

                                                 

4
 I did not include student age as an independent variable because almost all students in the analytic sample are the 

same age (13-14 years of age). See Chapter 3. 
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Civic knowledge 

Sophisticated deliberation and effective political participation must be based on 

information/knowledge of public issues, and an informed citizenry is the foundation for 

promoting democracy in a society (Diamond, 1997). In fact, without basic knowledge about what 

to do, where to do it, and how to do it, the likelihood that an individual will be interested in or 

participate in public affairs is very low (Levine, 2007). Citizens with appropriate civic 

knowledge hold democratic values, see the importance of political participation, recognize their 

own political needs, seek more knowledge and greater understanding of public issues, and make 

reasonable decisions by reflecting on their own opinion and listening carefully to others’ 

opinions on community and political issues (Galston, 2001, 2004).  

Research has identified the significant effect of civic knowledge on positive civic 

attitudes and engagement. For example, Wells and Dudash’s (2007) qualitative study of 117 

young U.S. citizens showed that greater knowledge is related to higher political efficacy and 

greater possibility of political participation even though gaining knowledge does not always lead 

to actual electoral participation. In their investigation of the relationships between political 

information, political information efficacy, and voting tendencies, Kaid, McKinney, and Tedesco 

(2007) distinguished political information efficacy as a distinct dimension of political efficacy 

which is “closely related to internal efficacy but differs in that it focuses solely on the voter’s 

confidence in his or her own political knowledge and its sufficiency to engage the political 

process (to vote)” (p. 1096). Using the 1996, 2000, 2002, and 2004 National Election Studies 

conducted at the University of Michigan, the researchers found that exposure to political 

information (e.g., campaign messages, presidential debates) had a positive influence on young 

people’s political information efficacy and that the political information efficacy of voters was 
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higher than the efficacy of non-voters. These studies suggest that civic knowledge has a positive 

impact on civic engagement in direct and indirect ways.  

However, as in Wells and Dudash’s study, civic knowledge does not have a positive 

effect on all kinds of political activities. Some studies found different relationships between civic 

knowledge and civic engagement. Hart et al.’s (2007) study revealed that civic knowledge in 12
th

 

grade was significantly related to electoral participation (local and presidential voting); on the 

other hand, it was not related to civic volunteering and was even negatively related to 

involvement in youth organizations in young adulthood. Likewise, Schulz’s (2005) comparative 

study using IEA Civic Education Study data identified varying relationships between civic 

knowledge and different civic outcomes across 10 countries. In his study, civic knowledge had 

positive relationships with internal efficacy in some countries. On the contrary, civic knowledge 

had not-significant or even negative relationships with external efficacy in all 10 countries. 

Schulz also found that civic knowledge had positive relationships with expected electoral 

participation (voting and getting informed prior to elections) in all countries; however, civic 

knowledge had negative relationships with expected active forms of participation (writing letters 

to newspapers, joining a party, and running for office—‘expected political activities’ in the 

author’s terminology) in a number of countries.  

The inconsistent effects of civic knowledge on different modes of political participation 

are disclosed in the ICCS report and in secondary analyses of the ICCS data as well. The ICCS 

report demonstrated that civic knowledge was positively related to expected electoral 

participation (voting in local and national elections and getting information about candidates) in 

all 38 countries; however, it was negatively associated with expected active political 

participation as adults (helping a candidate or party during an election campaign, joining a 
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political party, joining a trade union, and standing as a candidate in local elections) in all 

countries (Schulz et al., 2010). Schulz and Fraillon (2012) obtained similar results from path 

analyses of 36 ICCS-participating countries. Civic knowledge is positively related to expected 

electoral participation in 35 countries but negatively or not significantly related to expected 

active political participation as adults in 36 countries. Hooghe and Quintelier’s (2011) multilevel 

analysis of the pooled ICCS data found that civic knowledge has positive relationships with 

willingness to engage in legal protest in the future (writing a letter to a newspaper, wearing a 

badge or t-shirt expressing an opinion on a social issue, contacting an elected representative, 

participating in a peaceful march or rally, collecting signatures for a petition, and boycotting) and 

expected electoral participation; however, it has negative relationships with expected active 

participation as adults and expected informal political participation (political discussions offline 

or online, writing to a newspaper, and joining social organizations).  

In sum, civic knowledge has varying influence on different modes of political activism 

and different aspects of civic qualities, and national context has an impact on the role of civic 

knowledge in the political development process. 

Civic engagement experience 

The importance of civic engagement during adolescence in the political development 

process is well documented in civic engagement scholarship. Civic engagement experience at 

and outside of school (e.g., student council, extracurricular activities or clubs, community 

volunteerism, political discussion) enables adolescents to form civic identities, to develop 

political beliefs and attitudes, and to gain civic knowledge and skills (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 

2011; Levine, 2007). School-sponsored and community-based organizations can function as 
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recruitment networks inviting adolescents into civic and political domains (Putnam, 2000; Verba 

et al., 1995).   

Students who belong to school organizations are more likely to have stronger willingness 

to participate in voluntary service (Metz & Youniss, 2003). In addition, involvement in 

organized activities at school has a significant effect on the formation of political identity as well 

as active civic engagement as adults. Thomas and McFarland (2010) examined the influence of 

adolescents’ involvement in extracurricular activities including student council and a wide 

variety of school clubs on voting in their early adulthood drawing on two nationally 

representative datasets: the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS) conducted between 

1988 and 2000 (8th grade to young adulthood) and the National Longitudinal Study of 

Adolescent Health (Add Health) performed between 1994 (7th to 12th grade) and 2002 (18 to 26 

years old). The authors found that involvement in school clubs had a positive influence on 

turnout in presidential elections in general although some sports club activities such as basketball 

and volleyball discouraged it. Involvement in some organized activities had a significant impact 

on political ideology (ranging from very conservative to very liberal) and party identification 

(e.g., democrat, republican, independent). Students who participated in religious service and a 

few sports clubs were more likely to have conservative ideology and republican identification 

while membership of academic clubs, drama clubs, and honor society tended to direct students to 

liberal ideology and democrat identification in their early adulthood. This result suggests that not 

only involvement in organized activities at school but also the characteristics of the activities in 

which adolescents participate can impact adolescents’ political development. 

School curriculum can provide students with meaningful civic engagement experience as 

well. Feldman, Pasek, Romer, and Jamieson’s (2007) study on the Student Voices curriculum 
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showed the positive effect of a school curriculum that provides diverse civic engagement 

experiences on adolescent political development. They analyzed data from students in 22 

Philadelphia high schools that implemented the Student Voices program during the 2002-2003 

school year. The Student Voices curriculum included Internet use for information collection and 

opinion exchange, classroom discussion, and various field experiences. Students who 

participated in the Student Voices program were more likely than those taught with the regular 

civics curriculum to follow and discuss politics. Students in the program also showed higher 

levels of political knowledge and political efficacy. Additionally, Linimon and Joslyn (2002) 

found that a school curriculum which includes hands-on participatory experience and substantive 

parental involvement can increase adolescents’ electoral participation as adults. This study 

suggests that school curricula can have a long-term effect on political development.  

Moreover, Beaumont’s (2011) study demonstrated that well-designed civic education 

programs can reduce the inequality in youth political development. Beaumont stressed that a 

person gains political efficacy not only by possessing material and civic resources, but also 

through observation of and interaction with others and environmental factors contained in the 

sociopolitical context in which s/he is situated—a sociopolitical learning model. Drawing on 

survey data collected from 595 undergraduates participating in 27 political learning programs, 

Beaumont examined how four kinds of sociopolitical learning mechanisms (experiences in a 

politically active community, acquiring skills for political action, engaging in political discourse, 

and inclusion in collaborative pluralist contexts) influence the development of political efficacy. 

Beaumont found that participation in learning programs that emphasize political action skills is 

positively related to internal political efficacy. Moreover, experiences in a politically active 

community, learning political action skills (marginally significant), and exposure to more 
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racially pluralist contexts could reduce the gaps in initial levels of internal political efficacy 

among students. Beaumont also demonstrated that participation in programs emphasizing 

experiences in a politically active community, learning political action skills (marginally 

significant), or discussion of current events could mitigate the effect of home political discussion 

on internal political efficacy development. Given the SES effect on political discussions with 

parents and political efficacy (Verba et al., 1995), Beaumont’s findings present the potential of 

civic engagement programs to reduce disparities in political development caused by 

socioeconomic inequality. In addition, Beaumont’s study, like Thomas and McFarland’s (2010) 

study, implies that there is no one-size-fits-all civic learning program for positive political 

development and the characteristics of programs are important in citizenship education. 

Therefore, successful citizenship education should provide diverse civic learning opportunities 

tailored to the characteristics of the developmental (civic) outcomes under consideration—that is, 

the specific civic qualities that the education seeks to develop, such as civic knowledge, political 

efficacy, willingness to participate in different modes of political activism, and so on.  

With regard to school-based civic education, an interesting topic is whether or not 

students should be required to do service, for example, as a requirement for high school 

graduation. Studies have presented mixed results with respect to the influence of mandated civic 

service on adolescents’ development. Hart et al. (2007) investigated the differences in five civic 

outcomes (local/presidential elections, volunteering in community service/youth organizations, 

and civic knowledge) between the no service and the voluntary service group, between the no 

service and the school-required service group, and between the no service and the mixed group 

(voluntary + required) drawing on NELS data. Hart found that respondents who participated in 

both voluntary and required service were better at achieving all five civic outcomes than the no 
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service group; that people who were involved in voluntary service during adolescence 

participated more in local/presidential elections, volunteered more in youth organizations, and 

had more civic knowledge than those who were not involved in any service; and that school-

required service was positively related to voting in local/presidential elections and civic 

knowledge. Horn’s (2012) study showed that service through humanitarian organizations is 

positively related to the adoption of prosocial values (helping others in the community) 

regardless of whether the service was voluntary or mandated (court, class, or other reason) 

although adolescents who voluntarily participate in service work showed more prosocial value 

orientation than those whose service was institutionally mandated. Metz and Youniss (2003) also 

found that students’ intentions to engage in future voluntary service were positively associated 

with school-required community service and that meeting the school’s requirement (40-hours 

minimum), not just joining school-required service projects, was particularly important. Overall, 

it seems that both mandated and voluntary service affects positive political development. 

Although mandated service might contribute less to the development of prosocial attitudes than 

voluntary service, it is at least better for students’ development than doing nothing.  

Advocates of democratic education maintain that student participation in school 

governance is not only an important way to develop adolescents’ civic competence but also an 

element of democratic schools. Trafford (2008) claimed, 

The school has to value its council as both a practical and a symbolic demonstration of 

respect for the pupil voice. If the school has a philosophy of engaging with its students, 

harnessing their energy and enthusiasm, and giving children responsibility for their lives 

and learning, the school council will be in harmony with the school ethos. The more the 

students are given opportunities to demonstrate how much their participation can 
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contribute to the well-being and development of the school, the more that democratic 

engagement will strengthen the school ethos. (p. 417) 

This experience with a democratic school ethos contributes to the development of students’ sense 

of empowerment. Given that civic engagement experience at school can be transmitted to civic 

engagement in different and expanding contexts, it is expected that effective participation in 

school governance will strengthen adolescents’ confidence in democratic participation and social 

change. Moreover, students can acquire qualities necessary for civic engagement through 

participation in school governance (see Carnegie Corporation of New York & The Center for 

Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE)., 2003; Levine, 2007). 

For example, Battistoni (2008) explored the impact of Project 540, a civic education program 

emphasizing “democratic school practice,” on students’ civic outcomes. Under Project 540, 

students were allowed a voice in issues that pertained to their school and community and were 

encouraged to take action to address those issues. The author found that participation in school 

governance made a positive contribution to the development of adolescents’ civic motivation and 

civic competencies. Comparative studies also reported the positive relationship of participation 

in student government to the development of adolescents’ civic knowledge and skills and 

willingness to participation in politics (e.g., Hahn, 1998; Torney-Purta et al., 2001). 

Advocates of democratic education have also acknowledged discussions about public 

issues as an important and effective way of encouraging positive political development. 

Democratic discussions allow participants to acquire knowledge about general democratic 

procedure, learn more about issues, make more valid and reasonable decisions, and develop 

interpersonal skills and democratic beliefs and attitudes (Hess, 2008b, 2009). In Wells and 

Dudash’s (2007) study, college students obtained information in many different ways (e.g., 
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Internet, news media), but political conversations with others was their most frequently cited 

source of political knowledge. Gastil and Xenos (2010) investigated the relationship between 

civic/political behaviors (e.g., voting and political talk) and civic/political attitudes (e.g., civic 

pride, defined as “confidence that one takes one’s community and civic responsibilities seriously, 

as opposed to believing that one has no civic duties or fulfills them only out of reluctant 

obligation” (p. 323)). The researchers found that discussion of community and political issues 

has a positive relationship with internal efficacy and a reciprocal relationship with civic pride.  

Lee et al.’s (2013) study affirms that classroom discussion has direct and indirect effects 

on adolescents’ civic engagement beyond a school. The authors examined the relationships 

among classroom deliberation, news consumption, political discussion in the community, and 

civic/political participation
5
 using structural equation modeling to analyze data from a national 

panel survey of adolescents (ages 12-17) and their parents conducted in 2008. They found that 

classroom deliberation had positive relationships with face-to-face discussions (conversations 

about news and current events with friends), online political communication, news consumption 

(TV, newspaper, and online), and political participation although classroom deliberation did not 

have a direct relationship with civic participation. Face-to-face discussion was positively related 

to civic participation while online political communication was positively related to political 

participation. Vercellotti and Matto’s (2010) quasi-experimental study revealed that classroom 

discussion and family discussion on the same political information complemented each other and 

were positively related to adolescents’ political knowledge and internal political efficacy.  

                                                 

5
 Lee et al. (2013) sub-conceptualized civic engagement into civic participation and political participation. The 

researchers measured civic participation by asking respondents “the frequency with which they engaged in charity 

work, volunteering, and community projects” and political participation by asking respondents whether or not they 

had participated in electoral campaign through “monetary contributions, event attendance, campaign volunteerism, 

and political displays” (p. 677) 
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In conclusion, civic engagement experience at and outside of school is associated with 

positive adolescent political development. The more civic engagement opportunities adolescents 

have, the stronger the civic competencies they can acquire. However, given that civic 

engagement experience in adolescence is a powerful predictor of civic engagement in adulthood 

(Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011), it is important to allow adolescents to gain quality civic 

engagement experience beyond providing diverse engagement opportunities. 

Psychological motivation 

It is widely acknowledged that a learner’s motivation is a strong predictor of his/her 

educational outcomes (Nicholls, 1979). Likewise, psychological motivation plays a decisive role 

in an individual’s active participation in politics (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011; Verba et al., 

1995). This dissertation focuses on political interest and political efficacy, which have received 

consistent attention as powerful factors determining political participation in the field of political 

science and civic education. 

Since Dewey (1913) emphasized the importance of interest in academic tasks, studies in 

psychology and education have documented the relationship between interest and academic 

achievement (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Schiefele, 1991; Wigfield & 

Cambria, 2010). Interest as a motivational factor “refers to the psychological state of engaging or 

the predisposition to reengage with particular classes of objects, events, or ideas over time. Here, 

these classes of objects, events, or ideas are termed content” (Hidi & Renninger, 2006, p. 112). 

Interest is a content-specific factor that is generated through an individual’s interactions with the 

environment surrounding him/her (Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Renninger & Hidi, 2002; 

Schiefele, 2009). It is known that higher levels of academic interest are associated with greater 

engagement in academic activities and improved academic performance regardless of grade level, 
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subject area, and national context (e.g., Harackiewicz, Durik, Barron, Linnenbrink-Garcia, & 

Tauer, 2008; Shin, Lee, & Kim, 2009; Van de gaer, Pustjens, Van Damme, & De Munter, 2009).  

Similarly, interest in politics has a strong positive relationship with diverse forms of civic 

engagement such as voting, campaign support and political contributions, contacting elected and 

nonelected officials, political discussions, organization activity, and protest (Ulbig & Funk, 

1999; Verba et al., 1995). Comparative research has shown that political interest is a significant 

predictor of adolescents’ willingness to participate in various modes of political activism 

regardless of the national context (Schulz, 2005; Schulz et al., 2010).  

People who have strong beliefs about their ability to perform a task are likely to more 

actively and persistently engage in the task, which in turn leads to higher levels of task 

accomplishment (Bandura, 1997; Hoy, Tarter, & Hoy, 2006; Liem, Lau, & Nie, 2008). In the 

same vein, people possessing a strong sense of political efficacy are highly likely to actively 

participate in politics. For this reason, political efficacy, along with political interest, has been 

considered an important motivational factor in political behavior research. Political efficacy is 

defined as the “the feeling that individual political action does have, or can have, an impact upon 

the political process, that is, that it is worthwhile to perform one's civic duties” (A. Campbell, 

Gurin, & Miller, 1954, p. 187). While some studies looked at different dimensions of political 

efficacy (e.g., political information efficacy, collective political efficacy), most political efficacy 

studies adopted two dimensions of political efficacy: internal efficacy, which refers to the belief 

that one has the necessary abilities to understand and participate in politics, and external efficacy, 

which refers to the belief that governmental institutions and authorities are responsive to 

citizens’ demands (Converse, 1972; Niemi, Craig, & Mattei, 1991).  
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Since the concept of political efficacy was introduced to explain individuals’ electoral 

behavior (Balch, 1974), many studies have proven that a positive relationship exists between 

electoral participation (e.g., voting and campaign involvement) and political efficacy (e.g., 

Abramson & Aldrich, 1982; Finkel, 1985; Pinkleton, Austin, & Fortman, 1998). Research has 

also found that political efficacy has a positive effect on diverse forms of political participation. 

For example, based on data gathered from 434 Israeli citizens, Cohen, Vigoda, and Samorly 

(2001) conducted structural equation modeling to examine the mediating effects of personal 

variables, including political efficacy, on the relationship between political efficacy and political 

participation. They divided various types of political participation into two categories: 

psychological involvement, which was defined as “one’s level of personal involvement in social 

and political issues and knowledge of these issues,” and active participation, which was defined 

as “activities directly aimed at influencing political officials and the political decision-making 

process” (A. Cohen et al., 2001, pp. 737-738). The authors found that not only did political 

efficacy have a direct positive effect on both categories of political participation, but it also 

played a mediating role in the relationship between socioeconomic status and political 

participation.  

Although political efficacy has been addressed primarily as motivation for political 

participation, it is known that the relationship between political efficacy and political 

participation is reciprocal (Balch, 1974; Finkel, 1985). Using structural equation modeling, 

Finkel (1985) identified the positive influence of external and internal efficacy on voting and 

campaign participation. Finkel also found that both types of electoral participation strengthened 

external political efficacy. On the other hand, electoral participation did not affect the level of 

internal efficacy. Finkel asserted that episodic or peripheral participation in civic and political 
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issues (e.g., voting in presidential elections) is insufficient to promote strong internal political 

efficacy; instead, behaviors requiring a greater time commitment and more personal involvement 

(e.g., communal action) may be more effective. The reciprocal relationship between external 

political efficacy and political participation exemplifies why civic engagement experience during 

adolescence is important: Through civic engagement, students can develop participatory attitudes, 

which boost their political participation in adulthood. Moreover, for students’ civic engagement 

experience to be more tightly connected to active participation in adulthood, citizenship 

education needs to provide constant, as opposed to sporadic, engagement opportunities related to 

students’ lives.  

Previous research has shown that internal political efficacy shaped by civic engagement 

experience in one domain can influence political participation in other domains. Based on the 

political spillover theory, Jian and Jeffres (2008) investigated the relationship among 

participation in the workplace, internal political efficacy, and political participation. They found 

that that there was a positive relationship between internal political efficacy and job autonomy, 

or “one’s level of control in accomplishing one’s own job on a daily basis” (Jian & Jeffres, 2008, 

p. 38), and that internal political efficacy mediated the relationship between job autonomy and 

three forms of political participation (community participation, voting, and political party and 

campaign). Pasek et al. (2008) demonstrated that the participation in school-based civic 

education programs had a positive effect on adolescents’ internal political efficacy. Moreover, 

the increased internal efficacy strengthened adolescents’ attentiveness to politics, which in turn 

increased their tendency to vote. Many studies have shown that political efficacy mediates the 

relationship between civic engagement experience at school and strong willingness to participate 
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in politics and active political participation (e.g., Beaumont, 2011; Schulz & Fraillon, 2012; 

Schulz, 2005).  

In addition to political interest and internal political efficacy, this dissertation study 

adopts collective political efficacy as the third motivational factor. While internal political 

efficacy indicates the beliefs an individual holds about his/her own capabilities, collective 

political efficacy refers to an individual’s beliefs about efficaciousness of the collective action of 

a group (Beaumont, 2010). Specifically, collective political efficacy is defined as “a citizen’s 

belief in the capabilities of the public as a collective actor to achieve social and political 

outcomes” (F. L. F. Lee, 2006, p. 299) and represents one’s perception of the possibilities for 

creating change (Yeich & Levine, 1994). To measure collective political efficacy, researchers 

have developed and administered numerous items, such as “Dramatic change could occur in this 

country if people banded together and demanded change” (Yeich & Levine, 1994), “The 

collective action of (Hong Kong) people has a huge influence on public affairs” and “The 

collective action of (Hong Kong) people can improve society” (F. L. F. Lee, 2006), and ‘‘I think 

by working together, young people from my own ethnic group are able to influence decisions 

which are made by government” (Jugert, Eckstein, Noack, Kuhn, & Benbow, 2013). These items 

are all related to the personal perception of social efficaciousness of collective action of a group 

of people. 

Empirical studies have evidenced the positive relationship between collective political 

efficacy and diverse forms of civic engagement. For example, Lee’s (2006) study of 800 Hong 

Kong residents revealed that collective efficacy had a positive relationship with democratic 

political attitudes (support for democratization, willingness to participate in demonstrations for 

democratization) and political participation (participation in the protest in 2004) even after 
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controlling for internal and external political efficacy. On the other hand, there was not a 

significant relationship between collective efficacy and voting in the 2004 election (marginally 

significant) or between collective efficacy and respondents’ attitudes towards political debate. In 

a study conducted on 755 German youth (native German, ethnic German Diaspora, and Turkish 

migrants), Jugert et al. (2013) examined the relationship between collective political efficacy and 

offline civic engagement, which was measured by seven items (e.g., volunteer work, 

participation in a demonstration, buy or boycott), and the relationship between collective 

political efficacy and online civic engagement, which was measured by five items (e.g., 

discussing societal or political contents online, participating in an online-based petition). Jugert 

et al. found that collective efficacy had a positive relationship with online civic engagement for 

all ethnic groups and had a positive relationship with offline engagement for German and 

Turkish youth, but not for resettler participants. These two studies suggest that the effect of 

collective efficacy in political development may differ among different forms of political 

participation and among adolescents from different backgrounds. 

Contextual Factors and Political Development 

Family 

The family has been acknowledged as a prime socialization agent from the very early 

scholarship to the present (Jennings, 2007), and family variables have been adopted as focal and 

important control variables in social science research. In particular, family socioeconomic status 

(SES), which is represented by family income, parents’ occupation and/or educational attainment, 

home literacy, or combinations of these factors, has been known as a factor with a decisive 

impact on political development, behavior, and relationships. SES is a determinant of one’s 

present economic, political, cultural, and social capital and also a powerful predictor of one’s 
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future capital (Bourdieu, 1984). Thus, family SES increases or limits the opportunities that a 

person has to develop the knowledge, skills, beliefs, attitudes, and behavior required for active 

and effective political participation. Research has demonstrated that people who are less 

educated, have less educated parents, have lower family income, and belong to lower social class 

are likely to have lower levels of civic competencies (e.g., lower civic knowledge and weaker 

political tolerance) and participation in civic and political events (A. Cohen et al., 2001; Hart et 

al., 2004; Hyman & Levine, 2007; Jennings et al., 2009; Verba et al., 1995). Low-SES students 

suffer unequal opportunities for civic learning and engagement both inside and outside of the 

school gate. Kahne and Middaugh’s (2008) study of the relationships between U.S. adolescents’ 

family SES and classroom-based civic learning opportunities disclosed that “Schools, rather than 

helping to equalize the capacity and commitments needed for democratic participation, appear to 

be exacerbating this inequality by providing more preparation for those who are already likely to 

attain a disproportionate amount of civic and political voice” (Kahne & Middaugh, 2008, p.18). 

In short, family SES is a key factor determining both the quantity and quality of civic learning 

and engagement opportunities that individual adolescents experience. 

Along with SES, parents are also one of the most important factors in human 

development—in particular, during childhood and adolescence—although their influence tapers 

off as the child matures. Parental political attributes are intentionally and unintentionally 

transmitted to their offspring to a greater or less degree (Jennings et al., 2009). Using two sets of 

National Household Education Survey (NHES) data, Hart et al. (2004) found that parents’ civic 

knowledge, involvement in voluntary service, and political tolerance are positively related to 

adolescents’ knowledge, volunteerism, and tolerance. McLellan and Youniss’s (2003) study 

demonstrated that high school students whose parents participated in voluntary service were 
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more likely to volunteer than those whose parents did not. Jennings et al. (2009) also revealed  

that parental political attributes such as party identification, political trust, and racial attitudes 

were passed on to their children. In particular, “If parents are politically engaged and frequently 

discuss politics with the child, transmission rates rise substantially, particularly on topics of 

general political significance and salience” (Jennings et al., 2009, p. 795). For this reason, this 

dissertation study adopts parental political interest and political discussion with parents
6
 as 

important factors in adolescent political development. Comparative research shows that these 

parental factors are significantly related to multiple civic outcomes across diverse national 

contexts (Schulz & Fraillon, 2012; Schulz, 2005).  

Peer effect 

Peer effects on youth development have long been a topic of interest among educators as 

well as sociologists. As a child grows and spends more time in school, the influence of school 

and classmates increases while the influence of parents begins to wane.  In school, a peer effect 

“occurs when the outcomes…of an individual student are influenced by the behaviors, attitudes, 

or other characteristics of other students with whom they interact during school activities” 

(Harris, 2010). Peer behavior is likely to be contagious and consequently to significantly 

influence adolescents’ socialization (Jencks & Mayer, 1990). The characteristics of peer groups, 

such as shared norms, tacit codes, and collective perceptions and culture, affect political 

development. Communication with peers and observation of peers’ behaviors are influential in 

the development of political qualities during adolescence (Torney-Purta et al., 2010). As Levine 

(2007) wrote, “When institutions bring together many young people who are civically engaged, 

                                                 

6
 In this study, political discussion with parents is not included as a family contextual factor; rather, it, with political 

discussions with friends, constitutes a civic engagement experience factor: political discussion outside of school. 
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the youth reinforce one another’s civic habits and skills. When institutions concentrate young 

people who are not interested in civic life, however, the ‘peer effects’ are negative” (p. 103).  

However, “Even if the average (that is, the mean or modal) effects [of a peer group] are 

positive, there are some youth for whom peer networks are catastrophically bad” (Levine, 2007, 

p. 75). It is often the case that “Students who are low in the perceived social hierarchy choose to 

disassociate from the dominant group and form alternative peer groups that reject the dominant 

group’s preferences and behaviors” (Harris, 2010, p.1170). Moreover, the characteristics of the 

peer groups to which adolescents can belong are limited by tacit and unintended school 

segregation. Therefore, beneficial peer interactions may not be distributed equally among all 

adolescents within a peer group or between various peer groups. It is likely that the opportunities 

for beneficial peer interactions are disproportionately distributed along the lines of race/ethnicity 

and income (Harris, 2010). Evidence suggests that adolescent development is influenced by the 

characteristics of peer interactions.  

Likewise, peers can affect individual students’ political development. The effect of peers 

on adolescent political development has been identified in civic engagement scholarship. For 

example, using data from 500 Australian adolescents, Da Silva, Sanson, Smart, and Toumbourou 

(2004) examined the relationship between adolescents’ involvement in volunteer work (‘civic 

responsibility’ in their terminology) and political activities (‘political responsibility’ in their 

terminology) and factors in multiple contexts (family, peer, school, and community). The authors 

found that adolescents’ involvement in volunteer work and political activities was positively 

related both to peers’ encouragement to participate in volunteer work and political activities and 

to peers’ participation in volunteer work and political activities. This result indicates that in the 

political development process, peers not only act as part of a recruitment network that invites 
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adolescents to civic engagement, but also serve as reference models for one another. Similarly, 

U.S. adolescents interacting with peers who value knowledge about public issues are likely to 

read newspapers regularly and participate in face-to-face discussion (N. J. Lee et al., 2013), and 

high school students whose closest friends were involved in volunteer service were more likely 

to volunteer than those whose friends were not (McLellan & Youniss, 2003).  

Some studies have revealed the effect of shared norms among school/classmates on civic 

attitudes. Campbell (2006) found that “strong civic norms in an adolescent’s high school lead to 

a greater likelihood of voting well over a decade following high school” (p. 8). Gniewosz and 

Noack’s (2008) study of 1,312 German adolescents revealed a positive relationship between 

individual negative attitude toward foreigners and classroom level intolerance. Interestingly, 

Kahne and Sporte (2008) found that peer support for academic achievement had a positive 

relationship with commitments to civic participation (or willingness to participate in 

civic/community affairs) among high school students in Chicago. A possible explanation is that 

helping classmates study may increase students’ sense of solidarity and commitment to fellow 

students, which is in turn transferred to social responsibility and civic commitment.  

Given that peer groups overlap considerably with school/classmates in adolescence, peer 

groups and schools constitute an important mesosystem that influences adolescents’ political 

development (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). For this reason, the current study treated peer effects as a 

school-level context.  

School 

As discussed, civic engagement experience at school is important for positive political 

development. In order for adolescents to acquire meaningful engagement experience, a school 

should not only provide them with diverse civic engagement opportunities but also create a 
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democratic climate under which students are able to voice their opinions and participate in 

school/class activities without intimidation and undue pressure. In this study, I adopted openness 

in classroom/school discussions, responsiveness to students’ opinions, and democratic student-

teacher relationships as central components of democratic school context. 

Democratic discussion is the embodiment of sound democracy and an effective 

instructional means to develop democratic knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes (Hess, 2002, 2008a; 

Parker, 2008). However, in spite of guaranteed opportunities to express themselves, people often 

conceal their opinions—in particular, on controversial issues—due to personal disposition, 

concern for relationships with others, perceived public climate, and fear of alienation (Hayes, 

Glynn, & Shanahan, 2005; Santee & Maslach, 1982; Scheufele & Eveland, 2001; Ulbig & Funk, 

1999; Wyatt, Katz, Levinsohn, & Al-Haj, 1996); the same holds true in a school context. 

Students’ active participation in classroom discussion is fairly dependent on whether students 

believe that their teacher and fellow students respect their opinions and that diverse perspectives 

are welcomed during discussion (Hahn, 1998). An open climate for discussion is a crucial 

element of democratic school climate because it affects both classroom discussion and diverse 

school activities that involve the exchange of opinions.  

In a study of 742 college students, Hayes et al. (2005) examined how public opinion 

climate (hostile vs. friendly public opinion) influences an individual’s willingness to voice 

his/her honest opinion (“How likely would you be to express your true opinion to the 

group”).They found that willingness to self-censor, where self-censorship is defined as the 

“withholding of one’s true opinion from an audience perceived to disagree with that opinion” 

(Hayes et al., 2005, p. 444), had a negative relationship with respondents’ willingness to express 

their opinion. When a respondent perceived that the public opinion on a topic was consistent 
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with his/hers (friendly climate), he/she tended to show higher willingness to express his/her true 

opinion. In a hostile climate, the negative effect of willingness to self-censor on opinion 

expression was greater than in a friendly climate. Hayes, Scheufele, and Huge’s (2006) study of 

781 U.S. adults showed that willingness to self-censor had a negative relationship with political 

participation (e.g., political meeting, political campaign, etc.) after controlling for numerous 

political development factors such as political efficacy, political interest, attention to political 

news, and political discussion frequency. In short, self-censorship is influenced by the degree of 

contentiousness of a discussion topic and the degree of public hostility or amity toward one’s 

opinion. 

Using data from the Citizen Participation Study (CPS), Ulbig and Funk (1999) 

investigated the relationships between diverse forms of political activism and respondent’s 

avoidance of contentious political discussion (or conflict aversion). Conflict aversion had 

negative relationships with protest, campaign support (working and donating), and discussion, 

but had no significant relationship with voting and contacting elected and nonelected officials. 

This result suggests that people tend to hide their opinions in political activities that inevitably 

involve some degree of conflict (i.e., protest, campaign, discussion). By contrast, people do not 

tend to self-censor in activities that do not require the participant to disclose himself/herself to 

the public (i.e. voting, contacting officials). Interestingly, Wyatt et al.’s (1996) comparative 

study of three ethnic groups—Americans, Israeli Jews, and Israeli Arabs—revealed that 

individuals in these groups chose to self-censor not out of fear of rejection or disapproval, but 

rather out of concern for others’ feelings although the levels of expression inhibition differed 

across the three cultures. Therefore, even people standing up for the majority opinion may self-

censor to avoid hurting others in conflict situations.  
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These studies on self-expression inhibition imply that successful classroom discussions 

require a discussion environment in which students are able to disclose their opinions without 

intrapersonal and interpersonal pressure. Hess and Posselt (2002) found that an individual’s 

perception of his/her peers and level of comfort with public speaking are important factors 

related to his/her active participation in controversial issue discussion. An open school/classroom 

climate for discussion allows adolescents to be exposed to both minority and majority 

perspectives on issues, learn how to contribute to democratic deliberation, and acquire civic 

competence in collaboration and conflict resolution. 

As discussed earlier, adult scaffolding is an essential element in political socialization. 

Thus, it is fairly likely that the relationship between students and teachers has a great impact on 

students’ political development. In fact, aside from parents, teachers are probably the authority 

figures that adolescents face most frequently.  

Teachers are adult authority figures who wield power over young people’s lives. Thus, 

they play a critical role in educating children about democratic principles and about trust 

in the democratic process of decision making…[T]he proximate experiences young 

people have with teachers…are the bases for their beliefs about the responsiveness of the 

political system to people “like them”. (Flanagan et al., 2010, pp. 312-313) 

What teachers say and how they react to students’ requests and behaviors are directly connected 

to students’ civic engagement experiences at school. For example, it seems that when teachers 

are outspoken in their opinion on issues, they may obstruct their students’ self-expression and 

deprive their students of the opportunity to be heard in classroom discussions. Teachers are most 

responsible for democratic climate in a given school or classroom. Accordingly, through his/her 

experience with teachers during adolescence an individual might develop images and beliefs 
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about social/political systems and authorities, including public officials and government offices. 

Research shows when teachers refrain from disclosing their opinions, students have a greater 

responsibility to participate in class discussions (Hess & McAvoy, 2007).  

Wentzel’s (1997) study of the relationship between teachers’ pedagogical caring and 

adolescents’ motivation to achieve positive social and academic outcomes demonstrated the 

significance of democratic (and inclusive) student-teacher relations for positive political 

development. She asked 375 eighth-grade students about the level of social and academic caring 

they perceived from teachers (e.g., “My teacher really cares about me.”, “My teacher cares about 

how much I learn.”), prosocial goal pursuit (e.g., "How often do you try to share what you've 

learned with your classmates?"), social responsibility goal pursuit (e.g., "How often do you try to 

do what your teacher asks you to do?"), and academic effort (e.g., "How often do you really pay 

attention during classes?"). Multiple regressions revealed that students’ perceptions of caring 

from their teacher had positive relationships with prosocial goal pursuit, social responsibility 

goal pursuit, and academic effort. Similarly, Flanagan, Cumsille, Gill, and Gallay (2007) 

identified significant relationships between positive perceptions of teacher-student relations and 

positive civic beliefs among adolescents in the U.S. Employing structural equation modeling, the 

authors found that adolescents who had a stronger feeling that their teachers treated them fairly 

and with respect were more likely to respond that America was a just society and to have 

stronger civic commitments (e.g., patriotism, building tolerance, helping people in need).  

In addition to openness in classroom discussion and democratic student-teacher 

relationships, responsiveness to students’ voices is also a significant democratic school context. 

In fact, the cynicism and skepticism of the underrepresented toward political participation—

particularly, conventional forms of political activism—can often be attributed to experiences of 
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political inefficaciousness and governmental unresponsiveness (C. Cohen, 2006; Middaugh & 

Kahne, 2008). Positive feedback on one’s political behaviors can motivate and reinforce his/her 

active civic engagement. As an example, Clarke and Acock (1989) examined the effects of 

voting, campaign activity, and the outcomes of the 1984 national elections on political efficacy. 

The authors found that while neither voting nor campaign activity affected political efficacy, 

voting for winning candidates was positively associated with both internal and external political 

efficacy. This result implies that positive and responsive participatory experience is more 

effective in positive political development than simply providing participation opportunities.  

Along with democratic school climate, the average socioeconomic status of students in a 

school (school SES) can affect adolescents’ political development as well. School SES is closely 

related to the resources that a school can utilize for student learning; therefore, it is a crucial 

factor in the quantity and quality of students’ educational experience. Numerous studies have 

documented the effect of school SES on educational outcomes and adolescent development (e.g., 

Borman & Dowling, 2010; Konstantopoulos & Borman, 2011; Ripski & Gregory, 2009). In 

citizenship education scholarship, school SES has been investigated as an important political 

development factor (e.g., Torney-Purta et al., 2007). In particular, school SES is often discussed 

as reflecting the inequality in civic learning opportunities among students from different 

backgrounds. For example, drawing on U.S. data from the IEA Civic Education Study, Kahne 

and Middaugh (2008) examined the relationships between school SES and students’ civic 

learning. Compared to those who attended schools with low mean SES, students who attended 

high mean SES schools were more likely to be presented with a greater number of high-quality 

civic learning opportunities, such as civic learning content, classroom discussions, and voluntary 

service. 
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Local community/neighborhood 

Scholarship has demonstrated that local community (neighborhood) context has a 

significant effect on child/youth development such as academic readiness and achievement, 

behavioral and emotional problems, sexuality, and childbearing (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 

2000). Members of a local community share economic, social, and cultural contexts to a greater 

or lesser extent. Hence, adolescents are directly and indirectly influenced by the neighborhood 

context in which they are situated throughout the development process. The mechanisms through 

which the local community context may influence adolescent development can be classified into 

institutional resources (e.g., the availability and quality of learning and employment 

opportunities present in the community), relationships (e.g., support networks available to 

parents), and norms/collective efficacy, which refers to “The extent to which community-level 

formal and informal institutions exist to supervise and monitor the behavior of residents, 

particularly youths’ activities (deviant and antisocial peer-group behavior) and the presence of 

physical risk (violence and victimization and harmful substances) to residents, especially 

children and youth” (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000, p. 322). Adolescents in marginalized 

communities are likely to experience disadvantages in each of these categories: they lack “a 

robust infrastructure of non-governmental organizations capable of mounting, administering and 

maintaining volunteer programs…[and] adequate numbers of adults who can work with 

children” (Hyman & Levine, 2007, p. 15). Moreover, adolescents in these communities suffer 

low levels of safety and high levels of crime (Putnam, 2000).  

Research shows that poor communities are likely to be affected by more serious 

neighborhood disorder (e.g., abandoned buildings, gang activity). Adolescents in communities 

with high levels of neighborhood disorder are more likely to be influenced by peer deviance and, 
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therefore, are more likely to engage in individual delinquent behaviors (Chung & Steinberg, 

2006). Students’ perceptions of neighborhood safety have significant relationships with greater 

trouble avoidance and higher grades (Bowen, Rose, Powers, & Glennie, 2008). Adolescents in 

communities with higher levels of social capital may enjoy better education, greater welfare, and 

more a democratic neighborhood climate (Putnam, 2000). In short, community context delimits 

the frequency, diversity, and quality of the experiences adolescents have in their communities. 

For this reason, this dissertation takes into account the availability of cultural resources in the 

local community and social tension in the community. These factors represent institutional 

resources and community norms, respectively. 

Comparative Studies on Civic Engagement 

This dissertation study was inspired by previous comparative research on civic 

engagement. As mentioned earlier, Norris (2002) provided a useful analytic framework for 

comparative research on political development. Based on the notion that multilevel contexts are 

involved in an individual’s political behavior (see Norris, 2002, p. 20), she conducted an 

extensive study on cross-national patterns of diverse modes of political activism (electoral 

turnout, party membership, social capital and mobilizing agencies, and protest politics). Using 

data on 193 independent nation-states from multiple sources, Norris mapped trends in each mode 

of political activism across countries; analyzed the difference in political activism by various 

indicators such as gender, age, income, education, and region; and examined the effects of 

macro-level (societal modernization and the state structure), meso-level (mobilizing agencies), 

and micro-level factors (personal resources and motivation) on political activism. She identified 

the influence of macro-level factors on diverse forms of political participation. This dissertation 



 73 

capitalized on Norris’s (2002) merits and takes into account the hierarchical nature of political 

development (micro- and macro-level political development).  

Inspired by Norris’s (2002) study on adults’ political behavior, Amnå and Zetterberg 

(2010) built four hypotheses to examine youth political development in different national 

contexts: (1) the modernization hypothesis, which posits a positive relationship between national 

socioeconomic development and youth participation; 2) the public institutional hypothesis, 

which posits a positive relationship between social and political institutions; 3) the social capital 

hypothesis, which posits a positive relationship between social capital and youth political 

participation; and 4) the civic volunteerism hypothesis, which posits a positive relationship 

between resources, motivation, and recruitment options and adolescent political participation. 

Amnå and Zetterberg’s study using data from the IEA Civic Education Study and the European 

Social Survey supported the public institutional hypothesis, the social capital hypothesis, and the 

civic volunteerism hypothesis, but did not support the modernization hypothesis. The 

relationships between public institutions (schools), social capital, and volunteerism factors and 

youth political participation varied across different civic outcomes. In other words, political 

development relationships differed according to the mode of political activism. Although this 

dissertation study closely parallels the comparative research schema of Amnå and Zetterberg’s 

study, I analyzed data from a more recent international study in which more diverse countries 

participated. Moreover, my study accounted for the multilevel structure of the data. 

Hahn’s (1998) comparative study on citizenship education also influenced the analytic 

framework of the current study. She analyzed far-reaching quantitative and qualitative data, 

ranging from student data to national context information, to explore adolescents’ social studies 

class experience and civic outcomes (e.g., civic tolerance, political trust, political efficacy, 
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political interest, willingness to participate in politics) in five countries (England, Denmark, 

Germany, the Netherlands, and the United States). Hahn found the differences and similarities in 

adolescents’ civic learning experience and political development across these countries, each of 

which possesses the idiosyncratic macro contexts, such as political culture, educational system, 

and approaches to civic education. Although, unlike Hahn, I did not apply a qualitative method, 

this dissertation study also tried to find cross-national similarities and differences in political 

development relationships in consideration of context-specificity on the country level. To do so, 

I separately analyzed data for each country and then compared the results across 34 countries; I 

opted not to analyze pooled data because this method would have obscured the idiosyncratic 

features of each country. 

While a growing body of research addresses comparative and international citizenship 

education, the IEA studies seem very fruitful and provocative of the recent studies in the field. 

Since the publication of the IEA Civic Education Study (CIVED) of 28 countries in 1999, 

(Torney-Purta et al., 2001), a plethora of secondary studies using CIVED data have been 

published. A decade after CIVED, the International Civic and Citizenship Education Study 2009 

(ICCS), the largest international study on civic and citizenship education, was conducted in 38 

countries (Schulz et al., 2010) (I will provide more details on this study in the next chapter). As 

in the case of CIVED, many secondary studies have been implemented using ICCS data. Some 

of them identified cross-national patterns in adolescents’ political attitudes and expected political 

participation (e.g., Schulz & Fraillon, 2012) and the influence of national context on civic 

outcome (e.g., Hooghe & Quintelier, 2011). However, not enough studies have simultaneously 

taken into account multiple contexts, multilevel data structures, and distinct national contexts. 

For this study, I analyzed ICCS data in order to fill the gaps in our understanding of adolescent 
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political development by considering the multiple, hierarchically structured contexts surrounding 

adolescents.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This dissertation examines the relationship between personal and contextual factors and 

adolescents’ (8
th

 graders on average) willingness to participate in politics (expected electoral and 

informal political participation) across 34 countries. To this end, data were drawn from the 

International Civic and Citizenship Education Study 2009 (ICCS) conducted by the International 

Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA). This chapter begins with an 

overview of ICCS, and then I describe the analytic data, measures, and analytic strategy of this 

dissertation study. 

 

IEA International Civic and Citizenship Education Study
7
 

Background 

ICCS built on the Civic Education Study (CIVED), which was the second IEA 

international civic education study carried out in 28 countries during the time when newly 

emerged democratic regimes were striving to stabilize their political and economic systems after 

the worldwide events of the late 1980s and early 1990s (Torney-Purta et al., 2001). In the decade 

that passed between CIVED and ICCS, the world had seen such changes as the acceleration of 

globalization, the elevation of external threats to civic societies, the increasing influence of non-

governmental groups as alternative vehicles for political participation, and so on. ICCS was 

developed based on CIVED to reflect emerging concerns about the need to prepare adolescents 

to become engaged democratic citizens in a 21
st
 century world marked by considerable changes 

                                                 

7
 This section is based on several ICCS reports. ICCS materials, including test items, questionnaires, reports, and the 

user guide, are open to the public and can be retrieved from the IEA Study Data Repository (http://rms.iea-dpc.org/).  

http://rms.iea-dpc.org/
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to civic society and international relations. ICCS was conducted based on six key research 

topics: variations in adolescents’ understanding of and competence in civics and citizenship; 

changes in civic knowledge and engagement since CIVED; adolescents’ political values, 

attitudes, and behaviors; adolescents’ perceptions of threats to civil society; the influence of 

schools and educational systems on adolescents’ civic development; and the effects of 

adolescents’ personal and social background on their civic development (Schulz et al., 2008). 

Populations and Sampling Design 

38 countries
8
 participated in ICCS from Asia (Chinese Taipei, Hong Kong, Indonesia, the 

Republic of Korea, and Thailand), Australasia (New Zealand), Europe (Austria, Belgium 

(Flemish), Bulgaria, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, England, Estonia, Finland, Greece, 

Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, 

Poland, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland), 

and Latin America (Chile, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Mexico, and 

Paraguay). The ICCS target population was students enrolled in the eighth year of formal 

schooling, counting from the first year of primary school as defined by UNESCO’s International 

Standard Classification of Education (ISCED Level 1). In general, the students were 8
th

 graders 

(approximately 14 years of age); however, for countries in which the average age of students in 

8
th

 grade was below 13.5 years, 9
th

 grade became the target population. The ICCS teacher survey 

was administered to all teachers who had been teaching regular school subjects to the target 

grade students in each country during the testing period since the beginning of the school year. 

School data and national context data were also collected.  

                                                 

8
 A few ICCS-participating countries, such as Hong Kong and England, are technically not nation states. However, 

ICCS designated them as “countries” in their report given that they have distinct educational systems within their 

countries. This dissertation follows this nomenclature. 
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ICCS implemented a rigorous sampling procedure to obtain a nationally representative 

sample in each country: a two-stage stratified cluster sampling design (Schulz, Ainley, & 

Fraillon, 2011). First, in each country, schools were stratified based on a common characteristic 

(e.g., geographic region, urbanization level, and school type) in order to increase the efficiency 

of the sample design. Next, schools were sampled using the probability proportional to size 

(PPS) procedure, a sampling technique under which the probability of selecting a sampling unit 

is proportional to the size of the ultimate unit. The number of students enrolled in the target 

grade or adjacent grade in a school was utilized for the PPS procedure, which gives larger 

schools a greater probability of selection and smaller schools a lower probability of selection. 

The final step was within-school sampling. In general, one classroom of the target grade from 

each sampled school was selected using systematic random sampling—a method that uses a 

random starting point and a predetermined fixed periodic interval; however, in some countries, 

more classrooms per school were selected to satisfy the student sample size requirement. All 

students in the selected class(es) were surveyed.  

Participating countries were asked to achieve a minimum student sample size of 3,000 in 

150 or more schools. In cases of countries with fewer than 150 schools (e.g., Liechtenstein and 

Malta), all schools were included in the survey. With regard to the teacher sample size, ICCS 

required 15 teachers per school. If a school had fewer than 20 teachers, all of the teachers were 

asked to participate in the teacher survey. In some countries, the actual sample sizes were smaller 

than the intended sample size. However, as long as a country met (or nearly met) the ICCS 

standards for overall participation rates (see Schulz et al., 2011), the sample obtained from the 

country was not regarded as problematic in generalizing from the sample data to population 

characteristics. Table 3-1 provides the school, student, and teacher sample sizes of each country.  
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Table 3-1 

School, Student, and Teacher Sample Sizes of ICCS Countries 

Country   

 Student Survey   
 

 Teacher Survey  

Participating  

Schools   

Participating 

Students  
  

Participating 

Schools   

Participating 

Teachers 

 Austria   135  3,385  
 

75  999  

 Belgium (Flemish)   151  2,968  
 

135  1,630  

 Bulgaria   158  3,257  
 

158  1,850  

 Chile   177  5,192  
 

177  1,756  

 Chinese Taipei   150  5,167  
 

143  2,367  

 Colombia   196  6,204  
 

188  2,010  

 Cyprus   68  3,194  
 

66  906  

 Czech Republic   144  4,630  
 

147  1,599  

 Denmark   193  4,508  
 

113  928  

 Dominican Republic   145  4,589  
 

145  778  

 England   124  2,916  
 

118  1,505  

 Estonia   140  2,743  
 

133  1,863  

 Finland   176  3,307  
 

174  2,295  

 Greece   153  3,153  
 

98  1,271  

 Guatemala   145  4,002  
 

145  1,138  

 Hong Kong SAR   76  2,902  
 

101  1,446  

 Indonesia   142  5,068  
 

141  2,097  

 Ireland   144  3,355  
 

137  1,861  

 Italy   172  3,366  
 

168  3,023  

 Korea, Republic of   150  5,254  
 

148  2,340  

 Latvia   150  2,761  
 

146  2,077  

 Liechtenstein   9  357  
 

9  115  

 Lithuania   199  3,902  
 

199  2,774  

 Luxembourg   31  4,852  
 

24  290  

 Malta   55  2,143  
 

55  900  

 Mexico   215  6,576  
 

202  1,844  

 Netherlands   67  1,964  
 

22  236  

 New Zealand   146  3,979  
 

115  1,347  

 Norway   129  3,013  
 

73  492  

 Paraguay   149  3,399  
 

139  1,176  

 Poland   150  3,249  
 

150  2,081  

 Russian Federation   210  4,295  
 

210  3,081  

 Slovak Republic   138  2,970  
 

139  1,984  

Slovenia   163  3,070  
 

164  2,755  

 Spain   148  3,309  
 

148  2,017  

 Sweden   166  3,464  
 

156  1,942  

 Switzerland   156  2,924  
 

144  1,571  

 Thailand   149  5,263  
 

149  1,766  

 Total 5,369  140,650    4,954  62,110  
Note. This table is an edited version of the original. From ICCS 2009 Technical Report (p. 64), by W. Schulz, J. 

Ainley, & J. Fraillon (Eds.), 2011, Amsterdam, The Netherlands: International Association for the Evaluation of 

Educational Achievement (IEA).  
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In order to derive more accurate estimates about the populations from the ICCS samples, 

ICCS created an array of weighting variables at different sampling levels reflecting the different 

selection probabilities in both the school sampling stage and the within-school sampling stage 

(Schulz et al., 2011). ICCS also provided the guidelines for the use of weighting variable(s) 

corresponding to analytic data and analysis methods (Brese, Jung, Mirazchiyski, Schulz, & 

Zuehlke, 2011a). 

Instrument and Implementation 

Several instruments were developed and implemented as a part of ICCS. First, a student 

civic knowledge assessment was designed to measure students’ civic knowledge, analysis, and 

reasoning. This assessment included four content domains: civic society and systems, civic 

principles, civic participation, and civic identities. Test items were constructed over 18 months 

through the following sequential stages: an item development workshop, preliminary item 

development, internal review (content validity, clarity and context, question format, 

appropriateness for target students, scoring strategy), refinement, external review, a pilot test, 

and a field trial test. The civic knowledge assessment consisted of 80 items. Most of them were 

presented in a multiple-choice format with four response options; the others were constructed-

response items requiring adolescents to write between one and three sentences. 79 out of 80 

items were used to form a scale to measure each student’s civic knowledge. The released items 

are provided in ICCS 2009 user guide for the international database: Supplement 5 (Brese, Jung, 

Mirazchiyski, Schulz, & Zuehlke, 2011c).  

Next, four international questionnaires were developed by the ICCS team to collect data 

on students, teachers, schools, and national context. The student questionnaire was created to 

collect students’ personal information (demographic characteristics, beliefs, attitudes, previous 
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behaviors, and behavioral intentions) and contextual information (particularly, family and 

school) affecting the student sample. The teacher questionnaire was developed to collect 

information about school context, approaches to civic and citizenship education at school, the 

teaching of civic and citizenship education, and personal information about each teacher. The 

school questionnaire was designed to collect data on school context, local community context, 

and civic and citizenship education at school. The national context questionnaire included a wide 

range of issues related to civic and citizenship education, such as education systems, education 

policy, approaches to civic and citizenship education, school curriculum, and assessment. In 

addition to the international civic knowledge test and the four questionnaires, the regional 

questionnaire—the Asian, European, or Latin American regional instrument—was administered 

to students in 35 of the 38 ICCS participating countries (three countries did not provide the 

regional questionnaire to their students). International and national experts in each region 

participated in the rigorous processes of development, review, discussion, piloting, and finalizing 

the questionnaires. Copies of the released questionnaires are provided in the ICCS 2009 user 

guide for the international database: Supplement 1 (Brese, Jung, Mirazchiyski, Schulz, & 

Zuehlke, 2011b). 

The ICCS instruments were translated and adapted for each participating country via the 

process of national adaptation, translation verification, and layout verification (Schulz et al., 

2011). National research coordinators appointed from each country collaborated with 

international staff and national experts, represented the country at the international level, and 

oversaw the ICCS implementation in each country. All national centers and national research 

coordinators in the ICCS-participating countries received guidelines on the internationally 

standardized survey operations procedure adapted from the IEA’s Progress in International 
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Ready Literacy Study (PIRLS) and Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study 

(TIMSS). The civic knowledge test and survey were implemented between October and 

December 2008 in countries in the Southern Hemisphere and between February and May 2009 in 

countries in the Northern Hemisphere.  

 

Current Study 

Analytic Data 

In this study, I analyzed data from 34 of the 38 ICCS-participating countries. Hong Kong, 

Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands were excluded from this study. The data from 

Liechtenstein and Luxembourg are not appropriate for the multilevel analysis (hierarchical linear 

modeling) of this study due to the small numbers of schools (nine schools in the data for 

Liechtenstein and thirty-one in the data for Luxembourg).
9
 Hong Kong and the Netherlands 

failed to meet the participation rate requirement of the student survey (Schulz et al., 2011); thus, 

the data may not represent the target population of these countries.  

All variables of this study are derived from the student and school data of each country. I 

chose to exclude the teacher survey data because 11 countries failed to meet the participation rate 

requirement and, therefore, the teacher sample might not be representative of a target teacher 

population in these countries. Additionally, ICCS administered the teacher survey to all teachers, 

including those who did not teach subjects related to civic and citizenship education. Hence, it is 

possible that teachers’ collective perceptions of civic and citizenship education at a school do not 

clearly reflect the civic and citizenship education implemented in the school.  

                                                 

9
 ICCS also cautioned researchers that multilevel modeling is not an appropriate analytic method for the data from 

Liechtenstein and Luxembourg (Brese et al., 2011a). 
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As aforementioned, ICCS provided a set of weighting variables for student, teacher, and 

school sample data. Applying appropriate weights ensures the representativeness of a sample, 

which allows researchers to generalize the findings to the national population. In order to obtain 

appropriate weights for multilevel analyses, I manually calculated the both student and school 

sample weights for each country following the ICCS guide (see Brese et al., 2011a, pp. 31-32). 

These weights were normalized by the multilevel analysis statistical software so that the sum of 

the weights is equal to the sample size.  

Measures 

All variables of the current study were chosen from ICCS datasets. To produce the cross-

nationally equivalent, reliable, and valid scales, the ICCS team utilized advanced statistical 

techniques, including confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
10

 and item response theory (IRT)
11

 

modeling with weighted likelihood estimates (WLE) (see Warm, 1989). The detailed scaling 

procedures for ICCS civic knowledge test and questionnaire items are described in the ICCS 

2009 technical report (Schulz et al., 2011).  

Outcome variables 

As discussed earlier, diverse modes of political activism need to be examined to fully 

understand in the political development process. I expected that the relationship between 

political development factors and adolescents’ willingness to participate in politics would be 

                                                 

10
 CFA is a statistical method used to examine the measurement structure underlying a set of test items (Kaplan, 

2009). CFA is used to examine “the relationship between observed measures or indicators (e.g., test items, test 

scores, behavioral observation ratings) and latent variables or factors…CFA is almost always used during the 

process of scale development…CFA is an indispensable analytic tool for construct validation in the social and 

behavioral sciences” (Brown, 2006, pp. 1-2; italics in original).  

11
 IRT is a statistical model of the relationship between the abilities measured by the test items and examinees’ item 

response (DeMars, 2010). In IRT models, more difficult and discriminating items are more heavily weighted. For 

this reason, IRT scores are more reliable than simple scores which represent only the number of correct answers. 

IRT models have been used to construct more appropriate test items and instruments for test takers at specific 

developmental and/or cognitive levels.  
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different for different modes of political activism. For this reason, I adopted two different facets 

of political participation as outcome variables in this study. The first one is students’ expected 

adult electoral participation (or expected electoral participation) which indicates adolescents’ 

expectation that they will participate (or adolescents’ willingness to participate) in electoral 

activities in their adulthood. Expected electoral participation was measured by three items: 

1. Voting in local elections when you are an adult; 

2. Voting in national elections when you are an adult; 

3. Getting information about candidates before voting in an election when you are an 

adult. 

For each item, responses were given on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = I will certainly to this; 2 

= I will probably do this; 3 = I will probably not do this; 4 = I will certainly not do this). The 

reliabilities of the scale (Cronbach’s alpha) ranged from .69 (Indonesia) to .90 (Chile) across the 

34 countries. Individual students’ scores on expected electoral participation were obtained using 

IRT with WLE (hereafter, IRT WLE scores). The IRT WLE scores were transformed to “an 

international metric with an ICCS average of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for equally 

weighted datasets from the 36 countries that met sample participation requirements [except for 

Liechtenstein and Luxembourg]” (Schulz et al., 2011, p. 162). A higher score on this variable 

indicates a greater expectation of participation (or stronger willingness to participate) in electoral 

politics as adults.  

The second outcome variable is students’ expected future informal political participation 

(or expected informal participation) which refers to adolescents’ expectation of participation (or 

adolescents’ willingness to participate) in less system-driven, more active and voluntary types of 
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political activity during the next few years. Four items measured adolescents’ expected informal 

political participation: 

1. Talking to others about your views on political and social issues; 

2. Writing to a newspaper about political and social issues; 

3. Contributing to an online discussion forum about social and political issues; 

4. Joining an organization for a political or social cause. 

Students answered these items based on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = I will certainly to this to 

4 = I will certainly not do this). The reliabilities of this scale ranged from .73 (Greece) to .85 

(Chile, Chinese Taipei, England, and Norway). IRT WLE scores on this scale were calculated 

and transformed to an international metric with an ICCS average of 50 and a standard deviation 

of 10 for equally weighted countries. A greater expectation of participation (or a stronger 

willingness to participate) in informal types of political activity in the near future is indicated by 

a higher score on this outcome variable.  

Student-level predictors 

Gender and immigrant background. Gender and immigrant background were included as 

student demographic variables. Gender is represented as a dichotomous variable, where 0 = male 

and 1 = female. Students were asked to report their birth country as well as their parents’ birth 

country/countries. ICCS created a three-category variable to describe student nationality: native 

students, first-generation immigrant students (a student’s parent(s) were born in another country), 

and non-native students (both a student and his/her parent(s) were born in another country). In 

many countries, the number of either first-generation immigrant students or non-native students 

is too small to represent the population of its corresponding category. Therefore, I combined the 

two categories and recoded the ICCS immigrant variable into a dichotomous indicator, where 0 = 
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native students and 1 = immigrant students. Immigrant students comprise less than 3% of the 

student sample in 16 countries: Bulgaria, Chile, Chinese Taipei, Colombia, the Czech Republic, 

the Dominican Republic, Finland, Guatemala, Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, Malta, Mexico, 

Paraguay, Poland, the Slovak Republic, and Thailand. For these countries, the results of the 

relationship between outcome variables and immigrant background are neither reported nor 

interpreted because the number of immigrant students is too small to generalize the result. 

Civic knowledge. IRT modeling was used to create the student civic knowledge scale. 

The ICCS team assessed goodness-of-fit for each civic knowledge test item based on diverse 

item statistics such as the item-total correlations of correct responses and the weighted mean-

square statistics (residual-based item fit statistics). To evaluate the quality of ICCS test items, the 

ICCS team also assessed differential item functioning (DIF) by gender, or the differential 

probability for students to provide correct answers to test items based on group membership (in 

this case, student gender) rather than based on individual ability. No significant issues related to 

the gender DIF were found for the test items. To obtain cross-nationally equivalent test items, 

ICCS analyzed item-by-country interaction to determine whether or not students from different 

countries possessing the same ability demonstrate different likelihoods of selecting the correct 

answer to each question. One item had relatively poor item discrimination and large item-by-

country interaction; therefore, it was excluded from the final scaling. Consequently, the student 

civic knowledge scale was derived from 79 of the original 80 cognitive assessment items. The 

overall reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the test was .84. 

ICCS provides both international and national civic knowledge scale scores: 1) the 

international scale (five sets of IRT plausible values) with a mean of 500 and a standard 

deviation of 100 for equally weighted datasets from the 36 countries that met sample 
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participation requirements and 2) the national scale (IRT WLE scores) with a mean of 150 and a 

standard deviation of 10 for each country. For this study, I used the national civic knowledge 

scale scores for two reasons. First, as illustrated earlier, this study examined the significance and 

direction of the effect of political development factors on expected political participation in each 

country (i.e., a positive, a negative, or a non-significant relationship) and then compared the 

significance and direction across countries, but I did not set out to compare the magnitude of the 

effect of civic knowledge (i.e., coefficient) among countries. Therefore, it was not necessary to 

use the international civic knowledge scale. The second reason is a practical concern. To make 

the five sets of international scales (plausible values) functional as independent variables for my 

study, further data manipulation is required. Since the international civic knowledge scale is not 

necessary for the purposes of the current study, additional data manipulation is superfluous.  

Previous civic engagement experience. In this study, I addressed three aspects of 

adolescents’ civic engagement experience as predictors. The first aspect, students’ civic 

participation at school, was measured by six items:  

1. Voluntary participation in school-based music or drama activities outside of regular 

lessons;  

2. Active participation in a debate;  

3. Voting for class representative or school parliament; 

4. Taking part in decision-making about how the school is run; 

5. Taking part in discussions at a student assembly; 

6. Becoming a candidate for class representative or school parliament. 

ICCS calculated IRT WLE scores on this scale with an ICCS average of 50 and a standard 

deviation of 10 for equally weighted datasets from the 36 countries. For each item, three choices 
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were given to students (1 = Yes, I have done this within the last twelve months; 2 = Yes, I have 

done this but more than a year ago; 3 = No, I have never done this). Higher scores on the scale 

reflect more frequent civic participation at school. The reliability values of this scale ranged 

from .53 (Italy) to .75 (Cyprus and the Republic of Korea).  

The second civic engagement experience variable was students’ discussion of political 

and social issues outside of school (or political discussion outside of school). To measure this 

construct, students were asked to respond to four items with four response choices (1 = Never or 

hardly ever; 2 = Monthly (at least once a month); 3 = Weekly (at least once a week); 4 = Daily or 

almost daily): 

1. Talking with your parent(s) about political or social issues; 

2. Talking with friends about political and social issues; 

3. Talking with your parent(s) about what is happening in other countries; 

4. Talking with friends about what is happening in other countries.  

IRT WLE scale scores on this factor were obtained with an ICCS average of 50 and a standard 

deviation of 10 for equally weighted countries. Higher scores on this scale represent more 

frequent political discussions with parent(s) and friends outside of school. The scale reliabilities 

ranged from .61 (the Dominican Republic) to .81 (Finland and Sweden).  

Students’ participation in organized activities outside of school (or civic participation 

outside of school) was measured by asking students, “Have you ever been involved in activities 

of any of the following organizations, clubs, or groups?” 

1. A youth organization affiliated with a political party or union; 

2. An environmental organization; 

3. A Human Rights organization; 
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4. A volunteer group doing something to help the community; 

5. An organization collecting money for a social cause; 

6. A cultural organization based on ethnicity; 

7. A group of young people campaigning for an issue.  

Originally, ICCS labeled this scale ‘students’ civic participation in the wider community’. I 

renamed this scale to emphasize its focus on group and organizational activities and to 

distinguish this predictor from political discussion outside of school. Responses were given on a 

three point scale for each item (1 = Yes, I have done this within the last twelve months; 2 = Yes, 

I have done this but more than a year ago; 3 = No, I have never done this). Higher scores on the 

scale correspond to more frequent participation in organized activities outside of school. 

Cronbach’s alphas of this scale ranged from .62 (Finland) to .80 (Sweden) across the 34 

countries studied. 

Family context. This dissertation study adopted family socioeconomic status (SES) and 

parents’ interest in social and political issues as family context variables.  

The SES index was created from the following indicators: parents’ highest occupational 

status, parents’ highest educational level, and home literacy (the number of books at home). 

Parental occupation data were collected from open-ended questions in the student questionnaire. 

The ICCS team coded students’ responses following ISCO-88 classification (International Labor 

Organization, 1990; as cited in Schulz et al., 2010) and then transformed the codes into scores on 

the international socioeconomic index of occupation status (Ganzeboom, De Graaf, & Treiman, 

1992; as cited in Schulz et al., 2010) with higher scores indicating higher levels of occupational 

status. When both parents’ occupational information was presented, the higher occupational 

status was used as the indicator of parental occupational status. With regard to parents’ education, 
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ICCS used the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) (UNESCO, 2006; as 

cited in Schulz et al., 2011) to make an internationally comparable index. Adolescents’ responses 

were recoded into the following six comparable categories: 0 = did not complete ISCED level 1; 

1 = ISCED level 1 (primary education); 2 = ISCED level 2 (lower secondary); 3 = ISCED 3 

(upper secondary); 4 = ISCED level 4 (non-tertiary post-secondary) or level 5B (vocational 

tertiary); 5 = ISCED level 5A (theoretically oriented tertiary) or level 6 (post-graduate). When 

students provided data for both parents, ICCS used the highest education attainment as the 

indicator of parents’ education. Students’ home literacy data were obtained from the question, 

“About how many books are there in your home?” with six response choices (0 = 0-10 books; 1 

= 11-25 books; 2 = 26-100 books; 3 = 101-200 books; 4 = 201-500 books; 5 = more than 500 

books). ICCS derived students’ SES index scores from these three indicators by performing 

separate principal component analyses for each national sample (M = 0 and SD = 1 for each 

country). The reliabilities of the SES index across the countries ranged from .50 (the Dominican 

Republic, New Zealand, and the Russian Federation) to .70 (Greece and Poland). 

Parents’ interest in political and social issues (or parents’ political interest) was 

measured by a single item, “How interested are your parent(s) in political and social issues?” 

with four response options (0 = not interested at all; 1 = not very interested; 2 = quite interested; 

3 = very interested). However, in 11 countries, less than 2% of reported “not interested at all” 

and, in most countries, less than 5% of students fell into this category. Therefore, I collapsed ‘not 

interested at all’ and ‘not very interested’ responses and recoded the ICCS variable into a 

categorical variable with three levels (0 = not interested; 1 = quite interested; 2 = very interested). 

Then, I created two dummy variables from the categorical variable and set ‘not interested’ as the 
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reference category. When students presented both parents’ information, the higher score was 

used as the indicator of parents’ political interest. 

Adolescents’ personal perceptions of school context. In this study, I included three 

student-level variables to represent adolescents’ perceived school climate. First, students’ 

personal perceptions of openness in classroom discussions (or personal perceptions of classroom 

discussions) were measured by six items: 

1. Teachers encourage students to make up their own minds; 

2. Teachers encourage students to express their opinions; 

3. Students bring up current political events for discussion in class; 

4. Students express opinions in class even when their opinions are different from most 

of the other students; 

5. Teachers encourage students to discuss the issues with people having different 

opinions; 

6. Teachers present several sides of the issues when explaining them in class. 

Responses were given on a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 

= often). The reliabilities ranged from .65 (Colombia and Paraguay) to .81 (England, the 

Republic of Korea, and Sweden) across the countries. IRT WLE scores were calculated and 

transformed to an international metric with an ICCS average of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 

for equally weighted countries. A higher value on the scale indicates a stronger endorsement of 

openness in classroom discussions.  

Second, students’ personal perceptions of student influence on decisions about school (or 

personal perceptions of student influence), which refers to the extent to which students feel their 

opinions about class/school affairs were accepted, was measured by the following question: “In 
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your school, how much are students’ opinions taken into account when decisions are made 

about”: 

1. The way classes are taught; 

2. What is taught in classes; 

3. Teaching/learning materials; 

4. The timetable; 

5. Classroom rules; 

6. School rules. 

For each item, four response options were given (1 = to a large extent; 2 = to a moderate extent; 

3 = to a small extent; 4 = not at all). IRT WLE scores on this scale were calculated with an ICCS 

average of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for equally weighted countries. The higher scores 

indicate a greater degree of perceived student influence on class/school decision. The reliabilities 

of this scale were between .72 (the Dominican Republic) and .90 (the Republic of Korea).  

The third perceived school climate predictor measured how positive the relationships 

between students and teachers were in a school. Here, a ‘more positive’ relationship connotes a 

“less vertical, more democratic, closer, and stronger” relationship. Five items measured students’ 

personal perceptions of student-teacher relations at school (or personal perceptions of student-

teacher relations):  

1. Most of my teachers treat me fairly; 

2. Students get along well with most teachers; 

3. Most teachers are interested in students’ well-being; 

4. Most of my teachers really listen to what I have to say; 

5. If I need extra help, I will receive it from my teachers. 
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For each item, responses were given on a four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 

= disagree; 4 = strongly disagree). Higher scores indicate more positive perceptions of student-

teacher relations. ICCS provided IRT WLE scores on this scale with a mean of 50 and a standard 

deviation of 10 for equally weighted countries. The scale reliabilities ranged from .53 

(Indonesia) to .85 (Chinese Taipei).  

Psychological motivation. Three motivational factors were adopted as predictors for this 

study. The first, students’ interest in politics and social issues (or political interest), was 

measured by five items: 

1. Political issues within your local community; 

2. Political issues in your country; 

3. Social issues in your country; 

4. Politics in other countries; 

5. International politics. 

Responses were given on a four-point Likert-type scale for each item (1 = very interested; 2 = 

quite interested; 3 = not very interested; 4 = not interested at all). The reliabilities of the political 

interest scale ranged from .75 (Guatemala and Indonesia) to .92 (Norway and Sweden) across the 

ICCS-participating countries. IRT WLE scale scores were obtained with an ICCS average of 50 

and a standard deviation of 10 for equally weighted countries. Higher scores on the scale indicate 

greater political interest. 

Second, students’ sense of internal political efficacy (or internal political efficacy) was 

measured by the following six statements: 

1. I know more about politics than most people my age; 
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2. When political issues or problems are being discussed, I usually have something to 

say; 

3. I am able to understand most political issues easily; 

4. I have political opinions worth listening to; 

5. As an adult I will be able to take part in politics; 

6. I have a good understanding of the political issues facing this country. 

Students answered these questions based on a four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree; 2 = 

agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree). IRT WLE scores were calculated with an ICCS 

average of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for equally weighted countries. The higher scale 

scores correspond to a stronger sense of internal political efficacy. The reliabilities of the internal 

political efficacy scale ranged from .72 (Guatemala) to .89 (Denmark, Finland, and Sweden) 

across the countries.  

Lastly, I included students’ collective school efficacy in this study as a proxy for 

collective political efficacy. Given the limited opportunities for adolescents to participate in 

organized political activity, it seems that a school is the most accessible and important official 

institution that offers adolescents the opportunity to be involved in collective activities. Thus, 

schools become important to the development of self-efficacy beliefs pertaining to collective 

action. In this respect, collective school efficacy in adolescence is a good substitute for collective 

political efficacy. As a collective school efficacy scale, I adopted the ICCS scale, ‘students’ 

perceptions of the value of participation at school’. Although the ICCS scale may not have been 

intended to measure students’ collective school efficacy, this scale shows students’ beliefs in 

their influence as a group. The idea underlying the ICCS scale resonates with the concept of 

collective school efficacy in that the scale emphasizes students’ collective actions and represents 
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students’ confidence in the impact of their participation at school (Schulz et al., 2010). IRT WLE 

scale scores with an ICCS average of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for equally weighted 

countries were derived from the following five statements: 

1. Student participation in how schools are run can make schools better;  

2. Lots of positive changes can happen in schools when students work together; 

3. Organizing groups of students to express their opinions could help solve problems in 

schools; 

4. All schools have a school parliament; 

5. Students can have more influence on what happens in schools if they act together 

rather than alone. 

For each item, responses were given on a four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 

= disagree; 4 = strongly disagree). Higher scores on the scale indicate a stronger sense of 

collective school efficacy. The reliabilities of this scale across countries ranged from .54 

(Indonesia) to .81 (Chinese Taipei, Finland, the Republic of Korea, and Sweden) 

School-level predictors 

Peers’ civic engagement experience. I included three peer effects predictors in this study, 

each of which is the aggregate mean of its corresponding student-level predictor in a school: (1) 

school average of civic participation at school (or peers’ school participation) from students’ 

civic participation at school, (2) school average of discussion of political and social issues 

outside of school (or peers’ political discussions) from students’ discussion of political and social 

issues outside of school, and (3) school average of civic participation outside of school (or peers’ 

organized activities) from students’ participation in organized activities outside of school. As 

discussed earlier, peers can function as a reference group for individual adolescents, and 
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communication with and observation of peers are likely to influence adolescents’ political 

development. Therefore, these school-level predictors represent the opportunities for students to 

observe peers’ perceptions and behaviors regarding civic engagement and to be exposed to 

shared norms among schoolmates/classmates. Higher scores on each school-level scale indicate 

that, on average, students in a school had more participation experience in civic activities at 

school, more participation experience in political discussions, and more participation experience 

in organized activities outside of school, respectively. 

Average SES in a school. Average SES in a school (school SES) was obtained by 

computing the mean of student-level SES values within each school. Higher scores on this scale 

correspond to higher school SES levels.  

Adolescents’ collective perceptions of school climate. In addition to personally perceived 

school climate, this study included three school-level variables to represent collective 

perceptions of school climate (or collectively perceived school climate). Three collective 

perception variables were obtained by computing the mean of their corresponding student-level 

predictors’ values for each school: collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions 

(or school climate for classroom discussions) from students’ perceptions of openness in 

classroom discussions, collective perceptions of influence on decisions about school (or school 

climate for students’ influence) from students’ perceptions of influence on decisions about 

school, and collective perceptions of student-teacher relations at school (or school climate for 

student-teacher relations) from students’ perceptions of student-teacher relations at school. While 

the student-level school context predictors represent subjective perception or experience, the 

school-level school context predictors are more likely to represent an objective, overall school 
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context. Higher scores on these school-level scales reflect more positive collective experiences, 

implying a higher level of democratic climate in these three dimensions of the school context.  

Community context. This study placed school and community context at the same level 

(school) for two reasons. First, by and large, students attend schools close to their 

neighborhoods; therefore, the schools and neighborhoods to which students belong generally 

share a community context. In fact, a school is one of the most important public institutions 

which adolescents belong to and interact with in their communities. In some communities, a 

school functions as the hub of the community. Second, because ICCS participating schools were 

randomly selected from all over each country, it is highly likely that the number of schools 

sampled in each local community is not sufficient to show meaningful school variation in a 

specific community. In short, it is not unreasonable to put schools and neighborhoods at the same 

level unless a sufficient number of schools exist in a community to warrant testing of school 

difference within the community and unless a sufficient number of schools are actually sampled.  

This dissertation study derived two local community context variables from the ICCS 

school data. Communities that possess abundant social and cultural assets can offer adolescents 

more opportunities to be exposed to diverse social and cultural stimuli and interpersonal 

experience. Therefore, this study included the availability of resources in the local community 

(or community resources) predictor. Community resources were measured based on the 

availability of six resources in the immediate area surrounding the school: public library, cinema, 

theatre or concert hall, language school, museum or art gallery, and public garden or park. 

Principals reported the availability of each resource with a “yes” or “no” response. IRT WLE 

scores on this scale were calculated with an ICCS mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for 

equally weighted countries. Higher scale scores indicate the greater availability of social and 
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cultural resources in a community. The reliabilities of this scale ranged from .65 (the Russian 

Federation and Malta) to .86 (Slovenia). 

The second local community context variable is principals’ perceptions of social tension 

in the community (or community tension). Principals were asked to rate the extent to which the 

following 12 issues are a source of social tension in the area where their schools were located: 

immigration, poor quality of housing, unemployment, religious intolerance, ethnic conflicts, 

extensive poverty, organized crime, youth gangs, petty crime, sexual harassment, drug abuse, 

and alcohol abuse. Responses were given on a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = to a large extent; 

2 = to moderate extent; 3 = to a small extent; 4 = not at all). The reliabilities of the IRT WLE 

scale with an ICCS mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for equally weighted countries 

ranged from .74 (Thailand) to .93 (Ireland, Malta, and Sweden). Higher scores reflect higher 

levels of social tension in a community. 

Missing Data 

Due to missing data, the analytic sample size of this study was smaller than the original 

ICCS sample size. All cases with missing values in the student-level data were deleted from the 

analytic data (i.e. listwise deletion), which resulted in the deletion of seven schools with missing 

values for school-level aggregate variables from the analysis. I applied a different method to 

missing cases in the school questionnaire data (availability of resources in the local community 

and social tension in the community). Because of the nature of multilevel data, the elimination of 

a higher-level unit results in the deletion of its lower-level units as well. Hence, using listwise 

deletion to address missing cases in the school-level data would have considerably reduced the 

student sample size. To minimize the loss of student sample and school-level data, I applied a 

mean substitution method for the school questionnaire variables for each country—replacing the  
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Table 3-2  

The Analytic Student and School Sample Size 

Country (country code) 

Student Sample 
 

School Sample 

Analytic 

Sample Size  

Included Case
a
 

(%) 
  

Analytic 

Sample Size  

Mean-imputed 

Case
b 
(%) 

 Austria (AUT) 2,873 84.87 
 

135 20.74 

 Belgium (Flemish) (BFL)  2,787 93.90 
 

151 1.32 

 Bulgaria (BGR) 2,775 85.20 
 

158 0.00 

 Chile (CHL)  4,722 90.95 
 

176 0.56 

 Chinese Taipei (TWN)  5,008 96.92 
 

150 1.33 

 Colombia (COL)  4,869 78.48 
 

196 0.51 

 Cyprus (CYP) 2,495 78.12 
 

68 16.18 

 Czech Republic (CZE) 4,392 94.86 
 

144 8.33 

 Denmark (DNK) 3,846 85.31 
 

193 12.44 

 Dominican Republic (DOM) 2,645 57.64 
 

144 2.76 

 England (ENG) 2,451 84.05 
 

124 15.32 

 Estonia (EST) 2,565 93.51 
 

140 10.71 

 Finland (FIN) 3,048 92.17 
 

176 1.70 

 Greece (GRC) 2,824 89.57 
 

153 18.95 

 Guatemala (GTM) 3,254 81.31 
 

143 2.07 

 Indonesia (IDN) 4,299 84.83 
 

142 2.11 

 Ireland (IRL) 2,912 86.80 
 

144 8.33 

 Italy (ITA) 3,107 92.31 
 

172 0.58 

 Korea, Republic of (KOR) 5,090 96.88 
 

150 0.67 

 Latvia (LVA) 2,595 93.99 
 

150 10.67 

 Lithuania (LTU) 3,674 94.16 
 

199 2.01 

 Malta (MLT) 1,946 90.81 
 

55 1.82 

 Mexico (MEX)  5,420 82.42 
 

215 1.40 

 New Zealand (NZL) 3,353 84.27 
 

146 17.81 

 Norway (NOR) 2,428 80.58 
 

129 12.40 

 Paraguay (PRY) 2,345 68.99 
 

147 2.01 

 Poland (POL) 3,089 95.08 
 

150 0.00 

 Russian Federation (RUS) 4,071 94.78 
 

210 0.95 

 Slovak Republic (SVK) 2,835 95.45 
 

138 0.72 

Slovenia (SVN) 2,844 92.64 
 

163 4.29 

 Spain (ESP) 3,048 92.11 
 

148 1.35 

 Sweden (SWE) 3,017 87.10 
 

166 9.04 

 Switzerland (CHE) 2,592 88.65 
 

156 7.69 

 Thailand (THA) 4,849 92.13 
 

149 0.67 

 Total
c
 114,068 87.36   5,179 5.40 

a
The percentage of included cases was produced by dividing the analytic student sample size by the ICCS student 

sample size (see Table 3-1). 
b
The percentage of imputed cases was produced by dividing the number of schools with imputed values by the ICCS 

school sample size (see Table 3-1). 
c
The total ICCS sample size drawn from the 34 countries is 130,575 students and 5,186 schools. 
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missing values in a school-level variable with the national mean of the variable.  

Table 3-2 presents the analytic student and school sample size in this study and the 

percentage of valid student cases and mean-imputed school cases. The missing data rates were 

less than 10% in the data from 17 countries, 10% to 20% in 13 countries, and about 22% in 

Colombia and Cyprus. A considerable amount of the samples from Paraguay and the Dominican 

Republic were excluded from the analysis (about 31% and 42%, respectively). With respect to 

school data, the rates of mean-imputed schools ranged from 0 to 5% in 21 countries, 5% to10% 

in four countries, and 10% to 15% in four countries. Mean substitution was necessary for a 

number of school cases in the data for England (15.32%), Cyprus (16.18%), New Zealand 

(17.81%), Greece (18.95%), and Austria (20.74%). 

Although listwise deletion and mean substitution are very common methods for dealing 

with missing data in diverse disciplines due to their convenience, they have some important 

limitations, such as producing biased parameter estimates when the missing completely at 

random assumption, indicating that missingness of a variable is independent of any variables 

including itself, does not hold (Enders, 2010). Therefore, the findings of the current study might 

be limited by this data treatment method.  

Analytic Strategy 

This study employed hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to examine the relationships 

between political development factors and adolescents’ expected political participation across 34 

countries. As described, ICCS used a two-stage sampling design in which schools in each 

country were first sampled and then one or more intact classes were selected from each sampled 

school. Accordingly, the probability of being selected was not equal among target students—that 

is, students were not selected independently. By correcting the standard errors accompanying a 
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multilevel data structure, HLM can produce more accurate estimates than single-level statistical 

methods (Snijders & Bosker, 2012).  

Additionally, HLM allows researchers not only to investigate the dependency of the 

observations on the low-level units embedded within the higher-level units (i.e., students within 

schools in this study), but also to explore the influence of a variable on outcome variables at both 

an individual and a group level by decomposing the total variance in the variable into individual-

level and group-level variation. As described in the Measures section, seven student-level 

predictors were aggregated to the school level for this study: previous civic engagement 

experience, SES, and democratic school climate. All aggregate (school-level) variables were 

introduced together with the corresponding student-level variables to maintain within and 

between group components of the relationship between predictors and outcome variables. This 

allowed me to examine the effects of the seven aggregate school variables on adolescents’ 

expected political participation after controlling for the effects of their corresponding student-

level variables—contextual effects (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 

To conduct the multilevel analysis for this study, I employed a four-step analytical 

procedure. First, I ran an unconditional model with no covariate for each outcome variable. The 

unconditional model provided information on the sources of variability in a dependent variable 

by partitioning the variance in the variable into within-group (i.e., within-school) and between-

group (i.e., between-school) variance components. The within-school variance component (σ
2
) 

and the between-school variance component (τ) were used to calculate the intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC), the proportion of variation in the outcome variable that is attributed to 

between-group difference: ICC = τ / (τ + σ
2
).  
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After the unconditional model, I estimated two within-school models. In the second 

model (Model 1), I included all the student-level predictors but motivational factors to examine 

the relationships between demographics, civic knowledge, previous civic experience, and 

perceived family/school context and adolescents’ willingness to participate in politics (expected 

political participation). Third, three motivational factors (political interest, internal political 

efficacy, and collective school efficacy) were added into the second model (Model 2). 

Motivation is a strong driving force directly attached to one’s behavior; moreover, motivational 

factors have a mediating effect in the political development process (e.g., Beaumont, 2011; A. 

Cohen et al., 2001). Therefore, I expected that adding motivational factors would considerably 

influence the relationship between some student-level predictors and outcome variables.  

Lastly, I introduced all student- and school-level predictors in the full model (Model 3) to 

examine the unique effects of the predictors in political development relationships. In the full 

model, civic knowledge and three motivational factors were grand-mean centered (the national 

mean was subtracted from individual students’ values); three civic engagement experience 

factors, family SES, and three perceived school context factors were group-mean centered (the 

school mean was subtracted from individual students’ values); and all school-level variables 

were grand-mean centered (the national mean was subtracted from individual schools’ values). 

Because the primary purpose of this study is to compare cross-national patterns in political 

development relationships, I report and interpret the results from the full model (and the empty 

model) but do not address Model 1 or Model 2 in this dissertation. 

Previous studies have noted that the effect of gender and SES on adolescents’ academic 

and political development may vary across schools (e.g., Konstantopoulos & Borman, 2011; 

Wilkenfeld, 2009). Therefore, the current study examined whether the relationship between 
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gender and family SES predictors and expected political participation varies between schools. 

The slope(s) for variable(s) with a significant random effect (gender, family SES, or both) were 

allowed to vary randomly; if the effect(s) were not significant, the slope(s) were fixed. In all 

HLM models, intercepts were allowed to vary randomly while slopes for all student-level 

variables except for gender and family SES were fixed. Consequently, the HLM models for each 

country have no, one, or two random slopes. The final model (full model) is expressed as, 

Level-1 (student-level) model:  

Yij = β0j + β1j (gender) + β2j (immigrant background) + β3j (civic knowledge) + β4j 

(civic participation at school) + β5j (political discussion outside of school) + 

β6j (civic participation outside of school) + β7j (family SES) + β8j (middle 

level of parents’ political interest) + β9j (high level of parents’ political 

interest) + β10j (openness in classroom discussions) + β11j (students’ 

influence) + β12j (student-teacher relations) + β13j (political interest) + β14j 

(internal political efficacy) + β15j (collective school efficacy) + rij 

Level-2 (school-level) model:  

β0j = γ00 + γ01 (peers’ civic participation at school) + γ02 (peers’ political discussion 

outside of school) + γ03 (peers’ civic participation outside of school) + γ04 

(school mean SES) + γ05 (avg. openness in classroom discussions) + γ06 (avg. 

influence on decisions about school) + γ07 (avg. student-teacher relations) + 

γ08 (community resources) + γ09 (community problems) + u0j  

βkj = γk0 (k = 2-6, 8-15) 

β1j = γ10 + u1j (when u1j is not significant, the slope is fixed) 

β7j = γ70 + u7j (when u7j is not significant, the slope is fixed) 
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I used HLM 7 software (Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, Congdon, Jr., & Du Toit, 2011) to 

perform multilevel analyses. HLM results with robust standard errors are reported and 

interpreted. 

Cross-national patterns in political development relationships 

As illustrated in the Introduction chapter, after performing HLM for each country, I 

simplified and classified the relationships between predictors and outcome variables into three 

categories: positive, non-significant, and negative relationships. With regard to each predictor, 

countries were listed in one of these three categories. Then, I determined whether the countries 

by and large fell into one category (a cross-nationally consistent pattern) or two or three 

categories (a cross-nationally inconsistent pattern). I defined a cross-nationally consistent pattern 

as one in which 26 or more countries (75% or greater) belonged to the same relationship 

category and a cross-nationally inconsistent pattern as one in which 25 or fewer countries 

belonged to the same category. Next, I compared the cross-national relationships for expected 

electoral participation to the cross-national relationships for expected informal political 

participation. 

As an extra task, not a main research question, I attempted to find shared national 

contexts among countries belonging to the same relationship category (e.g., Countries in which 

female adolescents have stronger expected political participation than male counterparts are 

likely to have great gender equality). To this end, I used multiple international data resources 

such as the Human Development Report (United Nations Development Programme, 2009, 2010), 

CIA World Factbook (Central Intelligence Agency, 2009, 2011, 2013), Freedom House reports 

(Freedom House, 2009), and the Democracy Index (The Economy Intelligence Unit, 2008). I 

show the results of this task in the Discussion chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This study was designed to answer five research questions: (1) the cross-national 

relationship between personal political development factors and expected electoral participation; 

(2) the cross-national relationship between contextual political development factors and expected 

electoral participation (3) the cross-national relationship between personal political development 

factors and expected informal political participation; (4) the cross-national relationship between 

contextual political development factors and expected informal political participation; and (5) 

differences and similarities between the cross-national relationships for expected electoral 

participation and the cross-national relationships for expected informal political participation. In 

this chapter, I present the analysis results for these five questions. I start by reporting descriptive 

statistics in order to outline the basic features of the data in this study. Then, based on HLM 

results, I show the political development relationships across countries for each outcome 

variable—expected electoral and informal political participation. With regard to each outcome 

variable, I present its relationships with personal political development factors first and then its 

relationships with contextual political development factors. Lastly, I compare the cross-national 

relationships for expected electoral participation with the cross-national relationships expected 

informal participation. 

 

Descriptive Analysis 

Appendix A presents descriptive statistics for the student-level variables including the 

mean, standard deviation, and range for data collected in 34 countries. The percentage of female 

students ranged from 43.46% (the Republic of Korea) to 55.99% (the Dominican Republic) 
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across the countries studied. Immigrant students amounted to between .06% (the Republic of 

Korea) and 25.23% (Switzerland) across the countries. In some countries, the number of 

immigrant students surveyed was too small (e.g., only three students in the Republic of Korea 

and 19 students in Colombia) to be considered representative and to produce a reliable estimate. 

Descriptive statistics for the school-level variables are given in Appendix B. 

Appendix C provides the bivariate correlations among student-level variables across the 

34 countries. The correlations between the demographic variables (gender and immigrant 

background) and both outcome variables (expected electoral and informal political participation) 

varied across countries. Civic knowledge had positive correlations with expected electoral 

participation in all countries; however, the correlations between civic knowledge and expected 

informal participation varied across countries with negative correlations in eight countries, non- 

significant in six countries, and positive in 20 countries. Civic engagement experience (civic 

participation at school, political discussions outside of school, and civic participation outside of 

school) had positive correlations with both electoral and informal political participation in almost 

all countries. All three motivational factors (political interest, internal political efficacy, and 

collective school efficacy) were positively correlated with both electoral and informal political 

participation in all countries but Thailand (no significant correlation between internal political 

efficacy and expected electoral participation). 

Family SES was positively correlated with expected electoral participation in 33 

countries, with the exception of the Dominican Republic. On the other hand, the correlations 

between Family SES and expected informal participation varied across countries with negative 

correlations in four countries, not significant in five countries, and positive in 25 countries. 

Parents’ political interest had positive correlations with both types of expected political 
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participation when students whose parents were very interested in political and social issues were 

compared with the rest of students.  

Personal perceptions of openness in classroom discussions and student-teacher 

relationships had positive correlations with both outcome variables in all but two countries (the 

Dominican Republic and Malta). Personal perceptions of student influence on decisions about 

school had positive correlations with expected informal participation across countries; however, 

its correlations with expected electoral participation were almost evenly divided across the three 

categories—correlations were negative in nine countries, not significant in 14 countries, and 

positive in 11 countries.  

 

Table 4-1  

Correlations between Expected Electoral Participation and Expected Informal Participation 

across Countries 

AUT BFL BGR CHL TWN COL CYP CZE DNK 

.322
**

 .379
**

 .360
**

 .424
**

 .388
**

 .361
**

 .426
**

 .412
**

 .399
**

 

DOM ENG EST FIN GRC GTM IDN IRL ITA 

.435
**

 .471
**

 .372
**

 .362
**

 .306
**

 .294
**

 .308
**

 .409
**

 .322
**

 

KOR LVA LTU MLT MEX NZL NOR PRY POL 

.334
**

 .300
**

 .270
**

 .379
**

 .306
**

 .407
**

 .367
**

 .372
**

 .406
**

 

 
RUS SVK SVN ESP SWE CHE THA 

 

 
.402

**
 .380

**
 .313

**
 .330

**
 .391

**
 .358

**
 .233

**
 

 
**p < .01 

 

Table 4-1 shows the correlations between expected electoral and expected informal 

political participation in each of the 34 countries. The correlation between the outcome variables 
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was weak (r < .4) in 25 countries and moderate in nine (.4 ≤ r < .6). The correlation was 

positively significant (p < .01) in all countries.  

The bivariate correlations among school-level variables are provided in Appendix D. 

Peers’ school participation (school mean of civic participation at school) and peers’ political 

discussion (school mean of political discussion outside of school) had positive correlations with 

the school mean of expected electoral and informal political participation in almost all countries. 

While peers’ organized activities (school mean of civic participation outside of school) had 

varying correlations with the school mean of expected electoral participation, the variable had 

positive correlations with the school mean of expected informal participation in most countries.  

School SES was positively correlated with school mean of expected electoral 

participation in all countries but the Dominican Republic; however, the correlation between 

school SES and school mean of expected informal participation varied across countries. School 

climate for classroom discussions (collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions) 

was positively correlated with the school mean of electoral participation in 32 countries; on the 

other hand, the school-level predictor had varying correlations with school mean of expected 

informal participation. School climate for student influence (collective perceptions of student 

influence on decisions about school) and school climate for student-teacher relations (collective 

perceptions of student-teacher relations) had varying correlations with school mean of expected 

electoral and informal participation.  

Two community context variables (availability of resources in the local community and 

social tension in the community) also had varying correlations with the two outcome variables.  
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Multilevel Analysis: Adolescents’ Expected Electoral Participation 

The ICC for adolescents’ expected electoral participation in each country was calculated 

using the within-school variance (σ
2
) and between-school variance (τ) components obtained from 

the unconditional model. Appendix E shows the ICCs for all countries. The between-school 

variance was statistically significant in all countries. The ICCs ranged from .0104 (Guatemala) 

to .1347 (England) across countries, which indicates that 1.04% to 13.47% of the difference in 

expected electoral participation among students can be explained by school-level differences 

across countries.  

The full HLM model included 15 student-level predictors and nine school-level 

predictors. Based on the HLM results, I present the relationships between political development 

factors and adolescents’ expected electoral participation across 34 countries. Because this study 

explores the patterns in cross-national political development relationships, I do not detail the 

results of the full model for each country (Appendix F provides the HLM results for each 

country).
12

 Countries are listed in corresponding categories with regard to each predictor—a 

positive, a non-significant, or a negative relationship. Countries showing marginally significant 

relationships (p < .1) are arranged in the same category with those showing significant 

relationships (p < .05), but marginally significant relationships are distinguished from significant 

relationships—marginal significance is denoted in italics. 

Personal Political Development Factors 

In this section, I present the cross-national relationships between personal political 

development factors and expected electoral participation. The findings presented here correspond 

to RQ 1. Results for adolescents’ demographic characteristics (gender and immigrant 

                                                 

12
 The order of reported predictors differs slightly between this section and Appendix F. 
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background) and civic knowledge, personal civic engagement experience (civic participation at 

school, political discussions outside of school, and organized activities outside of school), and 

psychological motivation factors (political interest, internal political efficacy, and collective 

school efficacy) are reported in order.  

Gender, immigrant background, and civic knowledge 

Table 4-2 shows how adolescents’ gender (female) and immigrant background were 

related to their expected electoral participation across 34 countries. Gender had a cross-

nationally inconsistent relationship with adolescents’ expected electoral participation. All three 

categories of political development relationships appeared: positive, not significant, negative 

relationships. Specifically, in Denmark, New Zealand, Sweden, and Finland (marginal 

significance), female students had stronger expected electoral participation than male students; 

however, in eight countries (including marginal significance), males had stronger expected 

electoral participation. In 22 countries, gender was not a significant predictor of adolescents’ 

expected electoral participation.  

The relationships between adolescents’ immigrant background and expected electoral 

participation were cross-nationally inconsistent. In six countries,
13

 there was no significant 

difference in expected electoral participation between native and immigrant students. On the 

other hand, in the remaining 12 countries (including marginal significance), immigrant 

adolescents showed lower levels of willingness to participate in electoral politics than their 

native peers. There were no countries in which immigrant adolescents have stronger willingness 

to participate in electoral politics than native adolescents.  

                                                 

13
 I have reported the results for the immigrant variable for 18 countries where more than 3% of the analytic sample 

were immigrant students. 
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Civic knowledge showed a completely consistent pattern in political development 

relationship across countries. In all 34 countries, civic knowledge had positive relationships with 

adolescents’ expected electoral participation (p < .05).  

 

Table 4-2  

Relationships between Demographic Characteristics and Expected Electoral Participation 

across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Gender (female) 
 

Positive DNK  NZL  SWE  FIN 

Not significant BGR  CHL  TWN  CYP  EST  GRC  GTM  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU 

MLT  MEX  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  CHE 

Negative AUT  COL  CZE  DOM  ENG  IDN  THA  BFL 

Immigrant background
a
 

Positive None 

Not significant ENG  EST  LTU  NZL  RUS  SVN 

Negative AUT  BFL  CYP  DNK  GRC  IRL  ITA  LVA  NOR  SWE  CHE  ESP 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
a
16 countries were not included because of the small number of immigrant students. 

 

Personal civic engagement experience 

Overall, three student-level civic engagement experience factors had cross-nationally 

consistent relationships with expected electoral participation (see Table 4-3). Multilevel analysis 

revealed a cross-nationally consistent relationship between adolescents’ civic participation at 

school and expected electoral participation:  positive relationships in 26 countries (including five 

marginally significant cases). There were non-significant relationships between adolescents’ 

civic participation at school and expected electoral participation in eight countries. No negative 

relationship was found.  
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Table 4-3  

Relationships between Personal Civic Engagement Experience and Expected Electoral 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Civic participation at school 

Positive BFL  CHL  TWN  CYP  CZE  DNK  ENG  FIN  GTM  IRL  ITA  MLT  

MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  ESP  THA  DOM  GRC  KOR  

SVN  SWE 

Not significant AUT  BGR  COL  EST  IDN  LVA  LTU  CHE 

Negative None 

Political discussions outside of school 

Positive SVN  FIN  POL  SWE 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  ENG  GRC  GTM  

IDN  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  RUS  

SVK  ESP  CHE  THA 

Negative DOM  EST 

Organized activities outside of school 

Positive AUT  BFL  EST  CHE 

Not significant BGR  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  FIN  GRC  GTM  IDN  

IRL  ITA  KOR  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  

SVN  ESP  SWE  THA 

Negative CHL  LVA 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

Political discussions outside of school were not significantly related to adolescents’ 

expected electoral participation in 28 countries. In four countries (including three marginally 

significant cases), students who had more opportunities to discuss political and social issues with 

parents or friends had stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics in adulthood; 

however, in two countries, political discussions outside of school had a negative relationship 

with the outcome variable.  
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Participation in organized activities outside of school had a cross-nationally consistent 

relationship with adolescents’ expected electoral participation: non-significant relationships in 28 

countries. In four countries, more experience in organized activities outside of school was 

associated with a stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics. In two countries 

(marginal significance), adolescents who more actively participated in organized activities 

outside of school tended to have lower levels of expected electoral participation. 

Psychological motivation  

This study found a cross-nationally consistent relationship between all three motivational 

factors and adolescents’ expected electoral participation. Students’ political interest had positive 

relationships with electoral participation in all 34 countries including a marginally significant 

relationship in Slovenia. Students with a stronger sense of internal political efficacy had a 

stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics as adults in all countries but Thailand 

where internal political efficacy was not a significant predictor of electoral participation. 

Students who had a stronger collective school efficacy showed a stronger willingness to 

participate in electoral activism in all countries. 

Contextual Political Development Factors 

In this section, I present the cross-national relationships between contextual political 

development factors and expected electoral participation. The findings in this section correspond 

to RQ 2. Results for family context (family SES and parents’ political interest), peer effect 

(peers’ civic participation at school, peers’ political discussions outside of school, and peers’ 

organized activities outside of school), democratic school climate (openness in classroom 

discussions, students’ influence on school decisions, and student-teacher relations), school SES, 

and community context (community resources and community tension) are reported in order.  
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Family context 

The cross-national relationships of family SES and parents’ political interest with 

adolescents’ expected electoral participation are given in Table 4-4. Controlling for numerous 

student- and school-level variables, family SES was not a significant predictor of expected 

electoral participation in 22 countries. In 11 countries (marginal significance in three countries), 

students from more advantaged families showed a stronger willingness to participate in electoral 

activism as adults. The Dominican Republic is the only country where family SES was 

negatively related to adolescents’ expected electoral participation.  

It turned out that parental interest in social and political issues had a cross-nationally 

consistent relationship with expected electoral participation. In particular, when comparing 

students whose parents had little interest in social and political issues with those whose parents 

were very interested, parental political interest was a significant positive predictor of expected 

electoral participation in all countries (including four marginally significant cases) but Indonesia 

and Latvia. Even a comparison between not-interested and quite-interested parents yielded 

positive relationships in 30 countries (including marginal significance). It is noteworthy that 

parents’ political interest had no negative relationships with adolescents’ expected electoral 

participation.  

 

Table 4-4 

Relationships between Family Context Variables and Expected Electoral Participation across 

Countries 

Relationship Country 

Family SES 

Positive CZE  ENG  FIN  KOR  NZL  SVK  SVN  CHE  AUT  IDN  ESP 
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Not significant BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  DNK  EST  GRC  GTM  IRL  ITA  

LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SWE  THA 

Negative DOM 

Parental political interest (quite) 

Positive AUT  BFL  BGR  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  

GTM  IRL  ITA  KOR  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  

SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA  DOM  

Not significant CHL  IDN  LVA  RUS 

Negative None 

Parental political interest (very) 

Positive AUT  BFL  BGR  TWN  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GTM  

IRL  ITA  KOR  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  SVN  

ESP  SWE  CHE  THA  CHL  COL  GRC  RUS 

Not significant IDN  LVA 

Negative None 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

Peers’ civic engagement experience 

Table 4-5 presents the relationships between peers’ civic engagement experience (the 

school average of student-level civic engagement experience) and adolescents’ expected 

electoral participation. Three peer effect factors—peers’ school participation, peers’ political 

discussions, and peers’ organized activities—were not significantly associated with expected 

electoral participation in most countries (27 countries; 26 countries; 28 countries, respectively).  

Nevertheless, students whose classmates had more school participation experience were 

likely to have a stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics in seven countries (two 

marginal significant cases) while no negative relationship between peers’ school participation 

and the outcome variable was found in any country. Adolescents attending schools in which their 

friends more frequently discussed public issues outside of school tended to show higher levels of 
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expected electoral participation in seven countries (including marginal significance); however, in 

Italy, attending a school in which peers had more opportunities for political discussions outside 

of school was negatively associated with expected electoral participation (p < .1). In four 

countries (one marginally significant case), peers’ participation in organized activities outside of 

school had positive relationships with adolescents’ willingness to participate in electoral politics, 

but it had negative relationships in two countries.  

 

Table 4-5 

Relationships between Peers’ Civic Engagement Experience and Expected Electoral 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Peers’ school participation 

Positive COL  CZE  POL  ESP  CHE  GTM  RUS  

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  CYP  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  

IDN  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  SVK  

SVN  SWE  THA 

Negative None 

Peers’ political discussions 

Positive BFL  CHL  NOR  BGR  FIN  GTM  IDN 

Not significant AUT  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  GRC  IRL  KOR  

LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  

CHE  THA 

Negative ITA 

Peers’ organized activities 

Positive AUT  BFL  MLT  CZE 

Not significant BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  

IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  SVN  

ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative IDN  RUS 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
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School climate 

The relationships between school climate predictors (openness in classroom discussions, 

students’ influence on school decisions, student-teacher relations) and expected electoral 

participation were examined at both student and school levels. At the student level, these 

predictors represent personal perception or experience; and at the school level, they represent 

collective perception/experience or overall school climate.  

Table 4-6 exhibits the relationships between three personally perceived school climate 

variables (student-level predictors) and adolescents’ expected electoral participation across 34 

countries. A cross-nationally inconsistent pattern was shown with regard to personal perceptions 

of openness in classroom discussions. Students who perceived or experienced a classroom 

climate more open for discussion were likely to have a stronger willingness to participate in 

electoral activities as adults in 14 countries (including three marginally significant cases) while 

no significant relationship was found in the remaining 20 countries.  

A cross-nationally inconsistent pattern was found in the relationship between personal 

perceptions of student influence on decisions about school and expected electoral participation. 

Personal perceptions of student influence were not significantly related to expected electoral 

participation in 20 countries; however, I found a negative relationship in 12 countries (two 

marginally significant cases). Only in two countries (one marginally significant case), perceived 

student influence was positively associated with adolescents’ willingness to participate in 

electoral politics.  

Perceived student-teacher relations were a cross-nationally consistent predictor of 

adolescents’ expected electoral participation. In 27 countries (including marginally significant 

relationships in three countries), adolescents who had personally observed or experienced a more 
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democratic and amicable relationship with teachers had higher levels of expected electoral 

participation. Personal perceptions of student-teacher relations were not significantly related to 

electoral participation in the remaining seven countries. 

 

Table 4-6 

Relationships between Students’ Personal Perceptions of School Climate and Expected Electoral 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Personal perceptions of classroom discussions 

Positive DOM  ENG  EST  GRC  GTM  IDN  MEX  NZL  POL  SVK  THA  COL  

ITA  NOR 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  CYP  CZE  DNK  FIN  IRL  KOR  LVA  

LTU  MLT  PRY  RUS  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE 

Negative None 

Personal perceptions of student influence 

Positive RUS  TWN 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  COL  CYP  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  

IDN  LTU  MEX  PRY  POL  SVK  SWE  THA 

Negative CZE  ITA  KOR  LVA  MLT  NZL  NOR  SVN  ESP  CHE  GTM  IRL 

Personal perceptions of student-teacher relations 

Positive BFL  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  GRC  IDN  IRL  

ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  SVK  SVN  ESP  CHE  

FIN  RUS  SWE 

Not significant AUT  BGR  EST  GTM  PRY  POL  THA 

Negative None 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

The relationships between three school-level school climate variables (the school average 

of perceived school climate) and adolescents’ expected electoral participation are given in Table 

4-7. The relationship between school climate for classroom discussions and expected electoral 
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participation varied across countries. In eight countries (three marginally significant cases), 

students attending schools that were more open to classroom discussion tended to have a stronger 

willingness to participate in electoral politics; however, in three countries, an open classroom 

climate for discussions had negative relationships with electoral participation. In 23 countries, no 

significant relationship was found.  

 

Table 4-7 

Relationships between Collective Perceptions of School Climate and Expected Electoral 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

School climate for classroom discussions 

Positive IDN  ITA  KOR  LTU  THA  DNK  LVA  PRY 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  TWN  COL  CZE  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  

IRL  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE 

Negative CYP  CHE  CHL 

School climate for student influence 

Positive None 

Not significant AUT  BFL  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GTM  IDN  

IRL  ITA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVN  ESP  SWE  

THA  

Negative BGR  TWN  GRC  KOR  LVA  NZL  CHE  CHL  SVK 

School climate for student-teacher relations 

Positive BGR  CHL  ENG  ITA  NZL  CHE  DNK  FIN  GRC  IDN  MLT  MEX 

Not significant AUT  BFL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DOM  EST  GTM  IRL  KOR  LVA  

LTU  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  THA 

Negative None 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
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Attending a school which was more responsive to students’ opinions on school/classroom 

agenda was not significantly related to adolescents’ expected electoral participation in 25 

countries. Interestingly, while school climate for student influence was not positively associated 

with electoral activism in any country, it was negatively associated with students’ electoral 

activism in nine countries (two marginally significant cases). 

In contrast to school climate for student influence, school climate for student-teacher 

relations had no negative relationships in any country. In 12 countries (including six marginally 

significant cases), students who attended schools with more positive student-teacher relations 

had a stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics in adulthood. In 22 countries, school 

climate for student-teacher relations was not a significant predictor of adolescents’ expected 

electoral participation. 

School SES and community context  

Table 4-8 displays cross-national relationships of school SES and community context 

factors to adolescents’ expected electoral participation. All three categories of political 

development relationships were shown regarding school SES. In 25 countries, school SES was 

not significantly associated with adolescents’ expected electoral participation. Students in higher 

SES schools had a stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics in six countries (three 

marginally significant cases), but a weaker willingness to participate in electoral politics in three 

countries. 

The availability of social and cultural resources in the local community was not a 

significant predictor of expected electoral participation in almost all countries (29 countries). In 

four countries (one marginally significant case), students who lived in a community with more 
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social and cultural resources showed lower levels of expected electoral participation. In Denmark, 

this predictor had a marginally positive relationship with electoral participation.  

Social tension in the local community had no significant relationship with adolescents’ 

expected electoral participation in 25 countries. In six countries (two marginally significant 

cases), the level of social tension in the community was negatively related to expected electoral 

participation. In three countries (marginal significance), students who were exposed to greater 

community tension had a stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics.  

 

Table 4-8 

Relationships between School SES and Community Context and Expected Electoral Participation 

across Countries 

Relationship Country 

School SES 

Positive CZE  FIN  CHE  EST  LTU  RUS 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  COL  CYP  DNK  DOM  ENG  GRC  GTM  IDN  

IRL  ITA  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  

THA 

Negative TWN  KOR  LVA 

Community resources 

Positive DNK 

Not significant BFL  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  

IDN  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  

SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative AUT  MLT  RUS  BGR 

Community tension 

Positive IDN  LVA  THA 

Not significant AUT  BFL  CHL  CYP  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  IRL  

ITA  KOR  LTU  MLT  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  SWE  

CHE 

Negative TWN  COL  MEX  ESP  BGR  CZE 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
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Multilevel Analysis: Adolescents’ Expected Informal Political Participation 

The ICCs for adolescents’ expected informal political participation in 34 countries are 

given in Appendix G. The ICCs ranged from 0.0132 (Switzerland) to 0.0754 (England) across 

countries, which indicates that 1.32% to 7.54% of the difference in expected informal 

participation among students can be explained by school-level differences. The between-school 

variance was statistically significant in all countries.  

As in expected electoral participation, I listed countries by relationship category—

positive, non-significant, negative relationships—for each predictor. Marginally significant 

relationships (p < .1) are distinguished from significant relationships (p < .05); however, they are 

listed in the same category. The results of the full model for each country are reported in 

Appendix H.
14

 

Personal Political Development Factors 

In this section, I present the cross-national relationships between personal political 

development factors and expected informal political participation. The findings in this section 

answer RQ 3. As in expected electoral participation, results for adolescents’ demographic 

characteristics and civic knowledge, personal civic engagement experience, and psychological 

motivation factors are reported in order.  

Gender, immigrant background, and civic knowledge 

Table 4-9 shows how adolescents’ gender (female), immigrant background, and civic 

knowledge were associated with their expected informal political participation across 34 

countries. Gender had cross-nationally varying relationships with adolescents’ expected informal 

participation. Specifically, in seven countries (two marginally significant cases), female 

                                                 

14
 The order of reported predictors differs slightly between this section and Appendix H. 
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adolescents had a stronger willingness to participate in informal types of political activity during 

the next few years than male adolescents; however, in eight countries (two marginally significant 

cases), females had lower levels of willingness than male peers. In 19 countries, gender was not 

a significant predictor of adolescents’ expected informal political participation.  

 

Table 4-9  

Relationships between Demographic Characteristics and Civic Knowledge and Expected 

Informal Political Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Gender (Female) 

Positive DNK  ENG  FIN  NZL  ESP  SWE  RUS 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  COL  CYP  CZE  EST  GRC  GTM  IRL  ITA  

KOR  LTU  MEX  NOR  SVK  SVN  CHE 

Negative TWN  DOM  IDN  MLT  POL  THA  LVA  PRY 

Immigrant background 

Positive IRL 

Not significant AUT  BFL  CYP  ENG  EST  GRC  ITA  LVA  LTU  NZL  NOR  RUS  

SVN  ESP 

Negative DNK  CHE  SWE 

Civic knowledge 

Positive None 

Not significant CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  FIN  GRC  IDN  IRL  ITA  MLT  NZL  NOR  

POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  SWE  CHE 

Negative AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  EST  GTM  KOR  LVA  LTU  MEX  

PRY  ESP  THA  CYP 
 Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
a
16 countries were not included because of the small number of immigrant students. 

 

Students’ immigrant background was not significantly related to expected informal 

participation in 14 countries. Immigrant students had lower levels of expected informal political 
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participation than native students in three countries (one marginally significant case). 

Interestingly, immigrant students in Ireland showed a stronger willingness to participate in 

informal types of political activity as youth than native students.  

Civic knowledge had cross-nationally inconsistent relationships with adolescents’ 

expected informal political participation. Notably, there were no countries in which civic 

knowledge had a positive relationship with expected informal participation. Civic knowledge 

was not significantly related to expected informal participation in 18 countries, and it was 

negatively related in 16 countries (one marginally significant case). 

Personal civic engagement experience 

In the majority of countries, all three personal civic engagement experience factors had 

positive relationships with students’ expected informal political participation; moreover, no 

negative relationship was found in any country (see Table 4-10). Civic participation at school 

had positive relationships with expected informal participation in 25 countries (three marginally 

significant cases) and had no significant relationship in nine countries.  

Students who had more opportunities to discuss current events with parents or friends 

outside of school showed a stronger willingness to participate in informal types of political 

activity during the next few years in 28 countries (three marginally significant cases). There was 

no significant relationship between political discussion outside of school and expected informal 

participation in the remaining six countries.  

More active participation in organized activities outside of school was associated with 

greater expected informal participation in 32 countries (three marginally significant cases). In 

two countries only, involvement in organized activities was not significantly related to 

adolescents’ willingness to participate in informal types of politics as youth.  
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Table 4-10  

Relationships between Personal Civic Engagement Experience and Expected Informal Political 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Civic participation at school 

Positive BGR  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  ITA  LVA  

MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  SVN  SWE  CHE  BFL  CHL  

COL 

Not significant AUT  TWN  IDN  IRL  KOR  LTU  RUS  ESP  THA 

Negative None 

Political discussions outside of school 

Positive AUT  BFL  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  ENG  FIN  GTM  IDN  

IRL  ITA  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  ESP  

SWE  RUS  SVN  CHE 

Not significant BGR  DOM  EST  GRC  KOR  THA 

Negative None 

Organized activities outside of school 

Positive AUT  BFL  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  

IDN  IRL  KOR  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  

SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA  DOM  GTM  ITA 

Not significant BGR  LVA 

Negative None 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

Psychological motivation 

Political interest and internal political efficacy had perfectly cross-nationally consistent 

relationships with adolescents’ expected informal political participation. Students who had 

greater political interest and those who had greater internal political efficacy had a stronger 

willingness to participate in informal types of political activity in all 34 countries. Collective 

school efficacy was positively related to informal participation in 26 countries (marginal 



 126 

significance in England, Indonesia, Malta, and Spain), not significantly related in eight countries 

(Belgium (Flemish), Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, New Zealand, Poland, and 

Switzerland), and negatively related in none.  

Contextual Political Development Factors 

In this section, I present the cross-national relationships between contextual political 

development factors and expected informal participation. The findings presented here correspond 

to RQ 4. Results for family context, peer effect, school climate, school SES, and community 

context are reported in order.  

Family context 

Table 4-11 presents the cross-national relationships of family SES and parental political 

interest with adolescents’ expected informal political participation. In 24 countries, family SES 

was not a significant predictor of adolescents’ expected informal participation. In seven countries 

(two marginally significant cases), students from higher SES family showed a stronger 

willingness to participate in informal types of political activity during the next few years; on the 

other hand, in three countries (two marginal significant cases), family SES was negatively 

related to expected informal participation.  

Parents’ interest in social and political issues had cross-nationally inconsistent 

relationships with adolescents’ expected informal political participation. When comparing 

students whose parents were little interested in social and political issues and those whose 

parents were very interested, parental political interest was not significantly related to expected 

informal participation in 23 countries. Parental political interest was a positive predictor in 11 

countries (one marginally significant case), and there were no negative relationships between this 

predictor and expected informal participation. An almost identical pattern appeared when I 
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compared students whose parents were little interested in social and political issues with students 

whose parents were quite interested: positive relationships in 12 countries (five marginally 

significant cases) and non-significant relationships in 21 countries. One exception was Finland in 

which a positive relationship was found.  

 

Table 4-11 

Relationships between Family Context Variables and Expected Informal Political Participation 

across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Family SES 

Positive TWN  ENG  IDN  ITA  MLT  LTU  ESP 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  COL  CYP  DNK  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  IRL  

KOR  LVA  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  SVN  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative RUS  CZE  DOM 

Parental political interest (quite) 

Positive TWN  CYP  CZE  ITA  MLT  NOR  RUS  CHL  DOM  EST  SVK  CHE 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  COL  DNK  ENG  GRC  GTM  IDN  IRL  KOR  LVA  

LTU  MEX  NZL  PRY  POL  SVN  ESP  SWE  THA 

Negative FIN 

Parental political interest (very) 

Positive BGR  CYP  CZE  DNK  GTM  IDN  MLT  NOR  PRY  RUS  GRC 

Not significant AUT  BFL  CHL  TWN  COL  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  IRL  ITA  KOR  

LVA  LTU  MEX  NZL  POL  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative None 
 Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

Peers’ civic engagement experience 

As presented in Table 4-12, the relationships between all three peer effect factors and 

adolescents’ expected informal political participation were cross-nationally inconsistent. Peers’ 
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school participation was not a significant predictor of expected informal participation in 24 

countries. In eight countries (three marginally significant cases), schoolmates’ civic engagement 

experience at school had positive relationships with adolescents’ willingness to participate in 

informal types of politics during the next few years, whereas in two countries, this peer effect 

variable was negatively related.  

 

Table 4-12 

Relationships between Peers’ Civic Engagement Experience and Expected Informal Political 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Peers’ school participation 

Positive COL  CYP  DOM  PRY  POL  EST  MLT  NZL 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  CZE  DNK  ENG  FIN  GRC  GTM  IDN  

IRL  ITA  KOR  LTU  NOR  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative MEX  LVA 

Peers’ political discussions 

Positive BFL  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  FIN  IDN  ITA  KOR  NOR  MLT  PRY  

CHE 

Not significant AUT  BGR  CHL  TWN  DOM  ENG  EST  GRC  GTM  IRL  LVA  LTU  

MEX  NZL  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  THA 

Negative None 

Peers’ organized activities 

Positive BFL  TWN  COL  GRC  MEX  NOR  POL  RUS  SVN  CHE  CHL  LTU  

ESP 

Not significant AUT  BGR  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GTM  IDN  IRL  

ITA  KOR  LVA  MLT  NZL  PRY  SVK  SWE  THA 

Negative None 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
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Peers’ political discussions outside of school and peers’ participation in organized 

activities outside of school was positively related to expected informal participation in 21 

countries and not significantly related in the remaining 13 countries (with marginal significance 

in three countries). 

School climate 

The relationships between school climate predictors (openness in classroom discussions, 

student influence on school decisions, student-teacher relations) and expected informal 

participation were examined at the student level (personal perceptions of school climate) and the 

school level (overall school climate).  

Table 4-13 presents the cross-national relationships between personal perceptions of 

school climate and adolescents’ expected informal political participation. The relationships 

between perceived openness in classroom discussions and expected informal participation were 

cross-nationally inconsistent: a positive relationship in 13 countries (three marginal significant 

cases), a non-significant relationship in 21 countries, and a negative relationship in no countries. 

Similarly, perceived student influence was positively related to expected informal political 

participation in 11 countries, not significantly related in 23 countries, and negatively related in 

none.  

In contrast, the relationships between personal perceptions of student-teacher relations 

and informal political participation were cross-nationally consistent. This predictor had no 

significant relationship in most countries (29 countries). In three countries (including marginal 

significance), adolescents who personally observed or experienced more positive student-teacher 

relations had higher levels of expected informal participation. In two countries, more positive 
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perceptions of student-teacher relations were marginally associated with a weaker willingness to 

participate in informal types of politic activities as youth.  

 

Table 4-13 

Relationships between Students’ Personal Perceptions of School Climate and Expected Informal 

Political Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

Personal perceptions of classroom discussions 

Positive TWN  FIN  IDN  IRL  ITA  KOR  NOR  POL  CHE  THA  AUT  GRC  

SWE 

Not significant BFL  BGR  CHL  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  GTM  LVA  

LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  PRY  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP 

Negative None 

Personal perceptions of student influence 

Positive AUT  BFL  CYP  DNK  ENG  EST  KOR  LVA  LTU  NZL  POL 

Not significant BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CZE  DOM  FIN  GRC  GTM  IDN  IRL  ITA  

MLT  MEX  NOR  PRY  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative None 

Personal perceptions of student-teacher relations 

Positive DOM  NZL  CHL 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  ENG  EST  FIN  GTM  

IDN  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  

SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative GRC  NOR 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

Table 4-14 presents the cross-national relationships between three school-level school 

climate predictors (the school average of perceived school climate) and adolescents’ expected 

informal political participation. In most countries, none of the school-level school climate 

variables had a significant relationship with informal political participation: 28 countries for 
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school climate for classroom discussions, 25 countries for school climate for student influence, 

and 31 countries for school climate for student-teacher relations.  

 

Table 4-14 

Relationships between Collective Perceptions of School Climate and Expected Informal Political 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

School climate for classroom discussions 

Positive PRY  AUT 

Not significant BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  GRC  

GTM  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  POL  RUS  

SVK  ESP  SWE  THA 

Negative SVN  CHE  CYP  IDN 

School climate for student influence 

Positive AUT  CYP  DNK  EST  FIN  IRL  RUS  CZE  ITA 

Not significant BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  DOM  ENG  GRC  GTM  IDN  KOR  LVA  

LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  

THA 

Negative None 

School climate for student-teacher relations 

Positive ENG  KOR 

Not significant AUT  BFL  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  EST  FIN  

GRC  GTM  IDN  IRL  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  

RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative ITA 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 

 

School climate for classroom discussions was positively related to adolescents’ informal 

participation in two countries (one marginally significant case) and negatively related in four 

countries (two marginally significant cases). While school climate for student influence was 
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negatively related to informal participation in no country, students attending schools which were 

more responsive to students’ opinions showed greater expected informal participation in nine 

countries (two marginally significant cases). Positive school climate for student-teacher relations 

was associated with adolescents’ stronger willingness to participate in informal types of politics 

as youth in England (p < .05) and the Republic of Korea (p < .1); however, in Italy, students 

attending schools in which student-teacher relations were more positive showed lower levels of 

expected informal political participation. 

School SES and community context  

Table 4-15 displays the cross-national relationships of school SES and community 

context factors with adolescents’ expected informal political participation. In 26 countries, 

school SES was not significantly associated with expected informal participation. In five 

countries (one marginal significant case), students in a higher SES school were likely to have a 

stronger willingness to participate in informal types of political activity as youth. In three 

countries (one marginal significant case), school SES was negatively related to expected 

informal participation.  

Two community context factors had cross-nationally consistent relationships with 

expected informal political participation. Neither community resources nor social tension in the 

community had a significant relationship with adolescents’ expected informal participation in 30 

countries. In three countries, adolescents who lived in communities with more social and cultural 

resources had higher levels of expected informal participation; however, in Belgium (Flemish), 

the availability of community resources was negatively associated with the outcome variable. 

With regard to community tension, in three countries (one marginal significant case), students 

who were exposed to greater community social tension had a stronger willingness to participate 
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in informal types of politics during the next few years; on the other hand, community tension had 

a negative relationship with adolescents’ expected informal participation in the Republic of 

Korea.  

 

Table 4-15 

Relationships between School SES and Community Context and Expected Informal Political 

Participation across Countries 

Relationship Country 

School SES 

Positive BFL  CZE  FIN  IRL  EST 

Not significant AUT  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  DNK  ENG  GRC  GTM  IDN  ITA  

LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NOR  PRY  POL  RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  

CHE  THA 

Negative KOR  NZL  DOM 

Community resources 

Positive BGR  ENG  PRY 

Not significant AUT  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  EST  FIN  GRC  GTM  

IDN  IRL  ITA  KOR  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  POL  RUS  

SVK  SVN  ESP  SWE  CHE  THA 

Negative BFL 

Community tension 

Positive GRC  SWE  BFL 

Not significant AUT  BGR  CHL  TWN  COL  CYP  CZE  DNK  DOM  ENG  EST  FIN  

GTM  IDN  IRL  ITA  LVA  LTU  MLT  MEX  NZL  NOR  PRY  POL  

RUS  SVK  SVN  ESP  CHE  THA 

Negative KOR 
Note. Italics indicate a marginally significant relationship (p < .1). 
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Comparison between Expected Electoral Participation and Expected Informal Political 

Participation 

In addition to the influence of national context as a macro-level setting, this study also 

assumed that the political development relationship would differ according to the mode of 

political activism. Based on the ecological perspective of human development, proximal 

processes are influenced by the characteristics of the developmental outcomes under 

consideration (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). As such, the relationship between political development 

factors and electoral participation may differ from the relationship between political 

development factors and participation in informal politics. On the other hand, it is possible that 

some factors are significant to the development of political qualities regardless of the mode of 

political activism as in the case of those political development factors that are significant 

regardless of the national context (e.g., political interest and internal political efficacy).  

In this section, I show comparisons between the cross-national relationships for expected 

electoral participation and the cross-national relationships for expected informal political 

participation. The comparison between these types of expected political participation addresses 

RQ 5. Table 4-16 provides the summary of the cross-national relationships between all (personal 

and contextual) political development factors in this study and both forms of expected political 

participation. 
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Table 4-16 

Summary of Political Development Relationships for Expected Electoral Participation and 

Expected Informal Political Participation (N = 34) 

Predictors 
Electoral participation 

 
Informal participation 

Pos. 
 

Not Sig. 
 

Neg. 
 

Pos. 
 

Not Sig. 
 

Neg. 

PERSONAL FACTORS 
           

Demographic characteristics 
           

  gender (female) 4 (1) 
 

22 
 

8 (1) 
 

7 (1) 
 

19 
 

8 (2) 

  immigrant backgrounda 0 
 

6 
 

12 
 

1 
 

14 
 

3 (1) 

Civic knowledge 34 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

18 
 

16 (1) 

Personal civic engagement 
           

  school participation 26 (5) 
 

8 
 

0 
 

25 (3) 
 

9 
 

0 

  political discussions 4 (3) 
 

28 
 

2 
 

28 (3) 
 

6 
 

0 

  organized activities 4 
 

28 
 

2 (2) 
 

32 (3) 
 

2 
 

0 

Psychological motivation 
           

  political interest 34 (1) 
 

0 
 

0 
 

34 
 

0 
 

0 

  internal political efficacy 33 
 

1 
 

0 
 

34 
 

0 
 

0 

  collective school efficacy 34 
 

0 
 

0 
 

26 (4) 
 

8 
 

0 

            
CONTEXTUAL FACTORS 

           
Family context 

           
  SES 11 (3) 

 
22 

 
1 

 
7 (2) 

 
24 

 
3 (2) 

  Parents’ political interest (Q) 30 (1) 
 

4 
 

0 
 

12 (5) 
 

21 
 

1 

  Parents’ political interest (V) 32 (4) 
 

2 
 

0 
 

11 (1) 
 

23 
 

0 

Peers’ civic engagement 
           

  school participation 7 (2) 
 

27 
 

0 
 

8 (3) 
 

24 
 

2 

  political discussions 7 (4) 
 

26 
 

1 (1) 
 

13 (3) 
 

21 
 

0 

  organized activities 4 (1) 
 

28 
 

2 
 

13 (3) 
 

21 
 

0 

Personally perceived school climate 
        

  openness in discussions 14 (3) 
 

20 
 

0 
 

13 (3) 
 

21 
 

0 

  student influence 2 (1) 
 

20 
 

12 (2) 
 

11 
 

23 
 

0 

  student-teacher relations 27 (3) 
 

7 
 

0 
 

3 (1) 
 

29 
 

2 (2) 

Collectively perceived school climate 
        

  openness in discussions 8 (3) 
 

23 
 

3 (1) 
 

2 (1) 
 

28 
 

4 (2) 

  student influence 0 
 

25 
 

9 (2) 
 

9 (2) 
 

25 
 

0 

  student-teacher relations 12 (6) 
 

22 
 

0 
 

2 (1) 
 

31 
 

1 

School SES 6 (3) 
 

25 
 

3 
 

5 (1) 
 

26 
 

3 (1) 

Community context 
           

  community resources 1 
 

29 
 

4 (1) 
 

3 
 

30 
 

1 

  community tension 3 (3) 
 

25 
 

6 (2) 
 

3 (1) 
 

30 
 

1 

Note. Pos. = positive relationship; Not Sig. = not significant relationship; Neg. = negative relationship. Numbers in 

parentheses indicate the number of countries with marginally significant relationships (p < .1). 
a
16 countries were not included because of the small number of immigrant students 
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Personal Political Development Factors 

Gender, immigrant background, and civic knowledge 

With regard to adolescents’ gender, there was no remarkable difference between the 

cross-national relationships for electoral participation and the cross-national relationships for 

informal participation. Male adolescents had higher levels of expected electoral and informal 

political participation than female adolescents in a few more countries (eight vs. four for 

electoral participation; eight vs. seven for informal participation). There was no significant 

relationship between gender and both types of expected political participation in more than half 

of the countries.  

Adolescents’ immigrant background was negatively related to expected electoral 

participation in 67% of the countries. On the other hand, immigrant background was not a 

significant predictor of expected informal political participation in most countries.  

Civic knowledge had very different cross-national relationships with each mode of 

political activism. In all 34 countries, a greater level of civic knowledge is associated with a 

stronger willingness to participate in electoral activism as adults. However, civic knowledge had 

no positive relationships with expected informal political participation in any country; its 

relationships were either non-significant or negative. 

Personal civic engagement experience 

There were a few notable points in the cross-national relationships between the three 

personal civic engagement experience predictors and both forms of expected political 

participation. First, students’ civic participation at school was positively related to both forms of 

expected political participation in the majority of the 34 countries. Second, students’ political 

discussions outside of school and civic participation outside of school did not have a significant 
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relationship with electoral participation in most countries; however, these outside-of-school-

participation factors were positively associated with expected informal participation in most 

countries. Third, any of the three factors had no negative relationships with expected informal 

participation in any country.  

Psychological motivation 

Psychological motivation factors were significant for both forms of expected political 

participation in general. Political interest and internal political efficacy were positively related to 

both expected electoral and informal political participation in all countries, with one exception. 

Although collective school efficacy was not a significant predictor of informal political 

participation in eight countries, this motivation factor had a positive association with electoral 

participation in all 34 countries and with informal participation in 26 countries.  

Contextual Political Development Factors 

Family context 

Family SES was not a significant predictor of either form of expected political 

participation in more than 64% of the countries. However, SES was a positive predictor of 

expected electoral participation in 11 of the 12 remaining countries and expected informal 

participation in seven of the 10 remaining countries.  

A noteworthy pattern was found in the cross-national relationships with regard to parents’ 

political interest: parents’ political interest had positive relationships with students’ expected 

electoral participation in almost all the countries; on the other hand, parents’ political interest 

was not a significant predictor of informal political participation in the majority of the countries. 

When comparing adolescents whose parents were not interested in politics with those whose 
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parents were very interested, parents’ political interest had no negative relationship with either 

type of expected political participation in any country. 

Peers’ civic engagement experience 

On the whole, peer effect predictors were not significantly related to either form of 

expected political participation in the majority of the countries. Nonetheless, considering only 

significant relationships, some interesting patterns were shown with regard to each predictor. 

First, peers’ civic participation at school was positively related to both forms of expected 

political participation except for two cases related to informal participation. Second, mingling 

with schoolmates who had more experience with political discussions outside of school was 

associated with a stronger willingness to participate in both modes of political activism. Lastly, 

peers’ organized activities were not significantly associated with expected electoral participation 

in most countries; however, in 13 countries, students surrounded by friends who more actively 

participated in social organizations or youth groups outside of schools showed a stronger 

willingness to participate in informal types of politics.  

School climate 

Each of three student-level school climate predictors showed distinctive cross-national 

political development relationships. Personal perceptions of openness in classroom discussions 

were not significantly related to either form of expected political participation in the majority of 

the countries (20 and 21 countries, respectively), and this predictor was positively related to both 

forms of expected participation in the rest of the countries (14 and 13 countries, respectively). 

No negative relationship was found between perceived openness in classroom discussions and 

either type of expected political participation 
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Personal perceptions of student influence at school were not a significant predictor of 

either electoral or informal participation in more than half of the countries. When focusing on 

significant relationships, it is notable that personally perceived student influence was negatively 

related to expected electoral participation in 12 countries but, by contrast, it was positively 

related to informal political participation in 11 countries. 

Personal perceptions of student-teacher relations had positive relationships with expected 

electoral participation in most countries. On the other hand, perceived student-teacher relations 

had no significant relationship with expected informal participation in most countries.  

As in peer effect predictors, in general, the three school-level school climate predictors 

were not significantly related to either type of expected political participation in the majority of 

the countries. Notably, the cross-national relationships between school climate for classroom 

discussions and expected political participation differ somewhat from the relationships between 

its corresponding student-level predictor and expected political participation. There were no 

negative relationships between perceived openness to classroom discussions and either type of 

expected political participation; however, school climate for classroom discussions was 

negatively related to expected electoral participation in three countries and to informal political 

participation in four countries.  

The two remaining school-level school climate factors show patterns similar to their 

corresponding student-level factors. Focusing on significant relationships, the associations 

between school climate for student influence and electoral participation were exclusively 

negative; on the other hand, the associations between school climate for student influence and 

informal participation were all positive. School climate for student-teacher relations was 

positively related to electoral participation in 12 countries with no negative relationship in any 
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country; by contrast, this school-level predictor is not significantly related to expected informal 

participation in almost all (31) countries.  

School SES and community context  

School SES was a not significant predictor of either type of expected political 

participation in the majority of the countries. It is noteworthy that school SES was negatively 

related to expected electoral and informal political participation in three countries.  

Community contextual factors (availability of social and cultural resources and social 

tension in the local community) were not significant predictors of either form of expected 

political participation overall. Considering only significant relationships, the two community 

context factors were negatively related to electoral participation in more countries (one vs. four 

for community resources and three vs. six for community tension), but they were positively 

related to informal political participation in more countries (three vs. four both community 

factors).  



 141 

CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Based on political socialization theory, political development can be explained at both 

micro and macro levels. An individual develops political knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and 

behaviors through constant interactions with human and environmental factors existing in 

various micro contexts (e.g., family, school, peer group, local community). A macro context (e.g., 

national economic development and social inequality) influences political development directly 

by regulating one’s social perceptions and behaviors and indirectly by intervening in one’s 

interactions with and within micro contexts. This study assumed the context-specificity of 

political development: the function of political development factors would not necessarily be the 

same in different macro contexts. Based on this notion, the current study explored the 

relationships between a wide range of political development factors and adolescents’ expected 

political participation in different national contexts as a macro-level setting (RQ 1, 2, 3, and 4). I 

anticipated variability in political development relationships across countries. At the same time, I 

expected that some political development factors would be important to political development 

regardless of the national context. This study identified both cross-nationally consistent and 

inconsistent patterns in political development relationships. These mixed patterns were true for 

both expected electoral participation and expected informal political participation.  

Another main focus of this study was the link between political development and the 

mode of political activism (RQ 5). According to Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) ecological systems 

theory, the nature of the developmental outcomes under consideration has a crucial influence on 

an individual’s developmental interactions with and within micro contexts. If so, it seems that the 

direction and result of political development is related to the characteristics of civic outcomes. 
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For this reason, this study investigated political development relationships for two different 

modes of political activism (electoral and informal). Previous research has shown that different 

forms of political participation require different material resources, social networks, and 

psychological motivation (e.g., Verba et al., 1995) and that a person’s perception of the 

effectiveness of specific forms of political participation can vary according to the personal and 

social conditions that s/he faces (e.g., C. Cohen, 2006; Middaugh & Kahne, 2008). However, as 

in the national context, I expected that some factors would show similar cross-national 

relationships regardless of the type of expected political participation. The results showed both 

differences and similarities between the cross-national relationships for electoral participation 

and the cross-national relationships for informal participation.  

In this chapter, I summarize and discuss the findings of this study for each political 

development factor. I address the relationships between personal factors and expected political 

participation first and then the relationships between contextual factors and expected political 

participation. In addition, beyond describing political development relationships across different 

national contexts and different modes of political activism, I discuss national contexts that may 

be related to political development relationships in all or some of the countries that fell into the 

same relationship category for some predictors (RQ X1 and X2). I referenced numerous national 

context indices from multiple reports,
 
selecting international data collected in the same year 

ICCS was conducted or the closest year available (see Chapter 3).
15

 

 

                                                 

15
 Data from Belgium and the United Kingdom are used to represent Belgium (Flemish) and England. 
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Personal Factors and Expected Political Participation 

Gender 

This study found a cross-nationally inconsistent relationship between gender and 

expected political participation. In other words, female adolescents have higher levels of 

willingness to participate in both modes of political activism than male adolescents in some 

countries, similar levels of willingness in other countries, and lowers levels of willingness in still 

others. A body of literature has documented variations in the influence of gender on civic 

engagement based on the national context and the form of engagement. For example, a recent 

report on American women’s engagement in civic and political domains illustrated that young 

women are more likely than their male counterparts to join community associations, to spend 

more time on volunteer service, and even to vote; on the other hand, they tend to have less 

interest in politics, to participate less in political discussions, to pursue future careers in a 

political domain less frequently, and to show lower self-confidence in political leadership 

(Kawashima-Ginsberg & Thomas, 2013). Comparative research on civic engagement in Europe 

and North America revealed that a national context in favor of women’s political leadership and 

participation is positively related to female adolescents’ political discussions and willingness to 

participate in politics as adults (Flanagan & Wray-Lake, 2011).  

When comparing the cross-national relationships for expected electoral participation and 

the cross-national relationships for expected informal participation, interesting gender difference 

was found in England. Female adolescents in England had lower levels of willingness to 

participate in electoral activity in adulthood than male peers, but they had a stronger intention to 

participate in informal types of political activism during the next few years. It is expected that 

England possesses unique national context(s) related to this notable pattern.  
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My investigation using international data resources suggests that the disparity or the 

alikeness in expected political participation between female and male adolescents (micro-level 

political development) might be associated with the level of gender equality in a society (macro 

context). Figure 5-1 displays the relationships between gender effects on expected political 

participation and the Gender Empowerment Measure across 34 countries. In Figure 5-1, the y-

axis represents the relationship between gender and expected electoral (the top chart) and 

expected informal political participation (the bottom chart). On the y-axis, a four indicates that 

the relationship between gender and expected political participation is positive (i.e., female 

adolescents have higher levels of willingness to participate in politics than males) (p < .05), a 

two indicates that the relationship is marginally positive (p < .1), and a zero means that the 

relationship is not significant. A minus four indicates that the relationship between gender and 

expected political participation is negative (i.e., the female adolescents have lower levels of 

willingness to participate in politics than males) (p < .05), and a minus two indicates that the 

relationship is marginally negative (p < .1). The x-axis is the Gender Empowerment Measure, 

which represents the degree of gender equality in economic and political domains. On the x-axis, 

“1.000” indicates societies with perfect gender equality.  

Figure 5-1 shows that in countries in which female adolescents had a stronger willingness 

to participate in politics than male peers, women were more active in economic and political 

domains. With regard to electoral participation, four countries in which female adolescents had 

higher levels of expected electoral participation recorded high gender empowerment scores. The 

relationship between the gender effect and gender inequality is clearer in informal participation. 

Countries in which females had higher levels of expected informal participation than males 

showed relatively higher gender empowerment scores (except for the Russian Federation) while 
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countries in which females had lower levels of expected informal participation showed relatively 

lower gender empowerment scores. 

The relationship between the gender effect on expected political participation and the 

level of gender inequality can also be identified using a gender inequality indicator specifically 

related to a political domain. Figure 5-2 illustrates the relationships between the gender effect 

and the percentage of women in parliament. As in Figure 5-1, the y-axis represents the 

relationship between gender (female) and adolescents’ expected political participation. The x-

axis indicates the percentage of woman-held seats in parliament. Overall, countries in which 

female adolescents had a stronger expected electoral (the top chart in Figure 5-2) or expected 

informal participation (the bottom chart in Figure 5-2) than males had relatively more women in 

parliament. In countries in which female adolescents were less inclined to participate in politics 

than males, there were relatively fewer female members of parliament. Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2 

suggest the possibility that a national context that encourages or discourages women’s 

advancement in economic and political domains is related to a greater or lesser degree to the 

development of female adolescents’ willingness to participate in politics. 

In addition, it seems that the gender effect is somewhat related to the overall quality of 

life in a society. Figure 5-3 displays the relationship between the gender effect on expected 

political participation and the Human Development Index (HDI), which “measures the average 

achievements in a country in three basic dimensions of human development: a long and healthy 

life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of living” (United Nations Development 

Programme, 2010, p. 216). The x-axis indicates HDI scores. Higher values on this index (close to 

one) represent more developed countries based on health, education, and economy as a whole. 

With respect to expected electoral participation (the top chart in Figure 5-3), no clear association 
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between the gender effect and the HDI is shown. However, four countries in which female 

adolescents had a stronger willingness to participate in electoral politics than male peers 

recorded very high HDI scores. Moreover, for informal political participation (the bottom chart 

in Figure 5-3), countries in which female students had a stronger willingness to participate in 

informal types of political activity as youth than male students show very high HDI levels 

(except for the Russian Federation). On the other hand, countries in which males have higher 

levels of expected informal political participation show relatively moderate or low levels of the 

HDI among the countries.  

Considering the relationships between the gender effect on expected political 

participation and the above three indices (Figure 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3), it seems that the influence of 

gender inequality and overall quality of life is more pronounced on expected informal 

participation than expected electoral participation. This difference may be connected to the 

characteristics of the two different forms of political participation. While electoral participation 

is more likely system-driven and institutional, informal participation is a more active and more 

voluntary activity. Governments or systems encourage citizens to participate in elections—even 

by compulsory voting laws in some countries; on the other hand, it is possible that they less 

actively support citizens’ informal political participation. In this situation, the amount of 

resources necessary for citizens to participate in electoral activism is smaller than the amount 

needed for informal participation. 

In addition, expression of one’s opinions is fairly influenced by the social and political 

climate and fear of social censure (Hayes et al., 2005). Individuals perceive and expect that 

different forms of political participation can result in different degrees of social alienation or 

conflict (Ulbig & Funk, 1999). In some societies, by revealing a personal perspective, an 
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individual opens him/herself to criticism and places him/herself at serious emotional and 

physical risk. Informal political participation often requires strong motivation or stimulation 

because some active forms of participation (even public discussions) accompany public exposure 

of one’s social and political perspectives. Therefore, social norms and context in favor of 

disclosure of minority opinions and active participation by female citizens are likely to 

contribute more to women’s participation in more active and direct types of political activism.  

In sum, the effect of gender on adolescents’ expected political participation is not the 

same in different national contexts. It seems that the level of gender equality in economic, social, 

and political domains is associated with the development of female adolescents’ willingness to 

participate in politics—at the very least, in some countries. In particular, female students’ 

informal participation might be more sensitive than electoral participation to women’s social and 

political advancement in their country. For socially disadvantaged groups, informal types of 

political participation are often more powerful and direct ways to ameliorate their social and 

political conditions than system-driven participation (e.g., voting). In this respect, gender 

inequality at the macro level and gender effects at the micro level can be reciprocally related. As 

a macro context, reduced gender inequality increases the likelihood that female adolescents will 

engage in active forms of political participation as well as electoral participation (micro-level 

political development). Their active participation in the present and future will decrease the 

gender gap in diverse areas, including economic, social, and political domains. Therefore, it 

seems that efforts to promote the political participation of female adolescents at a micro level 

should go hand in hand with efforts to reduce gender inequality at a macro level—especially, in 

societies with serious gender inequality which lack social awareness and institutions in favor of 

women’s social and political advancement. 
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Figure 5-1. Cross-national relationships between gender (female) and expected electoral and 

informal political participation by Gender Empowerment Measure. Y-axis: 4 = a positive 

relationship; 2 = a marginally positive relationship; 0 = a non-significant relationship; -2 = a 

marginally negative relationship; -4 = a negative relationship. 



 149 

 
 

 

Figure 5-2. Cross-national relationships between gender (female) and expected electoral and 

informal political participation by the percentage of women in parliament. Y-axis: 4 = a positive 

relationship; 2 = a marginally positive relationship; 0 = a non-significant relationship; -2 = a 

marginally negative relationship; -4 = a negative relationship. 
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Figure 5-3. Cross-national relationships between gender (female) and expected electoral and 

informal political participation by Human Development Index. Y-axis: 4 = a positive 

relationship; 2 = a marginally positive relationship; 0 = a non-significant relationship; -2 = a 

marginally negative relationship; -4 = a negative relationship. 
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Immigrant Background 

This study found that different cross-national relationships exist between students’ 

immigrant background and each mode of political activism. Immigrant students had lower levels 

of expected electoral participation than native students in many countries (12 of 18 countries). 

On the one hand, this reflects the common idea that students from underrepresented backgrounds 

have less faith in the effectiveness of system-driven political participation. On the other hand, it 

is possible that the immigrant adolescents in this study did not expect to gain the citizenship 

necessary to vote in local and national elections. Moreover, when their parents do not have 

suffrage, immigrant adolescents lack parental role models for electoral participation. This 

relationship between citizenship status and the influence of immigrant background on expected 

electoral participation may be clearer in counties with compulsory voting. Figure 5-4 shows that 

immigrant adolescents in the two countries that have compulsory voting, Belgium and Greece 

(one on the x-axis), had lower levels of willingness to participate in electoral activities (-4 on the 

y-axis) than their native peers. 

In terms of informal political participation, it is remarkable that there was no difference 

in informal political participation between immigrant and native students in most countries (14 

of 18 countries) given previous studies showing the negative influence of an immigrant 

background on civic engagement. Immigrant adolescents in Ireland even had a stronger 

willingness to participate in informal types of political activity than native students; this 

phenomenon warrants a case study. Possible hypotheses are (1) that 14 years old is too young to 

have interest or experience in informal types of political participation in some countries and (2) 

that 14-year-old adolescents are not allowed to be actively involved in social and political issues 

in other countries. Therefore, in these countries, the willingness of native students to participate 
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in informal political activities is as low as that of immigrant students. Another hypothesis is (3) 

that immigrant students in still other countries believe that informal types of political activity are 

more effective ways of being heard and achieving their social and political needs than system-

driven political activities. In these countries, immigrant students are equally as willing to 

participate in informal political activities as native students. It is possible that racial identity 

(Schildkraut, 2005) and experience as members of underrepresented groups (Middaugh & Kahne, 

2008) are related to immigrant students’ preference for informal types of political participation. 

 

 

Figure 5-4. Cross-national relationships between an immigrant background and expected 

electoral participation by compulsory voting system. Y-axis: 0 = a non-significant relationship; -2 

= a marginally negative relationship; -4 = a negative relationship. 

 

Unfortunately, as mentioned earlier, the sample size of immigrant students of many 

countries in the current study was too small to represent the population of immigrant adolescents 
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in the countries. Therefore, further research in more countries is required to understand the role 

of an immigrant background in the political development process in diverse national contexts. 

Nevertheless, this study presents a broad picture: at least for 14-year-old adolescents, the effect 

of an immigrant background on the development of willingness to participate in politics may not 

be identical in different national contexts and between different modes of political activism.  

Civic Knowledge 

One of the most interesting findings in my study is that the cross-national relationships 

between civic knowledge and expected political participation were different by the mode of 

political activism. Civic knowledge had positive relationships with adolescents’ expected 

electoral participation in all countries. By contrast, civic knowledge was not significantly or even 

negatively related to informal political participation in all countries. This finding resonates with 

previous studies that revealed different relationships between civic knowledge and diverse forms 

of civic engagement (e.g., Hart et al., 2007; Hooghe & Quintelier, 2011). In particular, the 

positive relationship between civic knowledge and expected electoral participation regardless of 

the national context highlights the importance of civic knowledge to a greater degree than 

previous research.  

However, although civic knowledge can have varying relationships with different types 

of political activity, it is surprising that civic knowledge did not have a positive relationship with 

adolescents’ expected informal participation in any countries. With regard to this result, the first 

possible explanation is similar to the explanation I posited with respect to the gender effect—

national contexts that does not support adolescents’ active participation in social and political 

issues. In some societies, adolescents’ active social engagement may not be socially welcomed 

or institutionally supported. In particular, in societies where academic success in adolescence is 
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very closely related to socioeconomic success and students have the heavy pressure of academic 

achievement (e.g., passing high-stakes tests and fulfilling tasks in many subject matters), 

adolescents’ political participation can be dismissed as a waste of time or regarded as a detriment 

to academic and social success. Under this macro context, official knowledge stressed through 

national standards and curriculum content is highly likely, at best, to inculcate strong beliefs in 

system-driven, formal, and moderate participation rather than to impress the necessity of 

transformative engagement on students or, at worst, to justify marketized competition as 

essential in a capitalist society cunningly disguised as a democratic society (Apple, 2000, 2006). 

As a result, civic knowledge may be influential in encouraging adolescents to participate in 

electoral activism as adults, but it may not be conducive to developing active participation in 

adolescence.  

Second, it is possible that the civic education curriculum in this grade (8
th

–9
th

) focuses on 

the institutional procedures of political participation and emphasizes personally responsible 

citizenship rather than participatory and justice-oriented citizenship. Civic education that 

exclusively focuses on a model of personally responsible citizenship seeks to inculcate 

adolescents with the civic traits required to live as a member of a community, such as good 

neighborliness and loyalty, tends to avoid politics and policy (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). 

Responsibility, integrity, and obedience are important individual traits in a good and functional 

society; but they are not necessarily democratic or transformative (Hess, 2009; Westheimer & 

Kahne, 2004). Therefore, civic knowledge based on personally responsible citizenship may not 

encourage adolescents to participate in direct and active types of political activity. In fact, civic 

knowledge itself is not necessarily democratic, and therefore civic knowledge needs to be 

distinguished from democratic knowledge (Hess, 2009). In order for civic knowledge to serve as 
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a resource for democratic civic engagement, civic learning should be grounded in a thorough 

consideration of democratic citizenship (Hess, 2009; Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). Adolescents 

should have opportunities to understand notions of and participate in democratic and 

transformative action. However, when the curricular focus on personally responsible and 

obedient citizenship is combined with the macro-context discussed above, the disconnection or 

negative relationship between civic knowledge gained from schools and informal types of 

political activism during adolescence seems to be exacerbated. 

Third, 14-year-old adolescents are likely to be familiar with electoral participation, but 

not with informal participation. Beginning in the early grades, children are frequently exposed to 

electoral activities such as classroom elections and student councils; on the other hand, until late 

adolescence, they have relatively little or even no chance to experience informal types of 

political activity, such as writing a letter to the editor of a local newspaper and joining social and 

political organizations. Given the importance of situated learning to political development 

(McIntosh & Youniss, 2010), students in early and middle adolescence have too few situated 

learning opportunities to practice informal types of political participation while they have 

relatively sufficient situated learning experience with electoral participation. This lack of 

informal participation experience seems to be more serious in national contexts in which 

adolescents’ active participation in current issues is not institutionally and socially supported. 

Without adult scaffolding—another key element of positive political development (McIntosh & 

Youniss, 2010)—it may be difficult for 14-year-old adolescents to have quality informal 

participation experience and to understand unfamiliar modes of political activism. Simple 

information that is not supported by situated learning and adult scaffolding is likely to have little 

influence on the development of willingness to participate in informal political activism.  
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Lastly, acquisition of civic knowledge does not fuel some forms of political participation. 

As discussed above, informal political participation is likely to demand relatively stronger 

willingness to participate in politics compared to system-supported formal participation. Some 

informal types of activities cost more in material resources such as time and money (Verba et al., 

1995) and require participants to shoulder heavier burdens and face greater obstacles such as 

societal ignorance and criticism. With regard to the relationship between civic knowledge and 

informal political participation, Green et al.’s (2011) experimental study on the effect of 

knowledge of constitutional principles on support for civil liberties is noteworthy. Their study 

was designed to test the theoretical claim that political knowledge has a positive effect on 

democratic political attitudes and support for democratic values (Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996; 

Galston, 2001; Nie, Junn, & Stehlik-Barry, 1996). To do so, they randomly assigned high school 

students to two different civics curricula—the experimental curriculum “designed to promote 

awareness and understanding of constitutional rights and civil liberties” (Green et al., 2011, p. 

463) and the regular civics curricula introduced as  the control curricula. Then, they examined 

how students’ acquisition of political knowledge specifically related to civil liberties impacts 

support for civil liberties. The study concluded that “it is possible to increase awareness and 

understanding of civil liberties without producing an increase in support for those civil liberties” 

(Green et al., 2011, p. 474). That is, civic knowledge may not be causally connected to political 

attitudes. Although their study might not be generalizable to all kind of political attitudes and 

behaviors, their finding suggests that civic knowledge does not necessarily promote any mode of 

political activism. Building on Green et al.’s (2011) findings, the results of this study imply that 

civic knowledge is important to the development of willingness to participate in system-driven 

formal types of participation but that civic knowledge is less influential in encouraging 
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participation types that require a greater amount of material resources and more intense 

psychological motivation.  

In short, the relationship between civic knowledge and expected political participation is 

likely to be influenced by the macro context (e.g., social perceptions of diverse modes of 

political activism—in particular, active participation during adolescence, the directions and 

contents of civic education at this grade level, and civic engagement experience available to this 

age group) and the characteristics of different types of political activity (i.e., difference in 

psychological, material, and social resources necessary for different forms of political 

participation). It seems that these elements jointly affect the function of civic knowledge in the 

political development process.  

Civic Engagement Experience 

Civic participation at school was positively associated with electoral participation, 

informal participation, or both in all countries but Austria, Indonesia, and Lithuania. No negative 

relationship with either form of political participation was found in any country. This result 

reaffirms the importance of school-based civic and citizenship education for positive political 

development (Galston, 2004; Levine, 2007; Trafford, 2008). The current study identified that 

participation in extracurricular activities and student government could be beneficial to 

adolescents’ political development in different national contexts.  

Notably, in five countries, civic participation at school was positively related only to 

expected electoral participation, and in six countries, it was positively related only to expected 

informal participation. This might be related to the different characteristics of civic engagement 

opportunities that adolescents encounter at school in these countries. Group activities at school 

can have traits related to both formal (e.g., elections in a student assembly) and informal 
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engagement (e.g., casual discussions with colleagues in extracurricular activity and joining a 

socially active student club). It is possible that in these 11 countries, one type of engagement is 

more popular in schools but the other is not encouraged. Detailed investigations for these 

countries might reveal which distinct features of civic engagement experience at school in 

different macro contexts are related to specific political qualities.  

As an example of the link between macro context and the function of civic participation 

at school in the political development process, figure 5-5 displays cross-national relationships 

between civic participation at school and adolescents’ expected informal political participation 

by global region. The y-axis represents the relationship between civic participation at school and 

expected informal participation (4 = a positive relationship; 2 = a marginally positive 

relationship; 0 = a non-significant relationship). The x-axis represents regions (1 = Western 

Europe; 2 = Eastern/Central Europe; 3 = Scandinavia; 4 = Hispanic America; 5 = Asia; 6 = New 

Zealand). In all Scandinavian countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden), participatory 

experiences in school activities had positive relationships with expected informal participation. 

In contrast, civic participation at school did not have a significant relationship with informal 

participation in any of Asian countries (Chinese Taipei, Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, and 

Thailand). It seems that certain macro contexts shared among the countries in the same region, 

such as historical and cultural milieu, may account for the difference between the two regions in 

the influence of civic participation at school on students’ willingness to participate in informal 

types of political activity. For example, active political participation during adolescence may not 

be supported and may even be discouraged in countries in which academic achievement is the 

deciding factor for social success and therefore academic competition is regarded as the most 

important way to maintain or improve one’s social position. The Asian countries included in this 



 159 

study might share this social perception and societal structure. Civic participation at school in 

this social condition is unlikely to have a meaningful influence on adolescent political 

participation. The length of experience as a democracy might also be related to the difference 

between Scandinavian (old democracies) and Asian countries (relatively young democracies). 

 

 

Figure 5-5. Cross-national relationships between civic participation at school and expected 

informal political participation by region. Y-axis: 4 = a positive relationship; 2 = a marginally 

positive relationship; 0 = a non-significant relationship. 

 

Figure 5-6 suggests other possible macro contexts which seem to be related to the 

difference between Scandinavian and Asian countries. Compared to Asian countries (the data for 

Chinese Taipei is missing), Scandinavian countries invested a higher percentage of their GDPs in 

public education (the top chart in Figure 5-6). In addition, Scandinavian countries record the 

highest levels of gender equality in economic and political domains; on the other hand, Asian  
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Figure 5-6. National education expenditure (% of GDP) and Gender Empowerment Measure 

across countries  
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countries (the data for Chinese Taipei is missing) show relatively low levels of gender equality 

(the bottom chart in Figure 5-6). In order to figure out the influence of gender inequality as a 

macro context, further research on the disparity between female and male adolescents in civic 

engagement experience at school and its relationship with political behavioral intention in female 

and male adolescents is required.  

Regardless of the national context, civic participation experience outside of school 

(political discussions and organized activities) seems to be important to the development of 

adolescents’ expected informal participation but not to the development of expected electoral 

participation. Considering the characteristics of these two outside-of-school participation 

predictors, this result is understandable. Political discussion is an informal type of participation 

activity defined in this study. It is likely that students who more frequently discuss political 

issues with parents or friends will more easily engage in political conversation with others in 

different settings. Organizations or groups for social and political causes require their members 

to actively and directly participate in target issues to achieve their goals. Therefore, it seems 

natural that participation in organized activities positively influences adolescents’ willingness to 

participate in informal types of political activity. It is worth noting that political discussions and 

organized activities had no significant relationship with expected electoral participation in most 

countries.  

Political discussions outside of school had no positive relationships with any form of 

expected political participation in Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic, Estonia, Greece, the 

Republic of Korea, and Thailand. Participation in organized activities outside of school was not 

positively associated with either outcome variable in Bulgaria and Latvia. For Bulgarian 

adolescents, it seems that civic participation outside of school was not influential in developing 
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willingness to participate in politics. In Bulgaria, all three civic engagement experience 

predictors had nothing to do with adolescents’ expected electoral participation. An unexpected 

result is the negative relationships between political discussions and electoral participation in the 

Dominican Republic and Estonia and between organized activities and electoral participation in 

Chile and Latvia. These relationships can be interpreted in two ways: (1) civic participation 

outside of school (either predictor) may help adolescents recognize the limitation of electoral 

participation under their national context and increase distrust in civic institutions, including 

local and national governments and representatives; and (2) adolescents who have believe less in 

the effectiveness of electoral participation may try to be directly involved in community and 

political issues (or to remain politically indifferent). If the first interpretation is correct, civic 

participation outside of school is a way in which adolescents in these countries understand social 

context, which in turn decreases their willingness to participate in electoral activities. If the 

second is true, adolescents already perceive electoral participation as ineffective for them based 

on direct and indirect experiences in their social context; and therefore, civic participation 

outside of school is the outcome from their experience rather than the window through which 

they view society and politics.  

These results for previous civic engagement experience suggest that civic education 

should provide adolescents with opportunities to experience diverse forms of civic engagement. 

The current study builds on the assumption that different forms of political participation have 

distinct aspects; therefore, the influence of predictors on willingness to participate in politics 

might differ based on the form of participation. Findings suggest that formal (i.e., electoral) and 

informal types of participation at school are positively related to both forms of participation and 

that casual or active types of participation outside of schools (political discussions and organized 
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activities outside of school) are positively associated with expected informal political 

participation, but not with electoral participation. It seems that the transference of previous 

political participation experience to future participation is more likely to occur between similar 

forms of activities. Therefore, appropriate and specific civic engagement experience should be 

provided to adolescents according to the purpose of the civic engagement program. In addition, 

this study shows that schools are a great venue for exposure to and instruction about diverse 

dimensions of political activism. 

Psychological Motivation 

This study resonates with previous research that demonstrates the close relationships 

between psychological motivational factors and political behavioral intention and behaviors (e.g., 

Beaumont, 2010; Schulz, 2005; Ulbig & Funk, 1999; Verba et al., 1995). Political interest, 

internal political efficacy, and collective school efficacy were all significant predictors of both 

forms of expected political participation regardless of the national context. In other words, the 

influence of motivational factors on expected political participation is independent from the 

mode of political activism and the national context. This suggests that civic education to promote 

these motivation factors can contribute to the development of multiple modes of political 

activism in diverse social and national contexts.  

The tight relationship between motivational factors and expected political participation 

may include the mediating effect of these predictors on the relationship between other political 

development factors and expected political participation. Previous research has documented the 

mediating effect of motivational factors on civic engagement and political development (e.g., 

Beaumont, 2011; A. Cohen et al., 2001; Pasek et al., 2008; Schulz & Fraillon, 2012). In fact, I 

detected the possibility of the mediating effect of motivational factors in the process of analysis 
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although I did not report it in this dissertation. As described, I employed a four-step procedure to 

analyze the data (see the Analytic Strategy in Chapter 3 for a detailed explanation). During the 

four-step analytical procedure, I found that when the motivational factors were introduced to the 

model, the relationships between many student-level predictors and expected political 

participation changed in all 34 countries. Some relationships even shifted from significant to 

non-significant relationships. In addition, the three motivational factors had significant 

correlations with the outcome variables and the majority of student-level predictors (see 

Appendix C). In this respect, the motivational factors in the current study might serve a 

mediating role in the political development process. Future research can examine whether the 

motivational factors mediate political development relationships in each country, how different 

or similar the mediating effect of the motivational factors is across countries, and whether 

predictors mediated by the motivational factors in some countries are also mediated by the 

factors in other countries. These questions will provide practical knowledge that helps to plan 

meaningful civic learning programs and civic engagement opportunities for adolescents in 

different macro contexts. 

 

Contextual Factors and Expected Political Participation 

Family 

Despite the significant correlations between family SES and both types of political 

participation in most countries (see Appendix C), family SES did not have a significant 

relationship with expected political participation in more than half of countries. In these 

countries, it seems that the non-significant relationship is related to the introduction of other 

predictors. In other words, the disparity in expected political participation among adolescents 
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from different socioeconomic backgrounds might be explained to a great extent by the difference 

among adolescents in other personal and/or environmental factors—in particular, motivational 

factors as discussed above. As another possible explanation, 14-year-old adolescents in these 

countries may be too young to have experienced the influence of socioeconomic stratification on 

their social lives. If so, perceptions of political participation among the adolescents may not vary 

along social class lines yet. The effect of SES on political development might increase along with 

development stages as an individual has cumulative direct/indirect personal and collective 

experience and gains a deeper and wider view of society.  

A notable group of countries with regard to the relationship between family SES and 

expected political participation is the Latin American countries in the study: Chile, Colombia, 

the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Mexico, and Paraguay. In Figure 5-7, the y-axis represents 

the relationship between family SES and adolescents’ expected informal participation, and the x-

axis represents global regions. As shown in Figure 5-7, family SES had no significant 

relationship with either type of expected political participation (zero on the y-axis) in any Latin 

American countries (four on the x-axis) except for the Dominican Republic. In this study, 

Dominican adolescents from more advantaged families showed lower levels of willingness to 

participate in both electoral and informal types of political activity, which is unusual given the 

common notion that SES has a positive effect on civic engagement. However, because of the 

considerable number of missing cases in the data from the Dominican Republic, this result 

should be interpreted with caution—supplementary studies are warranted.  
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Figure 5-7. Cross-national relationships between family SES and expected political participation 

by region. Y-axis: 4 = a positive relationship; 2 = a marginally positive relationship; 0 = a non-

significant relationship; -2 = a marginally negative relationship; -4 = a negative relationship. 
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Figure 5-8. GDP per Capita (PPP US$) and Gini Index across countries  
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Interestingly, these Latin American countries recorded relatively low GDP per capita 

(PPP US$)
16

 and high Gini coefficients (see Figure 5-8). It is possible that the influence of SES 

on political participation in relatively poor countries such as these where a small number of 

people possess most of the national wealth and most others suffer from scarce socioeconomic 

resources is different from the influence of SES in countries with more stable social and 

economic structure. In a poor and economically polarized society, the powerful may make use of 

institutional procedures as a way to maintain their personal economic and social status and may 

not appreciate the social value of political participation. On the other hand, for the majority of 

the population living in desperate conditions, political action might be regarded as the most 

influential or even the only way to improve their circumstances and ameliorate the existing 

unfair social order. In this case, the influence of SES on political participation is unlikely to be 

proportional to individuals’ SES levels. In short, the effect of SES may not be visible in a very 

polarized society unless we scrutinize the meaning and importance of political participation for 

each social class in the society.  

With regard to this argument, in Thailand, a country with a low GDP and a high Gini 

index value, family SES was not a significant predictor of either form of political participation as 

in the Latin American countries. However, another Asian country—Indonesia—tells a different 

story. Indonesia marks the lowest GDP per capita (PPP US$) of the 34 countries and has a high 

Gini coefficient (see Figure 5-8). However, family SES had a positive relationship with both 

electoral and informal participation (p < .1 and p < .05, respectively). Another noteworthy 

individual case is the Czech Republic, which is the only country in which family SES had a 

                                                 

16
 In order to compare national wealth across countries, the Human Development Report 2009 used GDP per capita 

dollar estimates derived from the purchasing power parity (PPP) calculation (see United Nations Development 

Programme, 2009). 
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positive relationship with electoral participation (p < .05) but a negative relationship with 

informal political participation (p < .1). These unique relationships between family SES and 

expected political participation in Indonesia and the Czech Republic are likely attributable to 

their distinct national contexts. 

This study supports previous research documenting the importance of parents’ roles in 

adolescents’ political development (e.g., Hart et al., 2004; Jennings et al., 2009; McLellan & 

Youniss, 2003). In all but one country, parents’ political participation was positively related to 

adolescents’ willingness to participate in electoral activity, informal activity, or both. The only 

exception is Latvia in which parental political interest had no significant relationship with either 

form of political activism. It is notable that parents’ political interest had different cross-national 

relationships with each type of expected political participation. Students living with parents who 

were very interested in politics had a stronger willingness to participate in electoral activities 

regardless of the national context. In contrast, no significant relationship between parents’ 

political interest and expected informal political participation was found in more than half of the 

countries.  

The cross-nationally inconsistent relationships between parents’ political interest and 

expected informal political participation can be explained in part by parents’ desire for their 

child’s academic and social success. Parents who have strong political interest play an important 

role as a source of civic knowledge and engagement experience and increase their child’s interest 

in social and political issues. However, simultaneously, parents may stress the importance of 

academic achievement in adolescence. That is, parents can send two conflicting messages: 

“Politics is something we need to pay consistent attention to. But, for now, it is not something 

that you need to engage in.” The influence of parents’ political interest on adolescents’ expected 
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informal participation might be related to a social context in which one of the two messages is 

more powerful or both messages are balanced. In particular, in a society in which academic 

success is the most powerful path toward social success, parents are highly likely to urge their 

children to focus all their attention on academic achievement. Consequently, parents’ eagerness 

for their children’s academic success could override the influence of parental political interest on 

adolescents’ informal participation. If this is true, countries showing a positive relationship 

between parents’ political interest and adolescents’ informal participation are noteworthy cases 

because this relationship pattern implies that parental political interest boosts adolescents’ 

informal political participation regardless of how much pressure parents place on their children 

to succeed academically. Which macro and family contexts produce a positive relationship 

between parents’ political interest and expected informal participation is an important and 

interesting research topic for future research.  

Gender role socialization can also contribute to an explanation of the cross-nationally 

inconsistent relationships between parents’ political interest and expected informal political 

participation—in particular, for non-significant relationships. In some societies, parents may 

send different messages to boys and girls regarding their roles in a family and a society. 

Specifically, parents may encourage political interest more for males, which can lead to male 

adolescents’ stronger willingness to participate in politics. On the other hand, parents, even those 

who have strong political interest, may hinder females from having interest in social and political 

issues and suppress female adolescents’ attempts to take active roles in social and political 

domains. In this case, the influence of parents’ political interest on adolescents’ expected 

informal participation might not be detected unless we examine a male group and a female group 

separately. A non-significant relationship between parents’ political interest and expected 
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informal political participation is a manifestation of gender inequality. In order to identify this 

gender disparity, further research on the influence of gender on the structural relationship 

between parents’ political interest, adolescents’ political interest, and adolescents’ informal 

participation is required. 

In sum, the cross-national relationships between parents’ political interest and expected 

political participation confirm my assertion that political development relationships vary 

according to the macro context and the mode of political activism. In addition, given the intimate 

relationship between parents’ political interest and adolescents’ expected electoral participation 

regardless of the national context, it is worthwhile to think about how to increase parents’ 

political interest. Some studies indicating that parents’ involvement in civic education programs 

may produce positive civic outcomes for the parents themselves as well as their children (e.g., 

Bixby, 2008; Linimon & Joslyn, 2002). It is meaningful work to examine whether and how 

adolescent civic education can increase their parents’ political interest in diverse macro contexts. 

Peers 

In general, peers’ civic engagement experience (average civic engagement experience of 

students in a school) was not significantly related to expected political participation in the 

majority of the countries. However, in quite a few countries, attending a school in which 

classmates/schoolmates had more civic engagement experience at and outside of school was 

positively associated with one type of expected political participation. To put it another way, in 

these countries, an adolescent can benefit from having classmates who actively participate in 

school and community activities by sharing norms of participatory citizenship and observing 

peers’ political behaviors. In addition to these general patterns, there are a few interesting cases 

that are worthy of further investigations. 
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First, in Mexico and Latvia, peers’ school participation (average civic participation at 

school of students in a school) had negative relationships with expected informal participation, 

while personal civic participation at school was positively related to expected informal 

participation. In other words, students who had more actively participated in school activities had 

a stronger willingness to participate in informal types of political activity during the next few 

years; however, attending schools in which classmates actively participated in school activities 

was associated with lower levels of willingness. A possible explanation for the negative 

relationship between peers’ school participation and expected informal participation is derived 

from dysfunctional school activities. For example, when an individual repeatedly watches and 

experiences messy, disorganized, and unproductive student-led collective activities, s/he may 

question the effect of informal student participation and abstain from being involved in informal 

activities. This tendency may be strengthened in cases where electoral types of activities prove 

more effective and functional in addressing school issues.  

Second, in Italy, peers’ political discussions outside of school (the average of students’ 

political discussion outside of school in a school) had a negative relationship with expected 

electoral participation but a positive relationship with expected informal participation. In the 

Russian Federation, peers’ organized activities outside of school (the average of students’ civic 

participation outside of school in a school) had a negative relationship with expected electoral 

participation but a positive relationship with expected informal participation.  

Third, Belgium (Flemish) is the only country in which peers’ political discussions outside 

of school and peers’ organized activities outside of school were positively related to both types 

of expected political participation. In Indonesia, peers’ school participation was positively 

associated with both types of expected political participation; however, peers’ organized 
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activities outside of school were negatively related to expected electoral participation and not 

significantly related to informal participation. Each of these results is likely connected to their 

idiosyncratic national contexts and warrant case studies.   

Overall, the results of this study imply that civic engagement during adolescence is 

effective in developing individuals’ participatory citizenship. This study found not only that 

personal civic engagement experience was positively associated with both forms of adolescents’ 

expected political participation in almost all countries but also that peers’ civic engagement 

experience was positively associated in quite a few countries. Therefore, providing adolescents 

with more civic engagement opportunities can contribute to positive political development by 

allowing them to directly participate in the opportunities and to observe their peers’ behaviors.  

In some cases, the groups with whom adolescents associate (sharing civic and political 

norms and observing peers’ behaviors) might be more influential in the political development 

process than the activities that individual adolescents participate in (students’ personal 

experiences). I found that civic engagement experience had positive relationships with expected 

political participation only at the school level, not at the student level, in several countries (e.g., 

Colombia and the Republic of Korea). In these countries, the effort to provide civic participation 

experience to the student body as a whole (e.g., mandated community service) could be more 

effective in developing expected political participation than encouraging individual students’ 

voluntary civic participation. However, this result might have a different implication. We cannot 

rule out the possibility that students are segregated by social background in these countries—that 

is, students who have much civic engagement experience attend the same school. If this is true, 

the positive influence only at the school level is not evidence showing positive peer effects but 

rather a sign of social inequality and tacit segregation.  
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School 

It is natural for people with different personal characteristics and backgrounds to perceive 

and interpret a certain situation or experience in different ways. Similarly, students are highly 

likely to have their own personal perceptions of school climate and to make their own 

interpretations of their experience in a school. Moreover, in fact, students in the same class and 

school do not necessarily all enjoy equal educational opportunities and experiences. That is, an 

individual student’s experience with school climate is not necessarily a direct reflection of the 

overall school climate. This study took into account the difference between personally perceived 

school climate and actual (or overall) school context by distinguishing school context at the 

student level from school context at the school level. After discussing the student- and school-

level effects of school climate, I present the findings on school SES.  

Personal perceptions of school climate 

Personal perceptions of openness in classroom discussions had cross-nationally 

inconsistent relationships with both forms of expected political participation. In 13 countries, this 

predictor was not a significant predictor of either form of expected political participation. In 15 

countries, the political development relationships are different for electoral and informal political 

participation. In Greece, Indonesia, Italy, Norway, Poland, and Thailand, personally perceived 

openness in classroom discussions had positive relationships with both forms of expected 

political participation. This result clearly shows that the influence of openness in classroom 

discussions on adolescent political development varies according to the national context and the 

mode of political activism.  

In all the Asian countries, personal experience of democratic classroom discussions was 

positively associated with expected informal participation. This pattern is interesting given that 
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civic participation at school, as discussed, had no significant relationship with informal 

participation in these countries. While activities related to civic participation at school are more 

likely extracurricular and student-led, classroom discussions can be categorized as teacher-

scaffolded and instructionally-designed. Based on this characterization, these results can be 

understood in three possible ways. First, civic participation at school in the Asian countries may 

focus mainly on electoral activities. Autonomous student activity at school may be limited or not 

encouraged. Second, related to the first point, if adolescents in these countries have little 

experience of informal types of civic engagement, democratic classroom discussion must be a 

very important way for students to be exposed to diverse perspectives on an issue and to express 

themselves. In this situation, a teacher is a significant actor who can help students as newcomers 

to understand the unfamiliar repertoire of political activism. Third, although civic participation at 

school may provide a good chance for adolescents to experience diverse and autonomous civic 

engagement, it is not always beneficial or even functional. Assuming that classroom discussions 

designed by teachers are more organized, systemic, and instructional, these results in the Asian 

countries might show the importance of the quality of civic engagement opportunities. Further 

research on adolescents’ civic experience at school in the Asian countries will provide a better 

understanding of what kind of civic engagement experience should be provided and how best to 

provide it to foster positive adolescent political development.  

Personal perceptions of student influence on decisions about school are a good example 

of factors that exhibit varying political development relationships according to the mode of 

political participation. This predictor was negatively or not significantly associated with expected 

electoral participation but positively or not significantly associated with expected informal 

participation. The Russian Federation and Chinese Taipei are exceptions: in these countries, 
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positive relationships were found between personally perceived student influence and expected 

electoral participation.  

Focusing on the significant relationships, the positive relationship between perceived 

student influence and expected informal participation suggests that students’ feelings of 

empowerment are closely related to positive political development. However, how can we 

explain the negative relationship between perceived student influence and electoral participation? 

A possible explanation can be derived from the way in which students’ voices are heard in a 

school and applied to school practice. In some schools, students’ collective voices may be 

accepted only when students make persistent and strong petitions, while their opinions formed 

through electoral procedures may not be accepted. Students in such school environments are 

likely to form beliefs in the effectiveness of active and direct participation but to raise doubts as 

to the usefulness of system-driven electoral activism. The disparity in students’ beliefs in the 

effectiveness of different modes of political activism may be wider in a society in which citizens 

perceive that electoral participation has little influence on their reality—particularly, for 

adolescents who have constantly experienced inequality in indirect and direct ways (C. Cohen, 

2006; Junn, 1999; Middaugh & Kahne, 2008). In addition, adolescents in a society that 

experienced a political upheaval or huge social change in the recent past which was triggered by 

active, intense citizen participation are likely to have strong beliefs in the effectiveness of 

informal types of political activism in achieving collective goals. 

With regard to the way in which students’ voices are heard and accepted in school, it is 

worthwhile to think about the equality of student voices. As Sanders (1997) stated, “Insidious 

prejudices [regarding class, race, and gender] may incline citizens to hear some arguments and 

not others. Importantly, this prejudice may be unrecognized by those citizens whose views are 
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disregarded as well as by other citizens” (p. 353). In the same fashion, it is possible that the 

voices of a few students in power who have better grades and/or advantaged family backgrounds 

could be disproportionately privileged and accepted. An even worse scenario is one in which 

only the opinions of dominant students are repeatedly brought up for a school/classroom debate 

or on a ballot (that is, they are in control of all formal procedures for forming public opinions). 

Under these circumstances, students might question the meaning of an electoral process and 

think of an electoral process as a procedure that justifies the opinions of some. In more extreme 

cases, adolescents might recognize, accept, and acquiesce to the inequalities among people from 

a very early age. The opposite situation is that student opinions are adopted only based on 

majority rule excluding an appropriate deliberation process. In this scenario, perceived student 

influence may have nothing do to with expected informal participation. Therefore, schools and 

teachers should consider how to capture the opinions of the entire student body and 

simultaneously how to allow diverse opinions to be heard. 

Some countries showed distinctive relationships between personally perceived student 

influence and expected political participation. Chinese Taipei and the Russian Federation were 

only countries in which perceived student influence was positively related to expected electoral 

participation. In the Republic of Korea, Latvia, and New Zealand, this predictor had negative 

relationships with electoral participation but positive relationships with informal participation.  

Using international data, I discovered that in a group of countries a few national 

contextual factors might influence the relationship between perceived student influence and 

expected informal political participation. In Figure 5-9, the y-axis represents the relationship 

between personally perceived student influence and expected informal political participation. 
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The x-axis indicates freedom ratings representing the level of democratic freedom
17

 (the first 

chart), press freedom (the second chart), and the national education level, represented by the UN 

education index
18

 (the third chart). Countries in which perceived student influence was positively 

related to expected informal political participation (four on the y-axis in all three charts) recorded 

relatively high levels of democratic freedom (in the first chart, one on the x-axis indicates the 

highest freedom level), high levels of press freedom (in the second chart, zero on the x-axis 

indicates the highest press freedom), and high national education levels (in the last chart, one on 

the x-axis indicates the highest educational level) among countries. It is very likely that students 

participate more comfortably and confidently in social and political issues in a society where 

political rights and civil liberties are highly valued and diverse perspectives can be voiced and 

heard. Given the positive relationships between educational achievement and political 

participation, citizens in societies that provide more high quality educational opportunities are 

more likely to actively participate in politics. Higher levels of adult educational achievement 

may translate to better adult scaffolding for adolescents participating in and interpreting civic 

engagement experiences. Although these relationships cannot be generalized to all countries, at 

the very least, it seems that the likelihood that adolescents’ experiences of empowerment and 

efficaciousness promote expected informal participation is higher in a society that values civic 

and political rights, allows diverse perspectives, and provides extensive high quality educational 

opportunities. 

                                                 

17
 Freedom is defined as “the opportunity to act spontaneously in a variety of fields outside the control of the 

government and other centers of potential domination—according to two broad categories: political rights and civil 

liberties” (Freedom House, 2009). See details on the Freedom House website 

http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-world-2009. 

18
 This index is derived from “the adult literacy rate and the combined gross enrollment ratio for primary, secondary 

and tertiary schools” (United Nations Development Programme, 2009, p. 209). 

http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-world-2009
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Figure 5-9. Cross-national relationships between personal perceptions of student influence on 

decisions about school and expected informal political participation by freedom rating, press 

freedom rating, and education index. Y-axis: 4 = a positive relationship; 2 = a marginally 

positive relationship; 0 = a non-significant relationship. 

 

In most countries, personal perceptions of student-teacher relations had positive 

relationships with electoral participation. In a democracy, electoral activism is the way in which 

citizens select their representatives and form governing bodies. Citizens expect that their 

representatives and government will respond to their needs and share their social and political 

perspectives. Citizens who believe that their vote will have a desired effect are likely to vote, but 

people who doubt the effectiveness of their electoral participation might not be. In short, 

citizens’ electoral participation will be affected by the level of citizens’ trust in their authorities. 

During adolescence, teachers, along with parents, are probably the most important authority 

figures who influence students’ experience of power relationships. Therefore, the relationship 
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that students have with teachers may impact adolescents’ perceptions of the responsiveness of 

the government to their needs (Flanagan et al., 2010) and their trust in society (Flanagan et al., 

2007). It is possible that students’ interactions with teachers may influence their perceptions of 

the value of the electoral process as a means of achieving their desired social or political goals. 

Based on classroom experiences, adolescents may internalize beliefs about the way authority 

figures respond to their needs or suggestions. These beliefs may in turn influence citizens’ 

evaluation of the government representatives who are elected to represent them. 

No significant relationship was found between students’ perceptions of student-teacher 

relations and expected informal participation in 29 countries. In other words, an adolescent’s 

belief that s/he had a close relationship with his/her teacher did not influence his/her willingness 

to participate in informal types of political activism in most countries. There are two exceptional 

cases worthy of further investigation. In Chile, the Dominican Republic, and New Zealand, 

personally perceived student-teacher relations were positively related to informal political 

participation as well as electoral participation. By contrast, in Greece and Norway, perceived 

student-teacher relations were negatively related to informal participation but positively related 

to electoral participation.  

This difference, for example, might be attributed to the combination of social context and 

the degree of teachers’ involvement in public issues. In a context in which teachers are socially 

discouraged or legally prohibited from disclosing their own social and political opinions, 

student-teacher relationships do not necessarily stimulate students’ active and direct involvement 

in public issues while positive student-teacher relations can develop students’ trust in existing 

social institutions and political systems such as electoral procedures. On the other hand, in a 

social environment in which teachers actively participate in diverse political agenda and 
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frequently discuss controversial issues with their students, close student-teacher relations could 

serve as a conduit through which teachers’ political attitudes and awareness are transmitted to 

students. However, even if a society allows teachers to disclose their opinions and publicly 

participate in politics, if teachers have little interest in political issues and participation, student-

teacher relations are unlikely to influence adolescents’ active involvement in social and political 

issues. In short, with regard to the development of informal political participation, student-

teacher relations could play a mediating role between teachers’ social position and students’ 

perceptions of informal types of political activism. Therefore, future research on these 

exceptional cases needs to include an examination of what political messages are, or are not, 

transmitted to students by teachers. This research could shed light on how teachers’ political 

attitudes and perspective influence students’ political development.  

In conclusion, this study identified varying relationships between perceived school 

context and expected political participation according to the macro context and the mode of 

political activism. Nevertheless, the results of the current study suggest that positive personal 

perception or experience of a democratic school climate could be beneficial to the development 

of adolescents’ expected political participation in diverse macro contexts. However, it should be 

noted that allowing student influence on school decisions could result in lowering adolescents’ 

willingness to participate in electoral activities as adults. It seems that student influence on 

school issues, which is accompanied by students’ involvement in those issues, needs to be 

delimited and guided. Therefore, it is a valuable task to explore to what extent and in what ways 

student voices need to be accepted in order to prevent possible side effects of student influence. 

Lastly, there are noteworthy cases concerning the relationships between personal perceptions of 

school climate and expected political participation. In Austria, none of perceived school climate 
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predictors had significant relationships with expected electoral participation, and in Bulgaria and 

Paraguay, they were not significantly related to either expected electoral or expected informal 

participation. The fact that none of the three predictors had anything to do with the development 

of adolescents’ willingness to participate in politics could be a serious sign of the need to 

ameliorate the current citizenship education approach and school environment. Further research 

on these countries is required. 

Democratic school climate 

The cross-national relationship between school climate for classroom discussions and 

expected electoral participation was different from the cross-national relationship between 

personally perceived classroom discussions and expected electoral participation. At the student 

level, openness in classroom discussions had positive or not significant relationships with both 

forms of expected political participation; however, at the school level, negative relationships 

were found between openness in classroom discussions and both forms of expected participation 

in some countries. Overall, personal experience of democratic political discussions is more 

effective in promoting participatory citizenship than being situated in a school context (i.e., 

attending a school) marked by openness in classroom discussions. In fact, even if a school 

provides an open environment for classroom discussion, this does not mean that all students 

enjoy the opportunity to actively engage in the deliberation process (see Hayes et al., 2006). 

School climate for classroom discussions does not necessarily function for all students in the 

same way (see Sanders, 1997). In Cyprus and Switzerland, school climate for classroom 

discussions was even negatively related to both electoral and informal participation. In Indonesia 

and Switzerland, while personally perceived openness in classroom discussions was positively 
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related to informal political participation, school climate for classroom discussions was 

negatively related.  

However, this result does not offer definitive proof that school climate for classroom 

discussions is of little importance to the development of expected political participation. In some 

cases, school climate is more effective in stimulating adolescents’ willingness to participate in 

politics than personal experience. In Denmark, the Republic of Korea, Latvia, and Lithuania, 

personal perceptions of openness in classroom discussions had no significant relationship with 

electoral participation, but school climate for classroom discussions had positive relationships. 

For adolescents in Paraguay, personal experience of classroom discussions was not related to any 

form of expected political participation, but attending a school with more democratic discussion 

climate was associated with higher levels of expected electoral and informal political 

participation. However, these results do not provide a conclusive statement on the effect of 

school climate for classroom discussions without further detailed research. It is possible that a 

certain macro-level social context causes a gap in adolescents’ experiences between schools. For 

example, in some societies, students might be segregated along racial, economic, social, or 

cultural lines. In this situation, students within the same school could have similar personal 

perceptions of classroom experiences, but there could be a wide gap in the quantity and quality 

of opportunities for democratic political discussions from school to school. Consequently, which 

school a student attends is a powerful factor in his/her political development, and as in the peer 

effect, this school effect might be the manifestation of social and educational inequality. 

Focusing on significant relationships, the cross-national relationships between the school 

climate for student influence and expected political participation are almost the same as those 

between personally perceived student influence and expected political participation. Attending 
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schools that were more responsive to students’ opinions on school and class agenda was 

negatively related to expected electoral participation but positively related to expected informal 

participation. There are some conspicuous cases. In Bulgaria, Chile, Greece, and the Slovak 

Republic, perceived student influence was not significantly related to expected electoral 

participation, but school climate for student influence was positively related. In the Czech 

Republic, Finland, Ireland, Italy, and the Russian Federation, personal perceptions of student 

influence had no significant relationship with informal political participation, but school climate 

for student influence had positive relationships. In particular, for adolescents in Chinese Taipei, 

perceived student influence might increase an individual adolescent’s willingness to participate 

in electoral activities as adults; however, belonging to a school where students’ opinions are well 

received might reduce students’ willingness. 

Similar to personal perceptions of student-teacher relations, school climate for student-

teacher relations seems to be more influential in developing willingness to participate in system-

driven activities than willingness to participate in informal types of political activity. With a few 

exceptions, attending schools where the relationships between students and teachers were more 

positive had positive or not significant relationships with electoral participation and no 

significant relationship with informal political participation regardless of the national context. 

Notable cases are England, where this school-level factor might positively influence both forms 

of expected political participation; Italy, where this factor had a positive relationship with 

electoral participation but a negative relationship with informal participation; and Bulgaria, 

where its corresponding student-level factor was not influential but school climate for student-

teacher relations might increase adolescents’ expected electoral participation. In Austria, it seems 

that both personal experience of positive relationships with teachers and attending a school 
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characterized by democratic student-teacher relations had little influence on adolescents’ 

expected electoral participation.  

Summary. This study examined the relationship between school climate and adolescents’ 

expected political participation at the student level (students’ personal experience or observation; 

personally perceived school climate) and at the school level (actual or overall school climate; a 

school average of students’ perceived school climate). The results show that the cross-national 

relationships for electoral and informal participation are different at both the student and school 

levels (the exception is perceived openness in classroom discussion). This result also implies that 

the influence of personally perceived school climate on political development can be different 

from the influence of actual (overall) school climate on political development. I found cross-

nationally inconsistent relationships between school climate predictors and expected political 

participation; however, a few cross-national relationships were consistent regardless of the 

national context (e.g., the relationship between perceived student-teacher relations and expected 

political participation). By and large, three patterns in cross-national political development 

relationships were shown in relation to the school climate factors: varying relationships in 

different macro contexts, different relationships between the two modes of political activism, and 

consistent relationships regardless of the national context.  

All in all, it seems that personally perceived school climate is more effective in 

developing political qualities in different countries than overall school climate. However, in 

some countries, the difference in democratic climate between schools is significantly related to 

expected political participation while the difference in personal perceptions of school climate 

within a school is not. In short, school climate does not always function in the same way at the 

student and school levels. Therefore, school-based citizenship education must consider both how 
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to create a democratic school climate and how to ensure that students experience a democratic 

school climate. Valuable insights may be derived from further research on how to promote 

synergy between personal experience and school climate. 

Exceptional but interesting cases are Austria, where no student- and school-level school 

climate predictors had a significant relationship with adolescents’ expected electoral 

participation, and Bulgaria, where no student- and school-level school climate predictors were 

significantly related to expected informal participation.  

School SES 

In most countries, school SES was not a significant predictor of adolescents’ expected 

political participation. Focusing on significant relationships, school SES was significantly related 

to electoral participation (positive in Estonia, Lithuania, and the Russian Federation; negative in 

Chinese Taipei and Latvia) and informal participation (positive in Belgium (Flemish), Estonia, 

Finland, and Ireland; negative in the Republic of Korea and New Zealand). In some of these 

countries, the positive relationship between school SES and expected political participation could 

be evidence of an inequality in civic opportunities (Kahne & Middaugh, 2008). If students are 

segregated into different schools based on socioeconomically-divided residential areas, the 

sociopolitical perspectives of students in the same school might be homogenous. Compared to 

students in low SES schools, students in high SES schools are likely to have higher quality civic 

learning opportunities. Adolescents in countries showing the negative relationship between 

school SES and expected political participation might also be segregated along the lines of social 

class. However, in these countries, adolescents from affluent families may be urged to focus only 

on academic achievement and kept away from social issues and politics.  
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Cases studies on some countries could be helpful to understand the different influences of 

school SES on political development. In the Czech Republic, Estonia, and Finland, school SES 

was positively related to both expected electoral and informal participation; however, in the 

Republic of Korea, attending schools with higher average SES was negatively related to both 

forms of expected participation. In particular, in the Republic of Korea, family SES was 

positively associated with a stronger willingness to participate in electoral activism, but school 

SES was negatively associated. In the Czech Republic, school SES had a positive relationship 

with informal participation while family SES had a negative relationship. In the Dominican 

Republic, both family SES and school SES were negatively related to adolescents’ expected 

informal political participation, and no positive relationships was found between family and 

school SES and expected electoral participation. The influence of SES in the Dominican 

Republic stands as a counterexample to the general understanding of the relationship between 

SES and political development; however, I cannot rule out the possibility that this result is 

related to a considerable number of missing cases in the data from the Dominican Republic.  

Local Community 

In general, the community contextual factors adopted in this study were not significantly 

associated with adolescents’ expected political participation. Significant relationships were found 

in a small number of countries. This result suggests that community resources and problems do 

not impact students’ willingness to participate in politics in most countries, at least during middle 

adolescence. However, this does not mean that community context is irrelevant to 14-year-old 

adolescents’ political development. Rather, although the community contextual factors do not 

directly influence adolescents’ behavioral intention, they might have an indirect effect. ICCS 

(Schulz et al., 2010) proposed the possibility of a positive relationship between community 
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resources and students’ civic knowledge and a negative relationship between community 

problems and students’ civic knowledge in many countries. This implies that these community 

factors could influence political qualities associated with an adolescent’s willingness to 

participate in politics, such as civic knowledge, political interest, and social perceptions. Future 

studies need to examine the indirect influence of community factors in the political development 

process as well as any direct influence. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

A body of research has documented that numerous political development factors and 

multiple contexts are involved in political development. Based on this research, I designed this 

study to gain a deeper understanding of how the numerous factors function in different macro 

contexts. In addition, I sought to elucidate the difference between the cross-national political 

development relationships for expected electoral participation and the cross-national political 

development relationships for expected informal political participation. My findings demonstrate 

that political development factors function differently in the process of adolescent political 

development across different countries and different forms of expected political participation. 

However, some political development relationships were consistently significant regardless of 

the macro context or the mode of political activism. This study also suggests that political 

development relationships may be influenced by a specific macro context by displaying the 

possibility that a group of countries showing the same political development relationships have 

common national contexts. This comparative study responded to the need for studies to consider 

the full range of factors, multiple contexts, and various forms of participation involved in 

political development (Amnå et al., 2009; Torney-Purta et al., 2010); to understand the dynamics 

among political development factors in diverse social contexts (Sapiro, 2004); and to provide 

useful insight for democratic citizenship education in diverse and volatile social and cultural 

contexts (Hahn & Alviar-Martin, 2008). However, the scope and methodology of this study have 

some limitations.  

First, because of the correlational nature of this study, I could not draw causal 

relationships between predictors and outcome variables. Previous research may help to interpret 
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some associations between dependent and independent variables as precedence-posteriority 

relations (e.g., parents’ political interest and child’s political participation). Yet, my research 

does not corroborate any causal relationship. Moreover, there is no guarantee that causality 

found in one national context can be applied to other national contexts. In this respect, 

longitudinal studies are required to make causal inferences about the political development 

process in diverse social contexts. 

Second, because this study looked at unidirectional associations, it might fail to catch 

some inverse directions or reciprocal relationships between variables. For example, the positive 

(or negative) relationship between school SES and expected political participation may suggest 

that attending a high SES school promotes (or decreases) adolescents’ willingness to participate 

in politics. On the other hand, the relationship could indicate that students from privileged 

families that are inclined toward (or disinclined toward) political participation tend to attend the 

same school (i.e., segregation by class) in certain social contexts. Another example is the 

reciprocal relationship between motivation (political interest and internal political efficacy) and 

political participation. Future research needs to take into account these multi-directional 

relationships.  

Third, the outcome variables of this study represent behavioral intention, not participation 

itself. The political development relationships of my study do not necessarily extend to actual 

participation—again, the necessity of longitudinal studies comes to the fore. However, this 

limitation does not invalidate or devalue this dissertation study. A number of studies have 

demonstrated the close relationships between behavioral intention and actual behavior (e.g., 

Webb & Sheeran, 2006). More importantly, in reality, students in middle adolescence have 

limited resources and social connections to participate in informal types of political activity, and 
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they do not yet enjoy full rights required for some forms of political participation such as 

suffrage. Therefore, willingness to participate in politics is the primary goal of civic education at 

this developmental stage and serves as a crucial index related not only to adolescents’ actual 

participation in the future but also to successful civic education.  

Fourth, for the purposes of this analysis, I used a simple method to deal with missing 

data: listwise deletion and mean substitution. As a result, in a few countries such as Paraguay and 

the Dominican Republic, a considerable number of cases were excluded from my analysis. 

Therefore, the results for these countries should be interpreted with caution. Researchers 

conducting future secondary analyses using ICCS data may want to exclude the countries with a 

considerable amount of missing data. As another option, advanced missing data treatment 

methods such as multiple imputation might produce more reliable estimates.  

Lastly, in this study, I attempted to find national contextual factors related to specific 

patterns in micro-level cross-national relationships. Although this was not one of the main 

research questions of this dissertation, discovering macro contexts related to political 

development relationships is a meaningful task for democratic citizenship education in diverse 

societies. Exploration of macro/national context helps to capture context-specific dynamics 

among political development factors. This work is also important for the applicability of the 

results to other societies with similar contexts. I believe that comparative studies focusing on 

macro contexts, including cultural and educational contexts, can make meaningful contributions 

to both practice in citizenship education and scholarship on civic engagement.  

Despite these limitations, the current study has important implications for policy makers, 

practitioners, and researchers. First, this study found that the relationship between political 

development factors and expected political participation varied across countries. That is, micro-
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level political development is influenced by macro contexts. This highlights the importance of 

social context in relation to the development of democratic values, attitudes, and behaviors. 

Education for democratic citizenship is an important way to promote democracy in a society 

from a long-term perspective. At the same time, the socioeconomic, cultural, and political 

environment of the society has a direct and immediate impact on the nature, features, and 

direction of citizenship education. Without macro-level support, educational efforts on the micro 

level are highly likely to be ineffective or dysfunctional. Therefore, for democratic citizenship 

education to succeed, it should be accompanied by efforts to strengthen democracy on a social 

and national level. In short, successful democratic citizenship education should be tailored to the 

multilevel contexts in which students are situated.  

Second, citizenship education programs need to situate their specific purpose in the 

context in which the programs are implemented. This study demonstrated that the relationship 

between political development factors and willingness to participate in politics is different 

according to the mode of political activism (electoral vs. informal). For example, civic 

knowledge was positively related to expected electoral participation in all 34 countries; but civic 

knowledge was not significantly or even negatively related to expected informal political 

participation in all 34 counties. This result implies that democratic citizenship education should 

be thoughtfully planned and implemented according to its goals—that is, its target civic 

outcomes.  

Third, democratic citizenship education at school should provide diverse civic 

engagement opportunities, and it should also consider how to make the opportunities meaningful 

and effective. This study revealed that diverse civic engagement experiences during adolescence 

may contribute to the development of adolescents’ willingness to participate in politics in 
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different national contexts and that school climate is related to adolescents’ political behavioral 

intention in varying ways according to the national context and the mode of political activism. 

These results imply that civic engagement opportunities and school climate can have synergic 

effects on positive adolescent political development. However, it is also possible that the school 

climate is not supportive to civic engagement opportunities in some macro contexts or even an 

impediment in other social contexts. Therefore, democratic citizenship education should consider 

both the school and the social contexts in which students gain civic engagement experience. 

Practitioners and educators need to think about what adolescents can use in their own context and 

what adolescents can do in their own practice in order for adolescents to develop democratic 

citizenship. 

Fourth, although I found that political development relationships vary across different 

national contexts and between different modes of political activism, at the same time, I 

discovered that some factors such as political interest and internal political efficacy were 

positively related to expected political participation regardless of the national context and the 

mode of political activism. This finding implies that citizenship education promoting these 

factors contributes to increasing adolescents’ willingness to participate in multiple modes of 

political activism in diverse social and national contexts. 

Fifth, this study analyzed each country’s data separately in order to preserve the distinct 

national contexts of each country, simplified and classified the analysis results, and compared the 

results across countries. This analytic strategy can aid researchers seeking to examine overall 

trends in political development and civic engagement across different groups or countries and to 

detect specific patterns and unique cases among the groups or countries. In particular, as I have 

shown, the analytic method of this study can be employed to find the relationship between 
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specific patterns in micro-level phenomena and macro-level contexts with regard to diverse 

topics beyond civic engagement research.  

The current study also provides a useful guide for future research. First, this study found 

a number of cases showing unique political development relationships. Further studies of these 

unique cases will widen and deepen our understanding of adolescent political development and 

civic engagement. More importantly, the case studies can make meaningful contributions to 

improving civic and citizenship education in the countries and be useful for political 

development research and democratic citizenship education in countries that were not covered by 

ICCS.  

Second, some countries that appear to have some common macro contexts showed 

different political development relationships. I did not explore the differences that emerged, but 

future research may provide insight. For example, Norway was the only country in which there 

was no gender difference in either form of expected political participation. By contrast, in the 

other Scandinavian countries (Denmark, Finland, and Sweden), female adolescents had higher 

levels of willingness to participate in both modes of political activism than males (see Figure 5-1 

and 5-2). Likewise, among Latin American countries, the Dominican Republic is the only 

country in which family SES was negatively related to both forms of expected political 

participation. In the other Latin American countries, there was no significant relationship 

between family SES and either form of expected political participation (see Figure 5-7). 

Determining the specific conditions that cause variations in the political development 

relationships between countries with common macro contexts will advance our understanding of 

the function of various political development factors. 
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Third, as discussed in the previous chapter, I suggest the possibility that psychological 

motivation has a mediating effect on the relationship between other predictors and outcome 

variables. How different or similar is the mediating effect of the motivational factors across 

countries? Are there predictors that mediated by the motivational factors in some countries, but 

not in others? Given that motivational factors are influential to positive political development 

regardless of the national context and the mode of political activism, these questions will provide 

practical knowledge that helps to plan meaningful civic learning opportunities for adolescents in 

different macro contexts. 

Fourth, the relationships I examined in this study are not exhaustive. Using ICCS data, 

future studies can investigate numerous hidden political development relationships that my study 

did not cover. For example, civic knowledge could serve as a bridge between civic engagement 

experience and expected political participation. In some countries, democratic school climate 

seems to have only an indirect relationship with expected political participation during middle 

adolescence. I proposed some possible relationships in the previous chapter. I hope that future 

studies will find these hidden relationships and fill the relational gaps among variables. 

Lastly, future studies could analyze ICCS data from various angles. For example, in this 

study, the informal political participation variable (ICCS scale) was derived from survey items 

asking about adolescents’ online and offline political discussion, writing to a newspaper, and 

joining an organization. However, some studies may focus exclusively on a specific type of 

behavior such as political discussion, membership in organizations, following the news, and so 

on. For these studies, it might be more productive to examine single items corresponding to 

specific behaviors. Moreover, it is possible that a specific civic or political behavior is common 

in some countries but unusual in other countries. In this case, the ICCS constructs (or latent 
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variables) might be useful for researchers examining political development and civic engagement 

in some countries but not in others. Therefore, researcher on specific countries might need to 

create their own scales or use manifest variables rather than the ICCS constructs. In short, future 

research can find more effective ways to use ICCS data according to its purpose and context.  

The value of comparative research is well represented the following statement: 

“Remembering that research findings in one context are not directly applicable to another 

cultural context, we believe findings from varied studies can provide hypotheses for studies in 

other contexts and there may be potential implications for policy and practice in contexts similar 

to those where the research was conducted” (Hahn & Alviar-Martin, 2008, p. 99). My 

comparative study clearly illustrates the necessity of context-specific efforts for democratic 

citizenship education and simultaneously the possibility of the applicability of context-specific 

research to other contexts. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Descriptive Statistics for Student-level Variables 

 

Austria 

Variable M SD Min Max 

X-1. Gender (1 = Female) 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2. Immigrant background (1 = Yes) 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00 

X-3. Civic knowledge 150.89 9.87 111.17 192.71 

X-4. Civic participation at school  49.23 9.18 28.23 78.47 

X-5. Discussion of political and social issues outside 

of school 

50.91 9.85 32.62 82.96 

X-6. Participation in organized activities outside of 

school  

50.44 9.31 38.68 86.34 

X-7. Family SES 0.06 1.01 -2.82 2.92 

X-8. Parents: Quite interested in social and political 

issues (1 = Yes) 

0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9. Parents: Very interested in social and political 

issues (1 = Yes) 

0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00 

X-10. Openness in classroom discussions  47.78 10.33 14.83 78.98 

X-11. Students' influence on decisions about school 46.94 9.17 26.86 73.84 

X-12. Student-teacher relationships 46.79 10.39 17.62 73.53 

X-13. Political interest  52.21 9.79 26.58 73.81 

X-14. Internal political efficacy 50.47 10.88 22.94 79.74 

X-15. Collective school efficacy 45.73 9.36 15.18 69.83 

     

Outcome variables     

Y-1. Expected electoral participation  50.83 9.45 23.85 63.05 

Y-2. Expected informal political participation 48.08 10.12 27.57 74.09 

 
Belgium (Flemish)   Bulgaria    Chile 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.01 0.08 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.59 9.70 104.20 200.35  X-3 151.84 9.39 106.89 194.32  X-3 151.74 9.97 117.59 200.52 

X-4 46.09 10.64 28.23 78.47  X-4 47.91 10.30 28.23 78.47  X-4 51.99 8.57 28.23 78.47 

X-5 45.42 9.78 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.30 9.98 32.62 82.96  X-5 49.64 9.94 32.62 82.96 

X-6 49.07 8.31 38.68 86.34  X-6 51.37 9.71 38.68 86.34  X-6 50.70 9.53 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.00 0.99 -4.09 3.15  X-7 0.14 0.95 -3.14 2.62  X-7 0.20 1.05 -3.06 3.56 

X-8 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.37 0.48 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.19 0.40 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.21 0.41 0.00 1.00 

X-10 49.35 8.74 14.83 78.98  X-10 48.44 10.00 14.83 78.98  X-10 52.46 10.07 14.83 78.98 

X-11 47.34 9.24 26.86 73.84  X-11 48.46 10.73 26.86 73.84  X-11 52.77 8.89 26.86 73.84 

X-12 48.80 8.71 17.62 73.53  X-12 50.49 9.51 17.62 73.53  X-12 51.14 10.37 17.62 73.53 

X-13 45.42 10.08 26.58 73.81  X-13 49.07 9.27 26.58 73.81  X-13 51.03 9.72 26.58 73.81 

X-14 45.34 10.08 22.94 79.74  X-14 49.80 9.79 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.25 10.06 22.94 79.74 

X-15 49.80 9.10 15.18 69.83  X-15 48.88 10.46 15.18 69.83  X-15 56.61 9.91 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 45.86 9.15 23.85 63.05  Y-1 47.69 10.62 23.85 63.05  Y-1 50.08 12.41 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 46.13 8.99 27.57 74.09  Y-2 51.30 9.32 27.57 74.09  Y-2 49.87 11.19 27.57 74.09 
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 Chinese Taipei  Colombia   Cyprus 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.48 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.54 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.49 9.82 105.29 189.28  X-3 152.08 9.57 96.10 207.07  X-3 151.01 9.80 102.66 182.44 

X-4 49.98 9.12 28.23 78.47  X-4 53.30 8.78 28.23 78.47  X-4 52.65 11.46 28.23 78.47 

X-5 49.52 10.35 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.82 10.01 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.11 10.22 32.62 82.96 

X-6 43.78 7.68 38.68 86.34  X-6 54.63 9.85 38.68 86.34  X-6 51.76 10.35 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.04 1.01 -3.13 3.03  X-7 0.11 0.99 -2.43 3.94  X-7 0.04 1.00 -3.36 2.66 

X-8 0.38 0.49 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00 

X-10 50.54 10.03 14.83 78.98  X-10 50.65 8.90 14.83 78.98  X-10 50.95 11.17 14.83 78.98 

X-11 51.87 8.04 26.86 73.84  X-11 56.01 7.44 26.86 73.84  X-11 48.91 9.53 26.86 73.84 

X-12 50.60 10.99 17.62 73.53  X-12 53.55 10.08 17.62 73.53  X-12 44.81 10.52 17.62 73.53 

X-13 47.48 9.86 26.58 73.81  X-13 51.91 9.65 26.58 73.81  X-13 46.90 11.76 26.58 73.81 

X-14 48.85 9.74 22.94 79.74  X-14 52.06 8.66 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.02 11.17 22.94 79.74 

X-15 50.80 10.61 15.18 69.83  X-15 54.23 9.22 15.18 69.83  X-15 51.08 10.88 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 51.04 9.65 23.85 63.05  Y-1 53.81 8.89 23.85 63.05  Y-1 48.76 10.94 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 48.93 9.72 27.57 74.09  Y-2 54.26 9.95 27.57 74.09  Y-2 50.89 11.56 27.57 74.09 

                 

Czech Republic  Denmark  Dominican Republic 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.47 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.32 9.86 95.61 193.67  X-3 150.44 9.65 118.76 185.62  X-3 151.99 10.07 98.54 198.73 

X-4 47.83 9.56 28.23 78.47  X-4 48.45 9.92 28.23 78.47  X-4 52.79 10.31 28.23 78.47 

X-5 47.72 9.14 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.29 9.93 32.62 82.96  X-5 51.71 10.26 32.62 82.96 

X-6 46.08 8.37 38.68 86.34  X-6 44.77 7.67 38.68 86.34  X-6 58.85 9.81 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.01 1.00 -5.10 3.23  X-7 0.02 1.01 -4.49 2.68  X-7 0.12 1.00 -2.49 3.85 

X-8 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.59 0.49 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.16 0.37 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 

X-10 48.96 8.25 14.83 78.98  X-10 54.67 9.43 14.83 78.98  X-10 47.76 9.95 14.83 78.98 

X-11 45.85 8.88 26.86 73.84  X-11 45.58 6.39 26.86 73.84  X-11 58.85 7.53 26.86 73.84 

X-12 47.11 8.66 17.62 73.53  X-12 51.55 9.44 17.62 73.53  X-12 58.85 10.44 17.62 73.53 

X-13 47.26 9.17 26.58 73.81  X-13 47.86 9.70 26.58 73.81  X-13 56.59 10.14 26.58 73.81 

X-14 44.48 9.17 22.94 79.74  X-14 50.06 10.48 22.94 79.74  X-14 54.49 10.13 22.94 79.74 

X-15 46.82 8.90 15.18 69.83  X-15 49.87 9.02 15.18 69.83  X-15 55.42 10.33 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 43.80 10.71 23.85 63.05  Y-1 49.16 8.99 23.85 63.05  Y-1 52.62 9.50 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 46.23 9.53 27.57 74.09  Y-2 47.45 8.73 27.57 74.09  Y-2 57.32 10.67 27.57 74.09 

                 

England  Estonia  Finland 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.07 0.25 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00 

X-3 151.09 9.53 120.78 190.19  X-3 150.49 9.77 97.49 192.26  X-3 150.37 9.82 101.31 187.81 

X-4 50.69 10.14 28.23 78.47  X-4 46.87 8.92 28.23 78.47  X-4 48.47 8.83 28.23 78.47 

X-5 47.80 10.46 32.62 82.96  X-5 49.21 9.53 32.62 82.96  X-5 45.86 10.03 32.62 82.96 

X-6 49.13 9.41 38.68 86.34  X-6 47.81 8.58 38.68 86.34  X-6 43.44 7.12 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.02 1.00 -4.10 2.64  X-7 0.04 0.99 -3.10 2.50  X-7 0.00 0.99 -3.76 2.75 

X-8 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.60 0.49 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.16 0.37 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00 

X-10 53.36 10.30 14.83 78.98  X-10 50.31 8.82 14.83 78.98  X-10 49.61 7.95 14.83 78.98 

X-11 45.46 8.97 26.86 73.84  X-11 47.17 8.92 26.86 73.84  X-11 46.00 8.42 26.86 73.84 

X-12 48.37 9.19 17.62 73.53  X-12 47.39 8.43 17.62 73.53  X-12 48.00 8.43 17.62 73.53 

X-13 48.85 10.36 26.58 73.81  X-13 50.34 8.36 26.58 73.81  X-13 45.74 9.58 26.58 73.81 

X-14 49.69 10.25 22.94 79.74  X-14 50.22 8.15 22.94 79.74  X-14 45.17 10.15 22.94 79.74 

X-15 48.26 9.56 15.18 69.83  X-15 50.27 9.50 15.18 69.83  X-15 49.89 9.63 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 47.69 10.14 23.85 63.05  Y-1 46.72 8.90 23.85 63.05  Y-1 49.42 8.68 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 49.11 9.45 27.57 74.09  Y-2 48.35 8.31 27.57 74.09  Y-2 45.25 8.38 27.57 74.09 
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Greece    Guatemala    Indonesia   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.01 0.11 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.87 9.81 121.55 185.03  X-3 150.92 9.57 97.10 182.22  X-3 151.23 9.87 98.18 207.90 

X-4 55.29 9.33 28.23 78.47  X-4 55.21 8.55 28.23 78.47  X-4 52.45 8.53 28.23 78.47 

X-5 51.29 9.56 32.62 82.96  X-5 53.10 9.98 32.62 82.96  X-5 54.66 9.79 32.62 82.96 

X-6 50.10 9.83 38.68 86.34  X-6 57.32 9.56 38.68 86.34  X-6 54.41 9.56 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.06 1.00 -3.61 2.46  X-7 0.03 0.98 -1.86 4.27  X-7 0.07 1.01 -2.71 3.52 

X-8 0.47 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00 

X-10 51.14 9.55 14.83 78.98  X-10 53.28 9.67 14.83 78.98  X-10 54.94 9.47 14.83 78.98 

X-11 47.05 9.19 26.86 73.84  X-11 56.99 8.57 26.86 73.84  X-11 59.22 10.01 26.86 73.84 

X-12 49.19 10.04 17.62 73.53  X-12 56.48 9.44 17.62 73.53  X-12 54.20 7.83 31.15 73.53 

X-13 49.89 10.01 26.58 73.81  X-13 54.87 8.08 26.58 73.81  X-13 55.17 7.05 26.58 73.81 

X-14 52.55 9.45 22.94 79.74  X-14 54.48 7.91 22.94 79.74  X-14 55.82 7.39 22.94 79.74 

X-15 53.00 10.51 15.18 69.83  X-15 56.32 9.44 25.59 69.83  X-15 52.01 8.08 32.08 69.83 

Y-1 50.02 10.52 23.85 63.05  Y-1 55.34 8.32 23.85 63.05  Y-1 53.05 7.96 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 52.90 9.57 27.57 74.09  Y-2 55.36 10.11 27.57 74.09  Y-2 55.86 7.92 27.57 74.09 

                 

Ireland    Italy    Korea, Republic of   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.43 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.07 0.25 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.00 0.02 0.00 1.00 

X-3 151.19 9.61 120.31 187.87  X-3 150.63 9.83 118.16 195.15  X-3 150.29 9.82 108.21 192.09 

X-4 50.48 9.12 28.23 78.47  X-4 47.37 9.03 28.23 78.47  X-4 45.49 11.10 28.23 78.47 

X-5 48.30 10.12 32.62 82.96  X-5 52.32 9.35 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.26 9.46 32.62 82.96 

X-6 49.38 8.79 38.68 86.34  X-6 47.40 8.83 38.68 86.34  X-6 42.44 7.21 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.05 0.99 -3.80 3.31  X-7 0.04 1.01 -2.47 2.88  X-7 0.03 1.00 -3.77 2.74 

X-8 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.61 0.49 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 

X-10 52.79 10.75 14.83 78.98  X-10 54.46 8.87 14.83 78.98  X-10 38.09 10.55 14.83 78.98 

X-11 44.01 10.24 26.86 73.84  X-11 51.13 7.51 26.86 73.84  X-11 43.15 10.25 26.86 73.84 

X-12 49.11 9.61 17.62 73.53  X-12 51.32 9.46 17.62 73.53  X-12 45.87 8.59 17.62 73.53 

X-13 49.48 10.28 26.58 73.81  X-13 52.98 8.68 26.58 73.81  X-13 50.25 8.70 26.58 73.81 

X-14 50.81 10.26 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.76 9.49 22.94 79.74  X-14 47.91 8.86 22.94 79.74 

X-15 51.35 9.98 15.18 69.83  X-15 49.34 9.04 15.18 69.83  X-15 45.72 10.41 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 52.63 9.61 23.85 63.05  Y-1 54.45 9.04 23.85 63.05  Y-1 48.58 8.90 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 48.85 9.68 27.57 74.09  Y-2 50.28 9.39 27.57 74.09  Y-2 47.42 9.00 27.57 74.09 

                 

Latvia    Lithuania    Malta   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.48 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.05 0.23 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.04 0.21 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.02 0.13 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.80 10.11 110.26 193.43  X-3 149.42 10.20 110.29 201.95  X-3 151.25 9.90 112.97 192.91 

X-4 49.01 9.47 28.23 78.47  X-4 48.98 9.19 28.23 78.47  X-4 47.88 9.49 29.04 76.70 

X-5 53.08 8.98 32.62 82.96  X-5 51.38 8.96 32.62 82.96  X-5 51.05 9.23 32.62 82.96 

X-6 49.60 8.99 38.68 86.34  X-6 49.65 9.32 38.68 86.34  X-6 49.13 9.35 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.10 0.98 -5.27 2.59  X-7 0.05 1.01 -3.68 2.92  X-7 0.11 1.00 -2.96 2.86 

X-8 0.58 0.49 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.62 0.48 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 

X-10 50.48 8.54 14.83 78.98  X-10 49.25 8.76 14.83 78.98  X-10 46.73 9.10 14.83 78.98 

X-11 48.63 9.19 26.86 73.84  X-11 52.23 9.15 26.86 73.84  X-11 50.38 9.33 26.86 73.84 

X-12 45.15 8.28 17.62 73.53  X-12 49.76 8.57 17.62 73.53  X-12 52.27 10.51 17.62 73.53 

X-13 50.74 8.29 26.58 73.81  X-13 51.47 8.67 26.58 73.81  X-13 48.60 9.68 26.58 73.81 

X-14 50.68 8.02 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.14 7.69 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.03 10.10 22.94 79.74 

X-15 48.46 8.97 15.18 69.83  X-15 48.07 8.74 15.18 69.83  X-15 51.54 9.84 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 50.20 9.80 23.85 63.05  Y-1 51.12 9.27 23.85 63.05  Y-1 49.64 9.08 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 51.60 8.99 27.57 74.09  Y-2 51.36 8.63 27.57 74.09  Y-2 48.71 10.33 27.57 74.09 
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Mexico    New Zealand    Norway   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 

X-3 151.46 9.70 117.16 186.90  X-3 151.05 9.71 104.23 188.10  X-3 151.54 9.56 111.70 191.58 

X-4 49.53 9.89 28.23 78.47  X-4 49.68 10.33 28.23 78.47  X-4 54.60 9.30 28.23 78.47 

X-5 47.44 9.60 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.48 10.25 32.62 82.96  X-5 49.17 10.09 32.62 82.96 

X-6 52.38 9.70 38.68 86.34  X-6 50.12 9.42 38.68 86.34  X-6 48.04 8.69 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.10 0.98 -2.08 3.54  X-7 0.03 1.00 -4.54 2.71  X-7 0.09 0.98 -3.75 2.32 

X-8 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 

X-10 50.34 9.50 14.83 78.98  X-10 53.81 10.57 14.83 78.98  X-10 52.87 9.96 14.83 78.98 

X-11 54.90 7.73 26.86 73.84  X-11 47.19 8.74 26.86 73.84  X-11 51.91 8.05 26.86 73.84 

X-12 53.09 10.10 17.62 73.53  X-12 48.98 9.11 17.62 73.53  X-12 52.62 10.32 17.62 73.53 

X-13 51.60 9.71 26.58 73.81  X-13 49.87 10.41 26.58 73.81  X-13 47.34 10.52 26.58 73.81 

X-14 51.71 9.46 22.94 79.74  X-14 50.18 10.00 22.94 79.74  X-14 48.36 10.50 22.94 79.74 

X-15 51.21 10.04 15.18 69.83  X-15 48.86 9.53 15.18 69.83  X-15 52.43 9.61 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 53.30 9.33 23.85 63.05  Y-1 49.28 9.58 23.85 63.05  Y-1 52.60 10.14 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 53.54 10.67 27.57 74.09  Y-2 48.73 9.33 27.57 74.09  Y-2 48.77 9.58 27.57 74.09 

                 

Paraguay    Poland    Russian Federation   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.54 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.05 0.23 0.00 1.00 

X-3 152.97 9.27 104.10 186.18  X-3 150.52 9.88 120.52 190.36  X-3 150.62 9.80 114.56 186.05 

X-4 54.61 8.87 28.23 78.47  X-4 54.18 8.67 28.23 78.47  X-4 48.94 9.95 28.23 78.47 

X-5 51.45 9.92 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.60 9.60 32.62 82.96  X-5 49.93 9.78 32.62 82.96 

X-6 56.15 9.42 38.68 86.34  X-6 51.47 9.61 38.68 86.34  X-6 52.61 9.65 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.18 1.02 -2.25 4.58  X-7 0.03 1.01 -2.23 2.82  X-7 0.07 0.98 -3.76 2.89 

X-8 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.61 0.49 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.54 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00 

X-10 50.20 8.51 14.83 78.98  X-10 50.98 9.82 14.83 78.98  X-10 49.03 9.73 14.83 78.98 

X-11 55.40 8.66 26.86 73.84  X-11 44.47 9.33 26.86 73.84  X-11 56.35 10.55 26.86 73.84 

X-12 55.83 9.59 17.62 73.53  X-12 46.93 8.80 17.62 73.53  X-12 50.90 9.35 17.62 73.53 

X-13 52.00 9.18 26.58 73.81  X-13 49.54 9.52 26.58 73.81  X-13 53.47 7.86 26.58 73.81 

X-14 51.79 9.18 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.62 8.88 22.94 79.74  X-14 51.63 7.70 22.94 79.74 

X-15 54.64 9.01 15.18 69.83  X-15 50.83 9.82 15.18 69.83  X-15 50.05 9.34 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 53.15 9.08 23.85 63.05  Y-1 48.27 9.84 23.85 63.05  Y-1 51.36 9.30 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 52.96 10.07 27.57 74.09  Y-2 49.70 9.18 27.57 74.09  Y-2 52.43 9.42 27.57 74.09 

                 

Slovak Republic    Slovenia    Spain   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.01 0.08 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.32 9.72 116.53 191.50  X-3 150.50 9.87 93.84 196.41  X-3 150.79 9.73 108.93 195.35 

X-4 51.89 9.03 28.23 78.47  X-4 50.99 9.75 28.23 78.47  X-4 52.50 8.85 28.23 78.47 

X-5 49.52 9.51 32.62 82.96  X-5 47.82 9.26 32.62 82.96  X-5 47.86 9.64 32.62 82.96 

X-6 47.20 8.81 38.68 86.34  X-6 49.54 9.51 38.68 86.34  X-6 47.13 9.08 38.68 86.34 

X-7 0.01 0.99 -2.91 3.22  X-7 0.03 1.00 -2.60 2.59  X-7 0.06 1.01 -2.22 2.53 

X-8 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.47 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00 

X-10 50.06 8.27 14.83 78.98  X-10 50.16 9.44 14.83 78.98  X-10 48.20 9.29 14.83 78.98 

X-11 49.05 9.23 26.86 73.84  X-11 46.52 9.28 26.86 73.84  X-11 47.84 10.11 26.86 73.84 

X-12 47.59 8.93 17.62 73.53  X-12 46.87 9.07 17.62 73.53  X-12 50.28 9.89 17.62 73.53 

X-13 47.00 9.16 26.58 73.81  X-13 45.13 10.91 26.58 73.81  X-13 49.33 9.83 26.58 73.81 

X-14 47.56 9.01 22.94 79.74  X-14 47.12 10.83 22.94 79.74  X-14 48.79 10.18 22.94 79.74 

X-15 47.00 8.27 15.18 69.83  X-15 50.23 10.44 15.18 69.83  X-15 50.93 9.83 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 47.93 9.91 23.85 63.05  Y-1 49.78 10.38 23.85 63.05  Y-1 51.39 9.80 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 48.38 9.02 27.57 74.09  Y-2 49.80 9.19 27.57 74.09  Y-2 48.38 10.07 27.57 74.09 
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Sweden    Switzerland    Thailand   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-1 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00 

X-2 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00  X-2 0.01 0.10 0.00 1.00 

X-3 150.68 9.87 109.25 190.14  X-3 150.25 9.55 113.72 183.68  X-3 151.10 9.94 96.57 195.84 

X-4 50.88 9.47 28.23 78.47  X-4 47.67 9.42 28.23 78.47  X-4 49.60 9.33 28.23 78.47 

X-5 47.08 10.64 32.62 82.96  X-5 50.79 9.41 32.62 82.96  X-5 55.28 8.58 32.62 82.96 

X-6 44.26 8.52 38.68 86.34  X-6 48.06 8.41 38.68 86.34  X-6 58.18 10.04 38.68 86.34 

X-7 -0.01 1.02 -4.98 2.43  X-7 0.04 0.98 -2.68 2.66  X-7 0.09 1.04 -1.78 4.40 

X-8 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00  X-8 0.57 0.49 0.00 1.00 

X-9 0.17 0.38 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00  X-9 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00 

X-10 51.39 9.61 14.83 78.98  X-10 47.80 9.40 14.83 78.98  X-10 51.58 8.02 14.83 78.98 

X-11 49.63 7.60 26.86 73.84  X-11 45.97 9.39 26.86 73.84  X-11 58.38 6.41 26.86 73.84 

X-12 51.24 10.02 17.62 73.53  X-12 49.54 9.24 17.62 73.53  X-12 52.32 7.90 17.62 73.53 

X-13 45.79 11.37 26.58 73.81  X-13 50.89 9.19 26.58 73.81  X-13 56.01 6.67 26.58 73.81 

X-14 47.86 11.22 22.94 79.74  X-14 48.45 10.25 22.94 79.74  X-14 54.53 7.17 22.94 79.74 

X-15 49.17 9.83 15.18 69.83  X-15 46.69 9.35 15.18 69.83  X-15 51.40 8.25 15.18 69.83 

Y-1 49.47 9.47 23.85 63.05  Y-1 48.43 10.08 23.85 63.05  Y-1 54.58 8.77 23.85 63.05 

Y-2 48.46 8.90 27.57 74.09  Y-2 46.73 9.10 27.57 74.09  Y-2 55.73 8.01 27.57 74.09 

Note. X-1: Gender (Female), X-2: Immigrant background, X-3: Civic knowledge, X-4: Civic participation at school, 

X-5: Discussion of political and social issues outside of school, X-6: Participation in organized activities outside of 

school, X-7: Family SES, X-8: Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues, X-9: Parents: Very interested 

in social and political issues, X-10: Openness in classroom discussions, X-11: Students' influence on decisions about 

school, X-12: Student-teacher relationships, X-13: Political interest, X-14: Internal political efficacy, X-15: 

Collective school efficacy, Y-1: Expected electoral participation, Y-2: Expected informal political participation. 
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics for School-level Variables 

 

Austria 

Variable M SD Min Max 

X-1. School mean of civic participation at school 49.16 2.89 39.70 58.75 

X-2. School mean of discussion of political and social 

issues outside of school  

50.76 3.59 39.92 60.33 

X-3. School mean of civic participation outside of school  50.45 2.98 43.36 58.23 

X-4. Average school SES -0.01 0.56 -1.11 1.86 

X-5. Collective perceptions of openness in classroom 

discussions 

47.58 3.84 36.41 61.68 

X-6. Collective perceptions of students' influence on 

decisions about school 

47.27 2.82 41.30 54.42 

X-7. Collective perceptions of student-teacher 

relationships 

46.94 3.80 36.31 57.10 

X-8. Availability of resources in the local community
a
  52.11 7.45 32.23 64.34 

X-9. Social tension in the community
a
 46.99 9.17 22.56 72.17 

     

Outcome variables     

Y-1. School mean of expected electoral participation  50.53 3.32 39.81 60.01 

Y-2. School mean of expected informal political 

participation 

48.15 2.64 39.29 57.08 

a
 Missing values were imputed with the national mean of the country. 

 
Belgium (Flemish)   Bulgaria    Chile 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 45.74 4.70 31.46 54.62  X-1 47.34 4.31 37.09 57.35  X-1 52.11 3.11 44.57 70.21 

X-2 45.29 3.47 37.18 54.03  X-2 50.48 3.28 40.84 60.03  X-2 49.56 3.06 40.93 65.01 

X-3 48.88 2.42 41.32 54.44  X-3 51.44 3.86 41.47 60.88  X-3 51.08 3.26 43.50 65.42 

X-4 -0.08 0.52 -1.56 1.64  X-4 -0.06 0.68 -1.93 1.41  X-4 0.14 0.81 -1.60 2.03 

X-5 49.27 3.57 35.89 59.58  X-5 47.44 4.43 35.23 61.94  X-5 52.23 4.14 38.22 65.96 

X-6 47.96 3.79 39.49 62.16  X-6 50.01 5.29 38.11 63.63  X-6 52.97 3.67 42.19 63.17 

X-7 48.87 3.48 39.43 57.20  X-7 51.00 4.37 37.64 64.96  X-7 51.28 4.46 33.13 69.62 

X-8 53.90 7.65 32.23 64.34  X-8 55.88 8.49 32.23 64.34  X-8 48.94 10.05 32.23 64.34 

X-9 45.59 10.31 22.56 69.70  X-9 47.80 7.52 22.56 65.54  X-9 54.94 10.49 22.56 77.18 

Y-1 45.46 3.27 37.03 53.93  Y-1 47.40 3.71 36.32 54.96  Y-1 50.18 4.26 38.34 61.16 

Y-2 46.15 2.87 38.61 55.40  Y-2 51.74 3.10 43.29 64.07  Y-2 50.11 3.16 33.72 58.69 

                 

 Chinese Taipei  Colombia   Cyprus 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 49.85 2.31 41.01 54.89  X-1 53.07 2.99 44.86 61.16  X-1 52.14 2.25 46.94 57.96 

X-2 49.35 2.46 41.87 55.76  X-2 50.91 2.98 43.93 62.10  X-2 50.08 1.93 45.59 54.62 

X-3 43.74 1.87 39.72 50.75  X-3 55.20 3.70 43.46 66.97  X-3 51.67 2.22 45.49 56.74 

X-4 0.00 0.51 -0.96 1.73  X-4 0.01 0.58 -1.26 1.82  X-4 -0.02 0.37 -0.69 0.82 

X-5 50.44 3.24 41.32 57.88  X-5 50.01 3.35 42.85 61.91  X-5 50.80 2.92 42.70 58.23 

X-6 51.94 2.02 47.40 58.28  X-6 56.24 2.39 45.87 65.33  X-6 49.14 2.29 43.47 54.65 

X-7 50.61 3.28 40.53 58.97  X-7 53.97 3.92 42.25 67.66  X-7 44.86 2.93 36.82 51.64 

X-8 49.26 6.77 32.23 64.34  X-8 46.73 9.39 32.23 64.34  X-8 52.46 9.53 32.23 64.34 

X-9 49.88 9.25 22.56 69.70  X-9 58.54 9.10 22.56 79.67  X-9 49.23 9.82 22.56 77.18 

Y-1 50.84 2.55 43.58 57.43  Y-1 53.52 2.54 45.41 61.35  Y-1 48.19 2.43 38.46 53.43 

Y-2 48.89 2.28 41.66 55.41  Y-2 54.54 2.97 46.85 65.51  Y-2 50.63 2.62 42.16 56.09 
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Czech Republic  Denmark  Dominican Republic 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 48.00 4.48 34.97 57.12  X-1 48.46 3.31 36.92 57.48  X-1 52.77 3.14 44.59 65.86 

X-2 47.92 2.51 42.97 56.09  X-2 50.25 3.75 39.74 62.75  X-2 51.90 2.61 43.08 58.96 

X-3 46.15 2.68 40.24 52.94  X-3 44.80 2.41 40.09 53.86  X-3 59.58 3.40 50.04 68.29 

X-4 -0.02 0.49 -0.89 1.81  X-4 -0.02 0.46 -1.44 1.10  X-4 -0.01 0.55 -1.42 1.71 

X-5 49.04 2.95 41.84 61.32  X-5 54.61 4.08 43.47 68.67  X-5 47.03 3.41 36.80 57.01 

X-6 45.95 2.71 38.73 53.48  X-6 45.60 2.13 39.88 52.40  X-6 58.61 2.16 52.73 65.85 

X-7 47.42 2.86 38.41 54.80  X-7 51.58 3.97 41.67 61.42  X-7 58.58 3.23 48.84 70.83 

X-8 55.69 7.79 39.62 64.34  X-8 53.11 8.91 32.23 64.34  X-8 43.38 9.60 32.23 64.34 

X-9 50.03 8.34 22.56 77.18  X-9 47.58 8.51 22.56 69.70  X-9 57.80 9.86 22.56 90.96 

Y-1 43.94 3.91 35.53 56.79  Y-1 48.96 2.82 38.33 56.46  Y-1 52.37 2.83 43.36 59.26 

Y-2 46.31 2.57 40.27 53.35  Y-2 47.34 2.44 41.39 53.87  Y-2 57.06 3.87 41.21 69.06 

                 

England  Estonia  Finland 

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 50.08 3.92 40.78 61.15  X-1 46.98 4.15 36.03 59.37  X-1 48.36 3.23 37.70 55.62 

X-2 47.59 3.31 40.94 58.11  X-2 49.00 3.39 41.85 56.03  X-2 45.69 2.96 37.45 52.84 

X-3 49.32 3.06 41.94 57.40  X-3 48.20 3.22 41.96 56.96  X-3 43.45 2.19 39.15 52.12 

X-4 -0.04 0.51 -0.90 1.80  X-4 -0.05 0.48 -1.16 1.51  X-4 -0.01 0.42 -0.91 1.21 

X-5 52.87 3.95 42.60 63.72  X-5 50.05 3.58 38.83 62.36  X-5 49.49 2.84 43.73 58.08 

X-6 45.87 3.26 37.12 53.55  X-6 47.64 3.62 40.82 60.54  X-6 46.11 2.51 40.19 54.00 

X-7 48.13 3.21 37.82 56.41  X-7 47.36 3.27 33.07 54.51  X-7 47.84 3.01 38.67 55.42 

X-8 52.95 6.58 32.23 64.34  X-8 55.26 7.71 39.62 64.34  X-8 54.89 7.34 39.62 64.34 

X-9 53.69 8.81 22.56 77.18  X-9 50.56 5.93 35.40 73.60  X-9 45.98 8.12 22.56 64.58 

Y-1 47.10 3.97 37.45 60.15  Y-1 46.38 3.10 38.84 53.40  Y-1 49.21 2.70 41.25 55.80 

Y-2 49.01 2.78 42.15 57.86  Y-2 48.42 2.81 40.96 56.60  Y-2 45.14 2.42 39.10 52.93 

                 

Greece    Guatemala    Indonesia   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 54.98 3.04 47.50 62.58  X-1 55.47 3.04 48.69 66.25  X-1 52.33 2.75 45.39 59.46 

X-2 51.00 2.79 43.71 58.78  X-2 53.24 3.23 43.70 59.83  X-2 54.64 2.55 47.13 60.95 

X-3 50.15 3.59 42.27 61.46  X-3 58.06 3.50 49.21 67.24  X-3 54.66 2.99 46.78 62.10 

X-4 -0.01 0.52 -1.39 1.32  X-4 -0.06 0.60 -1.10 1.98  X-4 0.04 0.57 -1.22 1.54 

X-5 50.79 3.21 40.65 58.25  X-5 52.50 3.64 42.55 66.77  X-5 54.53 3.86 44.36 66.45 

X-6 47.27 3.47 35.89 54.39  X-6 57.09 3.06 45.97 63.97  X-6 59.16 3.00 51.52 66.53 

X-7 49.20 3.52 41.75 62.19  X-7 56.44 3.03 47.96 68.48  X-7 54.06 2.06 49.43 59.31 

X-8 53.84 7.55 32.23 64.34  X-8 43.59 9.37 32.23 64.34  X-8 45.20 9.61 32.23 64.34 

X-9 46.38 9.33 22.56 69.70  X-9 61.97 7.95 31.01 83.32  X-9 45.91 8.72 22.56 75.23 

Y-1 49.93 3.27 41.16 58.47  Y-1 55.10 2.57 46.96 63.05  Y-1 52.82 2.38 47.41 59.01 

Y-2 52.87 2.76 45.55 61.62  Y-2 55.77 3.72 44.86 67.82  Y-2 56.08 2.29 50.99 63.48 

                 

Ireland    Italy    Korea, Republic of   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 50.04 3.93 38.06 60.44  X-1 47.21 4.74 37.43 58.04  X-1 45.48 2.73 39.98 55.63 

X-2 48.09 2.94 39.75 55.34  X-2 52.16 3.27 41.16 60.34  X-2 50.20 2.24 43.62 61.68 

X-3 49.48 2.96 42.69 57.79  X-3 47.51 3.31 41.16 61.98  X-3 42.46 1.79 39.55 52.25 

X-4 -0.03 0.53 -1.45 1.20  X-4 -0.01 0.56 -1.36 1.65  X-4 0.00 0.43 -0.98 1.53 

X-5 52.01 3.85 41.25 60.84  X-5 54.19 3.30 46.10 62.43  X-5 38.11 2.76 31.79 44.29 

X-6 44.51 4.05 36.90 58.46  X-6 51.20 2.91 43.00 60.47  X-6 43.27 2.23 36.95 49.09 

X-7 48.89 3.21 39.99 60.39  X-7 51.34 3.74 43.95 64.30  X-7 45.88 2.37 39.19 50.97 

X-8 52.08 8.20 32.23 64.34  X-8 53.63 8.31 32.23 64.34  X-8 49.58 8.28 32.23 64.34 

X-9 50.04 8.58 22.56 73.60  X-9 50.09 9.98 22.56 69.70  X-9 46.06 10.13 22.56 69.70 

Y-1 51.76 4.00 35.92 58.34  Y-1 54.11 2.73 45.98 59.55  Y-1 48.52 1.98 42.70 54.88 

Y-2 48.65 3.03 36.98 58.37  Y-2 50.22 3.19 42.37 60.09  Y-2 47.46 1.84 42.31 52.73 
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Latvia    Lithuania    Malta   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 49.03 4.34 36.61 59.74  X-1 49.40 4.26 39.31 64.32  X-1 47.54 3.75 40.57 55.19 

X-2 52.76 2.72 46.59 58.54  X-2 51.39 3.15 38.71 60.99  X-2 50.92 1.98 46.80 54.69 

X-3 49.69 3.37 38.68 60.07  X-3 49.99 3.85 41.81 61.58  X-3 49.03 2.51 44.02 55.05 

X-4 -0.01 0.54 -1.86 1.04  X-4 -0.07 0.55 -1.42 1.46  X-4 0.01 0.55 -0.93 1.05 

X-5 50.38 3.78 40.01 63.97  X-5 49.18 3.54 40.36 59.71  X-5 46.13 4.62 38.93 56.34 

X-6 49.21 4.20 40.78 65.20  X-6 52.77 3.75 43.06 68.24  X-6 50.87 3.33 44.17 57.74 

X-7 45.38 3.84 38.34 57.43  X-7 49.95 3.30 38.39 63.73  X-7 52.29 3.23 45.81 59.67 

X-8 51.38 8.24 32.23 64.34  X-8 50.25 8.49 32.23 64.34  X-8 47.57 8.31 32.23 64.34 

X-9 49.42 7.24 22.56 72.17  X-9 51.18 7.07 22.56 67.53  X-9 41.89 12.47 22.56 69.70 

Y-1 49.92 3.82 36.83 58.88  Y-1 50.60 3.73 32.96 59.48  Y-1 49.19 2.69 41.80 53.52 

Y-2 51.62 2.58 45.99 59.61  Y-2 51.58 2.90 38.86 61.38  Y-2 48.87 3.25 42.98 58.72 

                 

Mexico    New Zealand    Norway   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 49.81 3.34 39.33 67.75  X-1 49.43 4.10 38.71 61.33  X-1 53.95 2.92 46.44 62.94 

X-2 47.83 2.97 41.73 58.44  X-2 49.97 3.32 42.72 60.66  X-2 48.46 3.75 37.83 59.19 

X-3 52.94 3.50 44.68 67.10  X-3 50.28 2.81 44.37 57.56  X-3 48.15 2.43 41.50 55.15 

X-4 -0.03 0.61 -1.37 1.76  X-4 -0.05 0.51 -1.02 1.65  X-4 0.01 0.42 -0.83 1.34 

X-5 49.92 3.22 40.78 58.60  X-5 53.17 4.26 39.69 64.83  X-5 52.17 3.95 40.19 69.70 

X-6 55.10 2.44 45.73 64.29  X-6 47.64 3.58 39.83 58.34  X-6 51.84 2.56 43.16 57.82 

X-7 53.17 3.34 43.87 61.70  X-7 48.69 3.78 35.22 62.19  X-7 52.16 3.93 37.61 62.30 

X-8 49.46 10.05 32.23 64.34  X-8 56.73 6.32 32.23 64.34  X-8 54.43 7.21 32.23 64.34 

X-9 57.00 8.86 22.56 77.18  X-9 52.15 7.28 22.56 69.70  X-9 50.93 7.15 22.56 65.54 

Y-1 52.88 2.73 45.13 60.37  Y-1 48.48 3.83 39.04 57.89  Y-1 51.77 3.47 39.00 58.99 

Y-2 53.79 2.77 46.11 61.46  Y-2 48.79 2.72 40.10 55.90  Y-2 48.34 2.75 39.32 55.69 

                 

Paraguay    Poland    Russian Federation   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 54.21 3.25 39.48 61.09  X-1 54.04 2.91 46.67 61.84  X-1 49.11 4.68 39.68 69.67 

X-2 51.93 2.98 43.11 60.04  X-2 50.45 2.88 42.35 59.23  X-2 49.94 3.74 41.42 65.46 

X-3 57.45 3.78 44.00 66.77  X-3 51.46 3.33 43.76 59.15  X-3 52.96 4.44 45.68 69.80 

X-4 -0.07 0.61 -1.07 1.86  X-4 -0.01 0.55 -0.96 1.71  X-4 -0.02 0.49 -1.64 1.36 

X-5 49.00 3.27 36.21 57.82  X-5 50.87 3.56 41.54 62.06  X-5 49.04 4.85 39.95 76.35 

X-6 55.74 2.59 49.02 65.32  X-6 44.68 2.87 34.99 53.41  X-6 56.89 4.50 45.53 70.42 

X-7 56.50 3.67 47.87 68.72  X-7 46.94 3.47 38.92 59.06  X-7 51.34 4.11 40.55 71.30 

X-8 44.31 9.32 32.23 64.34  X-8 51.78 8.68 32.23 64.34  X-8 52.39 8.30 32.23 64.34 

X-9 55.97 6.70 38.57 77.18  X-9 52.25 5.77 31.01 65.54  X-9 51.35 7.89 22.56 70.89 

Y-1 52.37 3.25 40.97 63.05  Y-1 48.08 3.43 37.25 54.75  Y-1 51.31 3.16 38.06 60.12 

Y-2 53.24 3.43 42.14 63.62  Y-2 49.59 2.60 43.13 58.79  Y-2 52.45 2.91 40.39 59.03 

                 

Slovak Republic    Slovenia    Spain   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 51.75 3.92 39.16 60.19  X-1 51.00 2.98 40.77 58.21  X-1 52.28 3.08 45.19 60.74 

X-2 49.53 2.82 42.66 55.57  X-2 47.93 2.60 41.82 55.76  X-2 47.68 2.77 39.75 56.45 

X-3 47.39 3.59 40.99 61.98  X-3 49.61 2.97 42.66 58.12  X-3 47.03 2.88 39.28 55.35 

X-4 -0.05 0.56 -1.45 1.62  X-4 0.01 0.41 -0.94 1.38  X-4 -0.04 0.60 -0.98 1.53 

X-5 49.95 3.02 40.00 57.30  X-5 49.97 3.62 38.31 59.85  X-5 47.88 3.32 33.77 54.79 

X-6 49.34 3.85 40.83 59.08  X-6 46.65 3.23 36.83 55.93  X-6 47.98 3.96 38.54 56.14 

X-7 47.77 4.00 37.88 61.11  X-7 46.84 3.45 35.97 58.76  X-7 50.08 4.02 38.67 62.86 

X-8 55.08 8.61 32.23 64.34  X-8 53.86 9.81 32.23 64.34  X-8 54.41 8.61 32.23 64.34 

X-9 46.78 9.02 22.56 64.58  X-9 49.64 7.88 22.56 63.64  X-9 49.62 8.83 22.56 66.52 

Y-1 47.69 3.25 37.89 55.62  Y-1 49.58 3.21 38.94 57.42  Y-1 50.99 3.46 41.51 57.47 

Y-2 48.44 2.60 41.64 56.88  Y-2 49.70 2.71 42.61 59.29  Y-2 48.38 2.85 40.96 58.96 
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Sweden    Switzerland    Thailand   

 M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max   M SD Min Max 

X-1 50.66 3.59 42.57 62.15  X-1 47.57 4.18 35.98 57.03  X-1 50.04 3.37 41.90 61.58 

X-2 47.02 3.99 38.34 58.01  X-2 50.79 3.51 41.01 64.59  X-2 55.09 2.54 47.13 64.66 

X-3 44.36 2.53 38.68 57.39  X-3 48.20 3.30 41.00 58.84  X-3 58.62 3.43 48.73 67.63 

X-4 -0.05 0.47 -1.31 1.19  X-4 -0.01 0.51 -0.97 1.38  X-4 -0.02 0.64 -1.13 2.07 

X-5 51.11 3.91 40.73 61.59  X-5 47.87 4.96 35.25 59.84  X-5 51.16 3.04 43.10 58.56 

X-6 49.71 2.45 42.47 55.60  X-6 46.26 4.15 36.02 54.91  X-6 58.45 1.77 53.64 63.14 

X-7 51.03 3.92 40.65 60.17  X-7 49.45 4.13 39.52 61.58  X-7 52.42 2.21 45.51 58.96 

X-8a 55.28 7.24 39.62 64.34  X-8a 55.17 8.07 32.23 64.34  X-8a 44.94 10.68 32.23 64.34 

X-9a 48.50 10.23 22.56 77.18  X-9a 49.08 8.79 22.56 69.70  X-9a 55.43 5.71 22.56 70.89 

Y-1 49.03 3.53 33.59 58.33  Y-1 48.05 4.34 34.54 58.87  Y-1 53.93 3.16 43.01 60.85 

Y-2 48.35 2.71 40.09 54.91  Y-2 46.72 2.59 41.22 54.61  Y-2 55.88 1.93 51.31 60.90 

Note. X-1: School mean of civic participation at school, X-2: School mean of discussion of political and social 

issues outside of school, X-3: School mean of civic participation outside of school, X-4: Average school SES, X-5: 

Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions, X-6: Collective perceptions of students' influence on 

decisions about school, X-7: Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships, X-8: Availability of resources 

in the local community, X-9: Social tension in the community, Y-1: School mean of expected electoral participation, 

Y-2: School mean of expected informal political participation.  
a
 Missing values were imputed with the national mean of the country. 
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Appendix C: Correlations among Student-level Variables 

 

Austria 

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

X-1 1 .009 .073** .055** -.035 .079** .012 .039* -.010 .145** .045* .117** -.089** -.187** .094** 

X-2  1 -.207** -.034 .083** -.072** -.223** -.026 .017 -.018 .083** .059** .039* -.017 -.004 

X-3   1 .112** .198** -.002 .362** .031 .121** .165** -.216** .077** .191** .229** .181** 

X-4    1 .287** .346** .137** -.007 .140** .187** .138** .097** .245** .241** .192** 

X-5     1 .251** .183** -.063** .269** .240** .090** .116** .487** .441** .198** 

X-6      1 .079** .007 .110** .113** .163** .072** .187** .205** .131** 

X-7       1 -.089** .235** .048** -.128** -.047* .142** .184** .112** 

X-8        1 -.680** .001 .027 .004 -.028 -.064** -.030 

X-9         1 .084** -.018 .052** .258** .282** .125** 

X-10          1 .169** .374** .196** .168** .224** 

X-11           1 .262** .121** .081** .076** 

X-12            1 .204** .104** .139** 

X-13             1 .606** .247** 

X-14              1 .231** 

X-15               1 

                

Y-1 -.043* -.179** .332** .218** .283** .184** .229** -.011 .248** .186** .000 .137** .396** .415** .272** 

Y-2 -.030 .038* .031 .203** .315** .221** .084** -.025 .168** .148** .155** .106** .414** .429** .193** 

Note. X-1: Gender (Female), X-2: Immigrant background, X-3: Civic knowledge, X-4: Civic participation at school, 

X-5: Discussion of political and social issues outside of school, X-6: Participation in organized activities outside of 

school, X-7: Family SES, X-8: Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues, X-9: Parents: Very interested 

in social and political issues, X-10: Openness in classroom discussions, X-11: Students' influence on decisions about 

school, X-12: Student-teacher relationships, X-13: Political interest, X-14: Internal political efficacy, X-15: 

Collective school efficacy, Y-1: Expected electoral participation , Y-2: Expected informal political participation. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Belgium (Flemish) 

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

X-1 1 .050** .022 .121** .078** .064** -.018 .040* .012 .170** -.073** .047* -.002 -.126** -.010 

X-2  1 -.141** .014 .159** .018 -.225** -.029 .092** .082** .079** .008 .135** .090** .018 

X-3   1 .205** .143** .036 .298** .033 .077** .079** -.277** .031 .016 .188** .180** 

X-4    1 .270** .280** .161** .040* .106** .193** .000 .082** .189** .216** .204** 

X-5     1 .257** .088** .085** .169** .205** .057** .118** .441** .392** .141** 

X-6      1 .099** .008 .094** .083** .076** .053** .196** .176** .083** 

X-7       1 .027 .168** -.004 -.141** -.048* .019 .089** .088** 

X-8        1 -.546** .053** .011 .025 .110** .077** -.015 

X-9         1 .033 -.004 .043* .178** .182** .113** 

X-10          1 .144** .253** .162** .109** .123** 

X-11           1 .229** .126** .069** .000 

X-12            1 .188** .128** .161** 

X-13             1 .599** .102** 

X-14              1 .170** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 -.012 -.010 .275** .239** .269** .189** .168** .079** .183** .129** -.024 .178** .380** .414** .222** 

Y-2 .011 .089** .038* .202** .322** .228** .050** .074** .119** .152** .133** .119** .440** .453** .112** 
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Bulgaria   

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

X-1 1 .015 .109** .155** .014 .094** -.031 .079** -.017 .186** -.061** .040* .015 -.075** .111** 

X-2  1 -.028 .007 .003 -.001 .008 -.023 .044* -.001 -.003 -.023 -.005 .010 -.009 

X-3   1 .193** .104** -.081** .414** .144** -.034 .315** -.361** .008 .066** .043* .249** 

X-4    1 .253** .427** .113** .082** .076** .277** .021 .116** .198** .231** .294** 

X-5     1 .284** .075** .052** .196** .214** .069** .085** .377** .347** .102** 

X-6      1 -.033 .015 .102** .140** .154** .132** .242** .217** .135** 

X-7       1 .085** .061** .122** -.233** -.100** -.010 .011 .147** 

X-8        1 -.497** .094** -.037 .016 .084** .050** .004 

X-9         1 .019 .053** .039* .240** .231** .101** 

X-10          1 -.039* .181** .147** .131** .230** 

X-11           1 .247** .122** .118** .005 

X-12            1 .165** .139** .174** 

X-13             1 .590** .169** 

X-14              1 .213** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .068** .003 .239** .212** .191** .131** .082** .091** .187** .177** -.010 .152** .373** .355** .239** 

Y-2 .004 .004 -.057** .195** .233** .238** -.013 .024 .179** .098** .139** .136** .387** .427** .175** 

                

Chile   

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

X-1 1 -.018 .059** .135** .047** .104** -.020 -.010 .048** .173** -.020 .007 .043** -.026 .120** 

X-2  1 .004 -.014 .024 -.001 .013 .002 -.005 -.018 -.008 -.010 .001 .012 -.014 

X-3   1 .185** .162** -.105** .424** .148** .031* .208** -.312** -.017 .043** .140** .226** 

X-4    1 .279** .352** .115** .084** .068** .242** .053** .090** .220** .265** .243** 

X-5     1 .276** .160** .137** .196** .238** .091** .104** .388** .403** .179** 

X-6      1 -.027 .028 .094** .119** .162** .095** .237** .252** .104** 

X-7       1 .135** .139** .063** -.202** -.076** .055** .114** .094** 

X-8        1 -.396** .077** -.018 .022 .110** .092** .052** 

X-9         1 .053** .024 .032* .234** .224** .100** 

X-10          1 .185** .343** .192** .190** .303** 

X-11           1 .337** .167** .094** .120** 

X-12            1 .227** .169** .293** 

X-13             1 .592** .229** 

X-14              1 .221** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .018 -.011 .171** .208** .248** .145** .139** .077** .154** .163** .045** .165** .378** .386** .220** 

Y-2 .018 .013 .011 .237** .330** .264** .025 .079** .169** .179** .139** .172** .482** .530** .199** 

                

Chinese Taipei 

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

X-1 1 -.006 .123** .140** .066** .036** -.001 -.018 -.033* .137** -.047** .080** -.017 -.089** .009 

X-2  1 .011 .010 -.021 .024 .023 .021 .002 -.011 -.007 -.024 -.014 -.021 .009 

X-3   1 .224** .162** -.046** .344** .074** .019 .164** -.209** .092** .196** .081** .204** 

X-4    1 .289** .284** .163** .086** .060** .254** .053** .140** .229** .212** .204** 

X-5     1 .196** .205** .151** .125** .232** .065** .094** .397** .359** .156** 

X-6      1 .064** .051** .034* .089** .066** .073** .168** .173** .092** 

X-7       1 .072** .085** .083** -.078** .043** .178** .123** .131** 

X-8        1 -.263** .059** .015 .032* .172** .128** .017 

X-9         1 .039** .027 .029* .167** .166** .108** 

X-10          1 .185** .327** .180** .168** .202** 

X-11           1 .267** .083** .110** .095** 

X-12            1 .197** .179** .283** 

X-13             1 .566** .219** 

X-14              1 .220** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .030* -.022 .312** .246** .237** .106** .177** .111** .131** .183** .042** .213** .406** .373** .283** 

Y-2 -.115** -.004 .058** .181** .292** .182** .104** .132** .120** .159** .109** .140** .487** .498** .183** 
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Colombia   

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

X-1 1 .005 .021 .077** .031* .074** -.077** -.017 .081** .085** -.009 .050** .024 -.061** .021 

X-2  1 -.056** .007 .017 .034* -.012 .001 -.005 -.002 .013 -.007 .031* .004 .004 

X-3   1 .203** -.001 -.160** .245** .136** -.002 .266** -.204** -.043** -.056** .071** .119** 

X-4    1 .280** .360** .109** .092** .104** .280** .050** .130** .206** .301** .167** 

X-5     1 .328** .065** .090** .191** .196** .115** .142** .355** .331** .116** 

X-6      1 -.064** .021 .136** .121** .180** .183** .272** .278** .111** 

X-7       1 .157** .109** .132** -.122** -.095** .015 .072** .031* 

X-8        1 -.385** .082** -.044** -.020 .055** .075** .022 

X-9         1 .105** .051** .098** .242** .188** .101** 

X-10          1 .134** .209** .192** .209** .234** 

X-11           1 .362** .201** .117** .198** 

X-12            1 .234** .185** .358** 

X-13             1 .479** .189** 

X-14              1 .205** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 -.017 -.028* .204** .188** .146** .097** .076** .072** .145** .197** .081** .213** .277** .322** .298** 

Y-2 -.002 .017 -.078** .222** .283** .285** -.014 .042** .161** .157** .164** .218** .429** .470** .230** 

                

Cyprus   

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

X-1 1 .040* .192** .141** .052* .038 -.019 .065** -.072** .127** -.033 .038 -.106** -.110** .200** 

X-2  1 -.038 -.046* .037 .007 -.047* .011 -.081** .005 .050* .002 .030 -.010 -.019 

X-3   1 .314** .147** -.036 .266** .104** .013 .217** -.139** .102** -.014 .106** .320** 

X-4    1 .300** .341** .185** .060** .092** .227** .002 .126** .191** .268** .303** 

X-5     1 .301** .093** .016 .192** .227** .139** .169** .374** .351** .138** 

X-6      1 .012 -.015 .135** .092** .110** .094** .269** .263** .079** 

X-7       1 .010 .151** .029 -.135** -.054** .067** .101** .112** 

X-8        1 -.562** .041* -.027 .012 -.008 .034 .047* 

X-9         1 .039 .034 .046* .238** .231** .073** 

X-10          1 .201** .346** .146** .142** .245** 

X-11           1 .387** .205** .128** .109** 

X-12            1 .219** .136** .269** 

X-13             1 .558** .120** 

X-14              1 .173** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .021 -.065** .299** .290** .231** .145** .145** .061** .168** .192** .081** .227** .333** .393** .278** 

Y-2 -.016 .006 .047* .258** .288** .248** .094** .034 .163** .140** .155** .132** .401** .463** .152** 

                

Czech Republic 

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

X-1 1 -.008 .094** .189** .040** .153** .002 .056** .030* .210** -.026 .092** .041** -.061** .086** 

X-2  1 -.014 -.040** .034* -.014 -.031* -.035* .026 -.004 .033* .003 .016 -.009 .000 

X-3   1 .259** .115** -.030* .306** .124** .091** .151** -.322** .006 .194** .190** .227** 

X-4    1 .259** .302** .165** .102** .095** .275** .002 .092** .255** .240** .275** 

X-5     1 .251** .132** .097** .221** .205** .056** .097** .459** .413** .150** 

X-6      1 .016 .014 .100** .149** .115** .074** .237** .200** .112** 

X-7       1 .116** .193** .043** -.115** -.040** .165** .155** .107** 

X-8        1 -.370** .052** -.023 .020 .157** .146** .070** 

X-9         1 .109** .004 .063** .237** .181** .082** 

X-10          1 .131** .311** .206** .148** .216** 

X-11           1 .251** .094** .030* .037* 

X-12            1 .185** .097** .208** 

X-13             1 .609** .245** 

X-14              1 .226** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .017 -.047** .384** .275** .279** .124** .254** .181** .230** .176** -.102** .114** .429** .414** .275** 

Y-2 .041** -.015 .133** .257** .319** .238** .103** .116** .153** .161** .060** .105** .430** .449** .200** 
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Denmark   

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

X-1 1 -.008 .046** .090** .052** .124** -.027 .025 .018 .101** .007 .055** .067** -.062** .025 

X-2  1 -.163** -.031 .094** .095** -.251** -.047** .066** -.022 .102** -.024 .076** .031 -.028 

X-3   1 .226** .274** .009 .365** .076** .111** .209** -.116** .167** .275** .362** .156** 

X-4    1 .307** .251** .156** .016 .122** .235** .071** .127** .294** .366** .226** 

X-5     1 .244** .231** .049** .265** .272** .122** .185** .572** .522** .127** 

X-6      1 .057** .004 .110** .086** .099** .031 .196** .162** .100** 

X-7       1 .031 .234** .131** -.044** .129** .221** .276** .073** 

X-8        1 -.550** .024 -.006 .010 .064** .044** -.026 

X-9         1 .097** .027 .076** .253** .268** .117** 

X-10          1 .120** .319** .216** .234** .200** 

X-11           1 .259** .137** .065** .075** 

X-12            1 .225** .201** .190** 

X-13             1 .674** .162** 

X-14              1 .195** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .085** -.064** .374** .295** .376** .125** .264** .090** .205** .253** .036* .258** .455** .484** .259** 

Y-2 .097** .019 .199** .295** .424** .219** .152** .051** .192** .193** .127** .133** .522** .485** .121** 

                

Dominican Republic 

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

X-1 1 -.005 .174** .076** .031 .040* -.023 .032 -.026 .134** -.042* .043* -.048* -.104** .035 

X-2  1 -.061** -.016 -.011 .021 .010 -.023 .006 -.058** -.020 -.032 .011 .016 -.044* 

X-3   1 .044* .034 -.131** .133** .109** -.029 .264** -.069** .059** -.158** -.093** .165** 

X-4    1 .190** .490** .043* .078** .068** .155** .074** .065** .146** .227** .084** 

X-5     1 .253** .073** .064** .107** .202** .040* -.005 .194** .197** -.011 

X-6      1 -.068** .026 .099** .028 .091** .020 .276** .281** -.018 

X-7       1 .090** .040* .086** -.058** -.048* -.025 -.006 .027 

X-8        1 -.285** .084** -.059** -.024 .035 .042* -.025 

X-9         1 .027 .043* .068** .171** .176** .024 

X-10          1 .059** .098** -.016 .021 .172** 

X-11           1 .291** .199** .112** .258** 

X-12            1 .125** .136** .487** 

X-13             1 .457** .112** 

X-14              1 .131** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 -.050* -.026 .093** .118** .068** .060** .013 .043* .123** .115** .102** .224** .281** .299** .266** 

Y-2 -.094** .003 -.104** .192** .152** .236** -.058** .037 .117** .034 .121** .161** .411** .423** .164** 

                

England   

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

X-1 1 -.022 .064** .109** -.004 .107** -.031 .015 .005 .126** -.060** .006 .033 -.071** .051* 

X-2  1 -.039 .045* .193** .142** -.044* -.021 .166** .021 .126** .044* .173** .123** .121** 

X-3   1 .306** .179** .004 .392** .084** .106** .309** -.269** .193** .162** .251** .241** 

X-4    1 .360** .351** .264** .070** .177** .262** -.032 .215** .315** .357** .294** 

X-5     1 .341** .203** .071** .293** .209** .086** .143** .510** .467** .229** 

X-6      1 .082** .023 .159** .090** .133** .078** .296** .268** .164** 

X-7       1 .047* .216** .128** -.141** .104** .165** .217** .128** 

X-8        1 -.487** .115** -.009 .075** .116** .089** .018 

X-9         1 .058** .020 .091** .293** .277** .165** 

X-10          1 .090** .438** .227** .225** .313** 

X-11           1 .226** .161** .096** .099** 

X-12            1 .268** .220** .398** 

X-13             1 .611** .298** 

X-14              1 .289** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 -.031 .107** .392** .350** .349** .187** .298** .142** .247** .278** -.020 .281** .458** .471** .329** 

Y-2 .043* .102** .125** .291** .382** .283** .150** .099** .191** .201** .141** .193** .498** .494** .236** 
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Estonia   

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

X-1 1 -.002 .154** .218** .027 .100** .028 .083** -.007 .174** -.119** .065** .008 -.083** .189** 

X-2  1 -.107** .016 .031 .035 .000 -.023 .093** -.012 .131** -.008 .055** -.020 -.048* 

X-3   1 .135** .210** -.115** .316** .116** .064** .138** -.320** .068** .154** .213** .275** 

X-4    1 .228** .364** .066** .058** .055** .198** .029 .055** .176** .201** .239** 

X-5     1 .173** .174** .105** .251** .198** .026 .055** .469** .418** .163** 

X-6      1 -.051* .014 .051** .103** .171** .065** .136** .130** .079** 

X-7       1 .054** .162** .100** -.120** .004 .110** .121** .126** 

X-8        1 -.451** .068** -.032 .064** .134** .089** .066** 

X-9         1 .063** .034 .046* .260** .188** .090** 

X-10          1 .093** .341** .204** .140** .228** 

X-11           1 .193** .109** .017 -.030 

X-12            1 .137** .056** .189** 

X-13             1 .534** .178** 

X-14              1 .226** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .066** -.028 .317** .203** .240** .114** .169** .093** .201** .198** -.046* .153** .390** .369** .283** 

Y-2 .026 .046* .059** .225** .298** .216** .064** .081** .143** .161** .126** .077** .455** .444** .135** 

                

Finland   

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

X-1 1 -.014 .137** .120** .010 .128** .019 .027 -.002 .093** -.118** .038* -.035 -.152** .127** 

X-2  1 -.084** .011 .069** .018 -.030 -.082** .070** .040* .045* .005 .058** .028 .017 

X-3   1 .169** .208** -.023 .287** .079** .041* .104** -.229** .148** .171** .278** .215** 

X-4    1 .302** .263** .172** .034 .118** .197** .017 .047** .243** .277** .237** 

X-5     1 .193** .206** .081** .227** .223** .045* .137** .504** .464** .162** 

X-6      1 .003 .017 .071** .076** .080** .027 .162** .138** .110** 

X-7       1 .083** .211** .054** -.096** .081** .153** .225** .071** 

X-8        1 -.487** .057** .046* .075** .148** .095** .026 

X-9         1 .060** .011 .049** .229** .233** .090** 

X-10          1 .199** .328** .179** .129** .188** 

X-11           1 .218** .152** .060** -.002 

X-12            1 .218** .164** .168** 

X-13             1 .650** .156** 

X-14              1 .145** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .057** -.016 .295** .250** .337** .091** .263** .146** .217** .173** .023 .208** .429** .410** .289** 

Y-2 .042* .038* .141** .249** .382** .180** .124** .050** .180** .170** .107** .150** .522** .521** .128** 

                

Greece   

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

X-1 1 .014 .148** .069** .052** .001 -.004 -.002 .004 .126** -.070** .044* -.022 -.065** .138** 

X-2  1 -.141** -.040* -.008 .048* -.191** -.020 -.034 -.056** .092** .024 -.019 -.030 -.071** 

X-3   1 .190** .155** -.104** .285** .061** .130** .289** -.198** .086** .101** .043* .310** 

X-4    1 .240** .281** .125** .050** .084** .204** .026 .048* .170** .202** .189** 

X-5     1 .213** .143** .025 .207** .231** .072** .091** .368** .339** .139** 

X-6      1 .007 -.013 .107** .001 .171** .014 .145** .156** -.047* 

X-7       1 .016 .180** .105** -.119** -.050** .134** .153** .110** 

X-8        1 -.570** .055** .024 .033 .023 -.012 .001 

X-9         1 .090** .016 .036 .217** .205** .099** 

X-10          1 .078** .282** .182** .143** .264** 

X-11           1 .247** .106** .043* -.054** 

X-12            1 .151** .087** .184** 

X-13             1 .564** .126** 

X-14              1 .096** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .048* -.126** .299** .197** .202** .023 .171** .050** .153** .235** -.066** .179** .329** .319** .234** 

Y-2 -.014 .004 .082** .203** .260** .191** .135** -.005 .176** .137** .058** .056** .367** .405** .133** 
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Guatemala   

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

X-1 1 .010 .020 .065** .069** .090** -.032 -.010 .049** .126** .032 .044* .076** -.052** .043* 

X-2  1 -.035* .008 .008 .022 .031 .010 .020 -.006 .013 -.027 .008 .005 -.022 

X-3   1 -.012 -.152** -.243** .310** .115** -.034 .189** -.286** -.047** -.115** -.116** .160** 

X-4    1 .238** .443** .018 .006 .122** .215** .161** .099** .224** .269** .138** 

X-5     1 .360** -.044* .031 .202** .140** .176** .101** .349** .335** .056** 

X-6      1 -.092** -.002 .116** .096** .214** .101** .296** .335** -.020 

X-7       1 .090** .101** .072** -.167** -.084** -.053** -.010 .085** 

X-8        1 -.402** .018 -.064** -.015 .034 .018 .020 

X-9         1 .061** .091** .043* .239** .206** .047** 

X-10          1 .161** .227** .142** .112** .249** 

X-11           1 .311** .227** .155** .136** 

X-12            1 .184** .162** .313** 

X-13             1 .464** .163** 

X-14              1 .124** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .023 -.049** .176** .160** .101** .074** .039* .056** .112** .195** .059** .153** .239** .225** .213** 

Y-2 .037* .000 -.151** .274** .320** .331** -.073** .010 .182** .153** .190** .139** .432** .489** .140** 

                

Indonesia   

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

X-1 1 -.014 .134** .028 .112** -.110** -.008 -.004 .041** .191** .046** .038* .034* -.053** .053** 

X-2  1 -.066** -.013 -.027 .030 -.024 .001 -.017 -.059** .017 -.037* -.021 .003 -.055** 

X-3   1 .120** .036* -.186** .197** .054** .003 .234** -.102** .051** .037* -.203** .174** 

X-4    1 .196** .345** .177** .004 .092** .228** .035* .093** .163** .110** .127** 

X-5     1 .220** .079** -.045** .188** .255** .053** .101** .279** .217** .103** 

X-6      1 -.007 -.029 .109** .037* .059** .062** .158** .204** -.013 

X-7       1 -.027 .167** .119** -.070** .037* .069** -.041** .072** 

X-8        1 -.698** .011 -.016 -.035* -.028 -.078** -.009 

X-9         1 .067** .028 .091** .213** .170** .075** 

X-10          1 .113** .180** .174** .084** .250** 

X-11           1 .164** .100** .161** .168** 

X-12            1 .148** .214** .426** 

X-13             1 .378** .171** 

X-14              1 .170** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .029 -.034* .218** .149** .109** .023 .104** .002 .073** .242** .044** .198** .195** .144** .269** 

Y-2 -.071** .011 -.059** .140** .192** .208** .036* -.028 .135** .128** .083** .126** .308** .353** .131** 

                

Ireland   

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

X-1 1 .000 .061** .214** .105** .166** .012 .033 .042* .186** -.005 .073** .056** -.051** .153** 

X-2  1 -.108** .017 .111** -.004 .034 -.008 .009 .012 .102** .042* .072** -.019 .002 

X-3   1 .132** .160** -.013 .355** -.034 .143** .224** -.331** .099** .141** .263** .234** 

X-4    1 .303** .363** .163** -.005 .115** .265** .104** .162** .272** .264** .269** 

X-5     1 .260** .192** -.048** .252** .245** .110** .190** .495** .440** .179** 

X-6      1 .068** .013 .118** .131** .169** .119** .242** .199** .157** 

X-7       1 -.077** .246** .106** -.133** .057** .138** .197** .135** 

X-8        1 -.684** .019 .045* .012 .028 -.042* -.023 

X-9         1 .084** -.041* .076** .233** .285** .119** 

X-10          1 .119** .373** .236** .180** .280** 

X-11           1 .228** .137** .028 .005 

X-12            1 .251** .174** .293** 

X-13             1 .614** .200** 

X-14              1 .220** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .098** -.083** .353** .231** .268** .146** .229** .003 .217** .242** -.084** .206** .394** .405** .291** 

Y-2 .072** .049** .114** .263** .375** .265** .143** -.008 .185** .226** .119** .177** .515** .516** .202** 
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Italy   

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

X-1 1 .019 .087** .063** .023 .048** .006 -.006 .015 .158** .023 .070** .010 -.098** .063** 

X-2  1 -.109** -.031 .002 .028 -.107** -.003 -.049** -.040* .017 -.022 .014 -.073** -.009 

X-3   1 .096** .146** -.035 .346** -.008 .086** .207** -.242** -.022 .062** .172** .218** 

X-4    1 .237** .294** .099** -.019 .073** .164** .122** .085** .188** .213** .161** 

X-5     1 .215** .162** -.064** .205** .239** .088** .126** .411** .400** .200** 

X-6      1 .066** -.045* .094** .092** .135** .100** .192** .183** .079** 

X-7       1 -.069** .223** .084** -.122** -.039* .102** .181** .108** 

X-8        1 -.718** -.039* .010 -.029 -.025 -.084** -.083** 

X-9         1 .114** .019 .068** .211** .273** .113** 

X-10          1 .144** .299** .202** .178** .215** 

X-11           1 .322** .181** .089** .033 

X-12            1 .218** .144** .152** 

X-13             1 .571** .211** 

X-14              1 .237** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .036* -.173** .352** .133** .196** .052** .212** -.007 .187** .215** -.026 .160** .247** .317** .227** 

Y-2 .021 -.060** .139** .226** .373** .214** .177** -.019 .187** .236** .097** .125** .449** .499** .232** 

                

Korea, Republic of 

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

X-1 1 -.005 .110** .091** .108** .010 -.035* .037** -.023 .051** -.062** -.017 -.017 -.071** .083** 

X-2  1 -.040** -.022 -.017 .041** -.018 .003 -.016 -.033* -.009 -.003 -.034* -.039** -.008 

X-3   1 .253** .191** -.023 .271** -.015 .072** .051** -.193** .089** .225** .231** .217** 

X-4    1 .329** .201** .229** -.049** .143** .226** .105** .125** .277** .334** .211** 

X-5     1 .150** .173** -.078** .227** .258** .125** .123** .475** .454** .199** 

X-6      1 .097** -.037** .080** .095** .110** .035* .101** .135** .055** 

X-7       1 -.112** .211** .042** -.053** -.001 .178** .201** .097** 

X-8        1 -.819** -.015 -.026 -.023 -.093** -.104** -.039** 

X-9         1 .083** .059** .068** .223** .223** .094** 

X-10          1 .269** .274** .172** .199** .189** 

X-11           1 .203** .122** .144** .046** 

X-12            1 .205** .192** .294** 

X-13             1 .599** .253** 

X-14              1 .249** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .057** -.018 .327** .252** .262** .079** .170** -.068** .175** .159** .015 .223** .382** .363** .311** 

Y-2 -.006 .007 .066** .223** .316** .155** .100** -.050** .136** .211** .180** .162** .428** .466** .202** 

                

Latvia   

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

X-1 1 -.033 .158** .252** .051** .112** -.026 .029 .018 .149** .003 .004 -.004 -.045* .172** 

X-2  1 -.001 -.065** -.019 .012 .000 -.074** .032 -.071** .061** .035 .052** .081** -.027 

X-3   1 .171** .137** -.053** .264** .026 .049* .174** -.225** .008 .089** .159** .178** 

X-4    1 .235** .357** .114** .013 .107** .265** .061** .106** .140** .194** .306** 

X-5     1 .211** .131** -.065** .244** .245** .081** .056** .410** .364** .167** 

X-6      1 -.003 -.019 .091** .130** .174** .106** .158** .173** .133** 

X-7       1 .002 .157** .057** -.141** -.103** .062** .134** .059** 

X-8        1 -.702** -.018 -.020 .011 -.031 -.064** -.014 

X-9         1 .125** .027 .030 .195** .218** .095** 

X-10          1 .083** .171** .151** .159** .292** 

X-11           1 .298** .143** .082** .073** 

X-12            1 .179** .107** .235** 

X-13             1 .551** .182** 

X-14              1 .175** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .071** -.083** .261** .215** .209** .079** .155** .010 .133** .175** -.077** .120** .283** .279** .269** 

Y-2 .013 .032 .018 .191** .294** .201** .041* -.022 .148** .125** .164** .108** .409** .425** .182** 
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Lithuania   

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

X-1 1 -.020 .151** .258** .073** .112** -.016 .050** -.001 .227** -.082** .081** .105** -.041* .139** 

X-2  1 -.029 -.027 -.001 .008 .041* -.044** .020 -.068** .058** -.021 .027 .007 .037* 

X-3   1 .129** .077** -.064** .324** .037* .046** .139** -.300** .019 .102** .119** .241** 

X-4    1 .244** .394** .086** .007 .110** .277** .046** .137** .241** .240** .224** 

X-5     1 .220** .109** -.015 .205** .217** .009 .063** .401** .362** .124** 

X-6      1 .026 -.014 .086** .162** .095** .074** .221** .215** .116** 

X-7       1 -.024 .162** .006 -.139** -.030 .072** .113** .141** 

X-8        1 -.680** .041* -.008 .013 .000 -.041* -.046** 

X-9         1 .077** .012 .019 .224** .218** .109** 

X-10          1 .137** .289** .222** .164** .150** 

X-11           1 .297** .132** .053** .000 

X-12            1 .162** .097** .136** 

X-13             1 .550** .210** 

X-14              1 .194** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .105** -.080** .275** .190** .190** .081** .147** .045** .139** .196** -.019 .175** .301** .286** .234** 

Y-2 .026 .012 -.046** .178** .258** .230** .040* -.043** .148** .153** .142** .096** .385** .399** .173** 

                

Malta   

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

X-1 1 .026 .115** .018 -.068** .012 .005 .054* .007 .161** -.060** .023 -.110** -.156** .070** 

X-2  1 -.037 -.012 .018 .052* .025 -.003 -.049* .051* -.019 -.038 .009 -.007 -.029 

X-3   1 .187** .123** -.038 .320** .085** .019 .255** -.269** .132** .024 .059** .308** 

X-4    1 .247** .324** .172** .042 .060** .205** .043 .147** .209** .244** .229** 

X-5     1 .204** .095** .027 .137** .167** .095** .104** .384** .358** .122** 

X-6      1 .145** .033 .055* .130** .076** .042 .216** .138** .072** 

X-7       1 .019 .076** .186** -.161** .008 .036 .011 .063** 

X-8        1 -.538** .049* .000 .029 .024 .014 .072** 

X-9         1 .089** -.010 .011 .226** .240** .035 

X-10          1 .018 .157** .103** .092** .216** 

X-11           1 .305** .151** .123** .079** 

X-12            1 .127** .085** .383** 

X-13             1 .634** .134** 

X-14              1 .146** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 -.030 -.050* .278** .233** .214** .118** .108** .075** .195** .172** -.009 .181** .358** .378** .306** 

Y-2 -.194** -.010 .022 .217** .319** .186** .047* .021 .183** .044 .134** .106** .517** .526** .131** 

                

Mexico   

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

X-1 1 .014 .123** .086** .064** .059** -.035* -.032* .028* .149** -.007 .032* .008 -.096** .085** 

X-2  1 -.077** .009 .058** .051** -.034* -.031* .039** -.013 .008 -.018 .048** .018 -.030* 

X-3   1 .090** .025 -.123** .252** .110** -.045** .165** -.220** .013 -.147** .004 .188** 

X-4    1 .307** .413** .028* .056** .092** .249** .082** .119** .163** .230** .185** 

X-5     1 .305** .030* .103** .159** .232** .065** .056** .282** .294** .128** 

X-6      1 -.028* .031* .100** .101** .122** .044** .209** .217** .064** 

X-7       1 .115** .121** .062** -.124** -.079** -.046** .064** .064** 

X-8        1 -.287** .087** -.031* .014 .074** .091** .055** 

X-9         1 .061** .038** .042** .210** .166** .061** 

X-10          1 .209** .267** .171** .156** .267** 

X-11           1 .347** .206** .073** .193** 

X-12            1 .193** .120** .396** 

X-13             1 .458** .174** 

X-14              1 .169** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .028* -.024 .215** .184** .146** .074** .093** .112** .111** .228** .072** .204** .235** .279** .300** 

Y-2 -.039** .019 -.139** .153** .231** .234** -.032* .036** .141** .119** .165** .143** .428** .404** .158** 
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New Zealand 

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

X-1 1 -.017 .101** .180** .056** .127** -.017 .000 .041* .155** -.002 .035* .068** -.022 .127** 

X-2  1 -.028 .005 .130** .052** .052** -.018 .075** .054** .095** .058** .147** .032 .080** 

X-3   1 .262** .140** -.057** .351** .067** .052** .258** -.281** .148** .099** .232** .179** 

X-4    1 .337** .311** .253** .012 .142** .248** .007 .138** .265** .331** .272** 

X-5     1 .282** .205** .014 .246** .224** .131** .136** .500** .466** .209** 

X-6      1 .054** -.006 .129** .130** .147** .048** .223** .203** .141** 

X-7       1 -.021 .188** .110** -.160** .055** .129** .207** .128** 

X-8        1 -.623** .008 -.012 .018 .016 -.004 -.038* 

X-9         1 .101** .047** .096** .270** .240** .172** 

X-10          1 .124** .332** .235** .244** .319** 

X-11           1 .214** .203** .082** .137** 

X-12            1 .257** .206** .348** 

X-13             1 .586** .280** 

X-14              1 .278** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .085** .047** .382** .336** .313** .119** .256** .032 .216** .276** -.030 .262** .397** .465** .335** 

Y-2 .082** .084** .078** .302** .365** .255** .116** -.012 .200** .191** .156** .193** .480** .484** .227** 

                

Norway   

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

X-1 1 -.012 .102** .112** .035 .102** .033 .031 .053** .118** -.036 .054** .027 -.074** .044* 

X-2  1 -.157** -.038 .110** .053** -.226** -.067** .063** -.013 .071** .022 .084** .038 -.033 

X-3   1 .271** .176** -.033 .373** .075** .089** .207** -.216** .086** .201** .274** .183** 

X-4    1 .307** .273** .216** .013 .118** .216** .001 .023 .224** .281** .216** 

X-5     1 .219** .191** .003 .247** .236** .066** .080** .517** .454** .164** 

X-6      1 .035 .001 .057** .105** .067** .035 .198** .170** .043* 

X-7       1 .043* .218** .127** -.123** .029 .190** .256** .100** 

X-8        1 -.626** -.007 -.041* .019 .002 -.011 -.031 

X-9         1 .150** .041* .064** .279** .249** .135** 

X-10          1 .264** .357** .234** .223** .238** 

X-11           1 .380** .101** .008 .178** 

X-12            1 .152** .089** .248** 

X-13             1 .620** .155** 

X-14              1 .203** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .079** -.097** .398** .304** .295** .090** .288** .078** .204** .265** -.048* .165** .332** .382** .242** 

Y-2 .056** .035 .124** .256** .360** .210** .153** .004 .195** .222** .087** .065** .465** .475** .164** 

                

Paraguay   

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

X-1 1 .038 .107** .068** .015 .045* -.009 -.006 .015 .096** -.024 .012 -.033 -.075** .066** 

X-2  1 -.014 .005 -.017 -.002 -.059** .036 -.032 .005 .007 .001 .027 -.010 -.016 

X-3   1 .153** .087** -.145** .364** .144** .056** .229** -.138** -.032 -.024 .048* .230** 

X-4    1 .241** .378** .095** .094** .043* .235** .068** .074** .149** .197** .143** 

X-5     1 .257** .061** .070** .150** .200** .021 .052* .334** .300** .105** 

X-6      1 -.083** -.002 .068** .076** .081** .073** .199** .221** .019 

X-7       1 .173** .085** .129** -.064** -.122** -.003 .026 .103** 

X-8        1 -.311** .051* -.004 -.014 .076** .063** .061** 

X-9         1 .068** -.001 -.017 .196** .181** .030 

X-10          1 .082** .181** .122** .104** .231** 

X-11           1 .230** .063** .039 .108** 

X-12            1 .133** .100** .318** 

X-13             1 .471** .128** 

X-14              1 .150** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .005 .004 .275** .172** .155** .059** .129** .105** .115** .145** .010 .098** .247** .264** .231** 

Y-2 -.062** .006 -.017 .214** .290** .233** .013 .052* .146** .136** .083** .086** .426** .441** .155** 
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Poland   

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

X-1 1 -.054** .133** .221** -.054** .232** -.029 .075** -.039* .196** .005 .059** -.021 -.117** .154** 

X-2  1 .023 -.007 .047** -.013 .008 -.046* .067** .004 .013 .003 .041* .058** -.011 

X-3   1 .299** .131** -.032 .344** .003 .075** .189** -.178** .045* .141** .197** .248** 

X-4    1 .264** .374** .152** .036* .080** .242** .095** .110** .221** .236** .268** 

X-5     1 .200** .127** -.003 .207** .184** .144** .141** .463** .408** .167** 

X-6      1 .004 .024 .050** .142** .170** .069** .191** .153** .151** 

X-7       1 -.072** .165** .029 -.084** -.074** .086** .163** .086** 

X-8        1 -.686** .012 .010 .022 .019 -.025 -.032 

X-9         1 .097** .075** .082** .220** .234** .135** 

X-10          1 .221** .337** .155** .125** .254** 

X-11           1 .327** .166** .117** .113** 

X-12            1 .218** .145** .272** 

X-13             1 .605** .188** 

X-14              1 .207** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .083** -.010 .280** .303** .255** .137** .153** -.001 .198** .204** .075** .154** .341** .334** .289** 

Y-2 .003 .020 .145** .276** .307** .227** .127** -.008 .166** .176** .162** .113** .411** .433** .198** 

                

Russian Federation 

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

X-1 1 -.024 .107** .238** .060** .087** .011 .028 .034* .242** -.022 .045** -.002 -.070** .132** 

X-2  1 -.018 .005 -.013 -.002 -.022 -.008 .027 .001 .030 .015 .021 .023 .019 

X-3   1 .160** .161** -.036* .290** .087** .015 .263** -.320** .011 .131** .131** .100** 

X-4    1 .318** .442** .071** .022 .155** .392** .101** .236** .252** .253** .319** 

X-5     1 .270** .114** .008 .252** .303** .045** .169** .461** .410** .201** 

X-6      1 -.018 .018 .112** .225** .179** .197** .221** .229** .189** 

X-7       1 -.004 .125** .071** -.184** -.044** .094** .122** .021 

X-8        1 -.616** .047** -.015 -.010 .032* .005 .011 

X-9         1 .103** .044** .126** .231** .209** .132** 

X-10          1 .033* .278** .266** .221** .323** 

X-11           1 .262** .111** .060** .219** 

X-12            1 .275** .191** .442** 

X-13             1 .546** .294** 

X-14              1 .240** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .066** -.005 .203** .256** .222** .139** .081** .052** .125** .239** .006 .224** .358** .293** .296** 

Y-2 .053** .015 .076** .270** .326** .274** .047** .041** .160** .231** .116** .167** .461** .470** .247** 

                

Slovak Republic 

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

X-1 1 -.016 .076** .197** .009 .107** -.042* .032 -.015 .207** -.063** .071** .014 -.068** .075** 

X-2  1 -.010 -.012 -.009 -.021 -.004 -.012 -.027 .006 -.017 -.005 -.023 -.017 -.019 

X-3   1 .120** .081** -.018 .298** .144** .004 .159** -.366** -.010 .083** .119** .181** 

X-4    1 .261** .326** .089** .084** .078** .217** .039* .112** .220** .272** .231** 

X-5     1 .235** .058** .143** .146** .212** .091** .116** .408** .400** .188** 

X-6      1 -.028 .054** .068** .125** .124** .117** .249** .246** .132** 

X-7       1 .120** .138** .007 -.189** -.120** .041* .083** .088** 

X-8        1 -.344** .090** -.038* .055** .179** .149** .055** 

X-9         1 .036 .039* .050** .192** .182** .104** 

X-10          1 .075** .273** .214** .205** .262** 

X-11           1 .271** .141** .080** .049** 

X-12            1 .241** .136** .251** 

X-13             1 .585** .237** 

X-14              1 .234** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .025 -.017 .282** .245** .223** .154** .149** .178** .157** .204** -.046* .174** .394** .375** .288** 

Y-2 .003 .004 .051** .222** .305** .238** .067** .113** .129** .156** .074** .117** .441** .444** .225** 
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Slovenia   

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

X-1 1 -.001 .150** .157** -.017 .062** -.001 .030 .001 .200** -.087** .054** -.115** -.137** .112** 

X-2  1 -.111** -.043* .027 .021 -.132** -.016 -.038* -.001 .060** .014 -.019 -.025 -.053** 

X-3   1 .257** .173** -.047* .267** .094** .073** .212** -.242** .082** .113** .193** .279** 

X-4    1 .277** .333** .174** .051** .116** .180** -.003 .100** .236** .290** .254** 

X-5     1 .216** .101** .066** .191** .240** .078** .136** .404** .390** .167** 

X-6      1 .046* .015 .110** .066** .097** -.006 .189** .188** .077** 

X-7       1 .056** .163** .001 -.115** -.036 .032 .140** .074** 

X-8        1 -.453** .074** .022 .078** .086** .067** .071** 

X-9         1 .035 .015 .002 .172** .225** .092** 

X-10          1 .063** .301** .183** .162** .247** 

X-11           1 .294** .207** .075** .045* 

X-12            1 .198** .147** .219** 

X-13             1 .599** .190** 

X-14              1 .231** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .027 -.058** .308** .227** .240** .071** .166** .128** .167** .173** -.047* .146** .276** .351** .296** 

Y-2 -.029 -.006 .071** .228** .267** .223** .034 .053** .143** .118** .108** .124** .370** .446** .213** 

                

Spain   

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

X-1 1 -.005 .088** .101** .062** .040* .006 -.024 .011 .209** -.003 .104** .023 -.067** .096** 

X-2  1 -.146** -.042* .073** .055** -.143** -.049** .028 .010 .081** .005 .066** .021 -.028 

X-3   1 .182** .157** -.049** .357** .129** .056** .140** -.314** .050** .061** .185** .208** 

X-4    1 .281** .281** .131** .077** .075** .259** .061** .064** .172** .234** .204** 

X-5     1 .267** .167** .108** .196** .239** .062** .074** .371** .405** .170** 

X-6      1 .046* .039* .060** .125** .110** .040* .184** .190** .042* 

X-7       1 .107** .148** .036* -.215** -.001 .031 .153** .112** 

X-8        1 -.450** .091** .001 .057** .100** .103** .042* 

X-9         1 .037* .012 .039* .184** .203** .074** 

X-10          1 .146** .265** .202** .178** .228** 

X-11           1 .245** .154** .031 .098** 

X-12            1 .177** .075** .270** 

X-13             1 .513** .210** 

X-14              1 .189** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .014 -.076** .275** .213** .217** .103** .167** .135** .127** .139** -.030 .144** .320** .371** .260** 

Y-2 .033 .050** .027 .206** .307** .221** .067** .069** .137** .149** .115** .099** .427** .457** .169** 

                

Sweden   

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

X-1 1 .001 .078** .086** .020 .065** -.011 .030 .014 .164** -.035 .053** .016 -.111** .108** 

X-2  1 -.185** .047** .204** .051** -.272** -.028 .146** .033 .122** .020 .175** .123** .067** 

X-3   1 .255** .175** -.023 .387** .075** .059** .227** -.199** .147** .181** .292** .259** 

X-4    1 .337** .298** .208** .049** .128** .266** .050** .097** .286** .335** .286** 

X-5     1 .229** .170** .095** .251** .242** .099** .145** .541** .500** .240** 

X-6      1 .044* .023 .092** .057** .035 -.018 .225** .211** .116** 

X-7       1 .101** .125** .104** -.094** .065** .140** .212** .130** 

X-8        1 -.477** .062** .018 .078** .119** .090** .036 

X-9         1 .070** .025 .021 .263** .238** .140** 

X-10          1 .177** .379** .212** .200** .287** 

X-11           1 .298** .096** .037* .144** 

X-12            1 .167** .126** .346** 

X-13             1 .649** .228** 

X-14              1 .257** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .075** -.003 .358** .279** .318** .103** .237** .116** .190** .226** -.009 .180** .413** .437** .310** 

Y-2 .076** .062** .150** .294** .393** .242** .118** .074** .156** .205** .051** .069** .475** .469** .222** 
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Switzerland   

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

X-1 1 .031 .051** .098** -.017 .113** -.005 -.004 .024 .064** -.033 .044* -.020 -.170** .068** 

X-2  1 -.209** .017 .032 -.047* -.237** -.010 -.020 -.025 .138** -.025 .102** -.006 .023 

X-3   1 .123** .166** .086** .328** .016 .099** .087** -.291** .048* .092** .251** .162** 

X-4    1 .225** .270** .115** .001 .101** .166** .049* .042* .156** .178** .203** 

X-5     1 .256** .131** -.002 .205** .228** .038 .077** .403** .419** .149** 

X-6      1 .078** -.008 .113** .149** .063** .053** .199** .144** .113** 

X-7       1 -.038 .198** -.024 -.215** -.073** .032 .194** .061** 

X-8        1 -.622** .005 .017 .007 .050* .008 -.016 

X-9         1 .068** -.035 .040* .206** .261** .094** 

X-10          1 .180** .297** .148** .127** .118** 

X-11           1 .226** .085** -.036 -.001 

X-12            1 .137** .056** .091** 

X-13             1 .558** .159** 

X-14              1 .150** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 -.018 -.151** .321** .170** .215** .134** .277** .033 .228** .053** -.113** .120** .337** .443** .221** 

Y-2 -.007 -.033 .094** .196** .310** .252** .103** .054** .131** .132** .060** .061** .427** .439** .158** 

                

Thailand   

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

X-1 1 -.014 .290** .112** .113** .034* .007 .041** -.002 .234** .013 -.006 -.016 -.143** .094** 

X-2  1 -.015 .016 .015 .022 -.038** .000 .010 .021 -.014 .019 .022 .026 .019 

X-3   1 .051** .123** -.115** .272** .029* .019 .292** -.093** -.011 -.058** -.202** .178** 

X-4    1 .245** .450** .032* -.009 .085** .204** .086** .113** .165** .174** .150** 

X-5     1 .228** .118** -.025 .166** .322** .084** .084** .296** .230** .131** 

X-6      1 -.077** -.011 .082** .141** .126** .108** .213** .243** .110** 

X-7       1 -.050** .107** .093** -.067** -.064** -.020 -.066** .041** 

X-8        1 -.775** -.002 -.041** -.042** -.045** -.081** -.048** 

X-9         1 .083** .075** .085** .169** .157** .114** 

X-10          1 .175** .234** .166** .077** .291** 

X-11           1 .335** .220** .184** .253** 

X-12            1 .230** .253** .433** 

X-13             1 .450** .203** 

X-14              1 .180** 

X-15               1 

Y-1 .103** -.028 .360** .121** .153** .036* .131** -.013 .073** .256** .076** .153** .146** .014 .264** 

Y-2 -.109** .011 -.117** .131** .167** .195** -.043** -.040** .091** .113** .152** .159** .304** .368** .154** 

Note. X-1: Gender (Female), X-2: Immigrant background, X-3: Civic knowledge, X-4: Civic participation at school, 

X-5: Discussion of political and social issues outside of school, X-6: Participation in organized activities outside of 

school, X-7: Family SES, X-8: Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues, X-9: Parents: Very interested 

in social and political issues, X-10: Openness in classroom discussions, X-11: Students' influence on decisions about 

school, X-12: Student-teacher relationships, X-13: Political interest, X-14: Internal political efficacy, X-15: 

Collective school efficacy, Y-1: Expected electoral participation, Y-2: Expected informal political participation. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Appendix D: Correlations among School-level Variables 

 

Austria 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .372** .364** .114 .150 .086 .153 .001 -.022 

X-2 

 

1 .224** .086 .477** .200* .219** -.072 -.138 

X-3 

  

1 -.045 .087 .050 -.041 -.159* -.052 

X-4 

   

1 .070 -.060 -.039 .336** -.022 

X-5 

    

1 .139 .441** .071 -.046 

X-6 

     

1 .329** -.102 -.027 

X-7 

      

1 -.060 -.195* 

X-8a 

       

1 .149 

X-9a 

        

1 

          Y-1 .275** .292** .129 .197* .209** -.002 .204** .036 -.037 

Y-2 .257** .210** .378** .044 -.010 .119 .038 .063 .053 

Note. X-1: School mean of civic participation at school, X-2: School mean of discussion of political and social 

issues outside of school, X-3: School mean of civic participation outside of school, X-4: Average school SES, X-5: 

Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions, X-6: Collective perceptions of students' influence on 

decisions about school, X-7: Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships, X-8: Availability of resources 

in the local community, X-9: Social tension in the community, Y-1: School mean of expected electoral participation, 

Y-2: School mean of expected informal political participation.  
a
 Missing values were imputed with the national mean of the country. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 

 
Belgium (Flemish) 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .504** .311** .377** .415** -.183* .262** .064 .048 

X-2 
 

1 .385** .106 .402** -.138 .166* .109 .205* 

X-3 
  

1 .259** .119 -.164* .009 -.018 -.135 

X-4 
   

1 .083 -.522** .032 .080 -.273** 

X-5 
    

1 .042 .365** -.087 .070 

X-6 
     

1 .320** -.082 .248** 

X-7 
      

1 -.042 .071 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .176* 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .518** .514** .412** .477** .365** -.207* .322** -.038 -.022 

Y-2 .298** .559** .312** .040 .316** .109 .201* -.117 .185* 

          
 Bulgaria   

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .355** .452** .236** .518** -.174* .216** .054 -.059 

X-2 
 

1 .336** -.093 .197* .137 .349** -.007 .130 

X-3 
  

1 -.175* .077 .283** .223** -.131 .044 

X-4 
   

1 .451** -.749** -.355** .491** -.285** 

X-5 
    

1 -.427** .107 .175* -.093 

X-6 
     

1 .479** -.392** .195* 

X-7 
      

1 -.235** .065 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.171* 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .340** .356** .118 .228** .363** -.111 .357** .025 -.163* 

Y-2 .141 .229** .271** -.303** -.123 .333** .309** -.089 .113 
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Chile 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .529** .494** .095 .401** .059 .267** -.062 -.186* 

X-2 
 

1 .362** .343** .397** -.024 .188* .064 -.151* 

X-3 
  

1 -.351** .073 .414** .266** -.330** .001 

X-4 
   

1 .210** -.680** -.277** .549** -.332** 

X-5 
    

1 .018 .488** .027 -.146 

X-6 
     

1 .497** -.533** .216** 

X-7 
      

1 -.286** -.022 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.050 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .450** .563** .301** .337** .258** -.093 .197** .116 -.175* 

Y-2 .482** .452** .509** -.116 .235** .285** .332** -.153* -.087 

          
 Chinese Taipei 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .457** .364** .381** .395** .054 .267** .152 -.138 

X-2 
 

1 .132 .432** .324** -.076 .048 .273** -.116 

X-3 
  

1 .100 .038 .185* .091 .090 -.124 

X-4 
   

1 .188* -.137 .083 .383** -.230** 

X-5 
    

1 .301** .546** .120 -.051 

X-6 
     

1 .491** -.115 .025 

X-7 
      

1 -.119 -.033 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.031 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .487** .428** .170* .436** .235** -.086 .274** .200* -.288** 

Y-2 .327** .397** .298** .170* .233** .138 .256** .104 -.117 

          
Colombia 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .313** .274** .196** .420** .079 .223** -.028 -.154* 

X-2 
 

1 .521** .007 .214** .298** .374** -.133 -.012 

X-3 
  

1 -.482** -.096 .598** .619** -.366** .052 

X-4 
   

1 .456** -.485** -.380** .432** -.244** 

X-5 
    

1 -.026 .134 .248** -.102 

X-6 
     

1 .748** -.381** .164* 

X-7 
      

1 -.274** .077 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.064 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .464** .328** .117 .249** .449** .066 .238** .089 -.215** 

Y-2 .300** .568** .597** -.207** .110 .450** .473** -.211** .029 

          
Cyprus 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .372** .343** .295* .129 -.001 .115 .066 -.075 

X-2 
 

1 .225 .266* .265* .168 .202 .027 .006 

X-3 
  

1 -.099 .052 .255* .116 -.079 .165 

X-4 
   

1 -.099 -.424** -.209 .248* -.015 

X-5 
    

1 .474** .628** -.041 .085 

X-6 
     

1 .648** -.195 .205 

X-7 
      

1 -.209 .005 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .320** 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .061 .360** -.076 .309* .040 -.034 .130 .265* -.071 

Y-2 .289* .429** .089 .291* -.133 .010 -.085 .292* -.022 
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Czech Republic 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .206* .230** .302** .370** -.022 .119 .009 -.119 

X-2 
 

1 .240** .324** .321** -.070 .130 -.058 -.066 

X-3 
  

1 -.027 .365** .096 .133 -.188* -.043 

X-4 
   

1 .167* -.440** -.165* .377** -.044 

X-5 
    

1 .192* .473** .005 -.017 

X-6 
     

1 .329** -.031 .149 

X-7 
      

1 -.140 -.076 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .136 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .532** .434** .250** .676** .385** -.316** .050 .135 -.167* 

Y-2 .346** .504** .279** .372** .348** -.011 .188* .024 -.099 

          
Denmark 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .333** .205** .162* .454** .205** .270** -.078 .012 

X-2 
 

1 .424** .361** .509** .223** .391** .236** -.054 

X-3 
  

1 .153* .206** .213** .207** .006 -.059 

X-4 
   

1 .229** -.101 .284** .204** -.354** 

X-5 
    

1 .159* .555** .055 .065 

X-6 
     

1 .401** -.042 -.028 

X-7 
      

1 .035 -.122 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .062 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .313** .555** .175* .505** .502** .011 .440** .246** -.158* 

Y-2 .311** .556** .315** .254** .360** .307** .313** .145* -.129 

          
Dominican Republic 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .164* .388** -.136 .363** .207* .133 -.183* .080 

X-2 
 

1 .151 .035 .232** -.015 .057 .074 .016 

X-3 
  

1 -.496** -.186* .082 .061 -.381** .183* 

X-4 
   

1 .357** -.038 -.193* .485** -.275** 

X-5 
    

1 .255** .171* .144 -.003 

X-6 
     

1 .473** -.104 .126 

X-7 
      

1 -.260** .165* 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.164* 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .121 .124 .000 .082 .208* .213* .273** .095 .044 

Y-2 .330** .173* .217** -.214** .038 .211* .209* -.072 .084 

          
England 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .569** .395** .515** .502** -.186* .348** .170 -.306** 

X-2 
 

1 .468** .398** .505** -.011 .427** .155 -.224* 

X-3 
  

1 .037 .092 .166 .135 .130 -.170 

X-4 
   

1 .437** -.505** .304** -.005 -.481** 

X-5 
    

1 -.075 .637** .001 -.146 

X-6 
     

1 .152 .010 .298** 

X-7 
      

1 .015 -.075 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.011 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .624** .687** .241** .633** .592** -.234** .498** .106 -.333** 

Y-2 .361** .644** .393** .143 .323** .156 .374** .214* -.089 
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Estonia 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .109 .392** .026 .317** -.021 .160 -.118 -.170* 

X-2 
 

1 .100 .456** .391** -.007 .111 .077 -.189* 

X-3 
  

1 -.349** -.017 .293** .123 -.261** .167* 

X-4 
   

1 .361** -.380** .007 .246** -.252** 

X-5 
    

1 -.232** .382** .098 -.379** 

X-6 
     

1 .136 -.030 .412** 

X-7 
      

1 -.005 -.168* 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.120 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .254** .455** -.066 .489** .401** -.229** .219** .091 -.228** 

Y-2 .213* .506** .245** .172* .245** .317** .114 .015 .043 

          
Finland 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .378** .194* .284** .335** .125 .196** .036 -.030 

X-2 
 

1 .093 .430** .357** .005 .310** .174* .052 

X-3 
  

1 -.100 .113 .090 .106 -.083 -.161* 

X-4 
   

1 .103 -.112 .140 .250** -.018 

X-5 
    

1 .276** .543** -.018 .057 

X-6 
     

1 .341** .085 -.121 

X-7 
      

1 .148* -.063 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.017 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .347** .529** .063 .450** .355** .066 .429** .119 -.044 

Y-2 .241** .510** .094 .362** .280** .168* .356** .162* .047 

          
Greece 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .174* .195* .163* .369** -.048 .019 .046 -.229** 

X-2 
 

1 .283** .191* .429** .294** .103 .121 .135 

X-3 
  

1 .020 .058 .397** -.133 .015 -.130 

X-4 
   

1 .105 -.094 -.241** .262** .022 

X-5 
    

1 .169* .477** -.058 .003 

X-6 
     

1 .205* -.029 .019 

X-7 
      

1 -.148 -.016 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .110 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .155 .111 -.063 .249** .229** -.225** .124 .064 .032 

Y-2 .226** .343** .358** .297** .206* .176* -.042 .166* .073 

          
Guatemala 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .355** .514** -.117 .246** .271** .218** -.159 -.109 

X-2 
 

1 .673** -.414** -.032 .460** .091 -.300** -.254** 

X-3 
  

1 -.492** -.068 .406** .130 -.226** -.203* 

X-4 
   

1 .448** -.537** -.296** .415** .214* 

X-5 
    

1 .022 .195* .272** .147 

X-6 
     

1 .416** -.170* -.047 

X-7 
      

1 -.089 -.044 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.015 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .325** .304** .083 .186* .474** .165* .172* .123 .042 

Y-2 .469** .600** .592** -.330** .045 .404** .276** -.134 -.223** 
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Indonesia 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .329** .238** .408** .459** .078 .398** .202* -.070 

X-2 
 

1 .168* .264** .380** -.057 .230** .147 .012 

X-3 
  

1 -.170* -.184* .250** .099 -.142 .125 

X-4 
   

1 .390** -.340** .161 .554** -.098 

X-5 
    

1 .069 .441** .332** -.101 

X-6 
     

1 .323** -.036 .022 

X-7 
      

1 .200* -.087 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .008 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .436** .403** -.214* .429** .601** -.074 .437** .307** -.046 

Y-2 .189* .388** .416** -.079 -.052 .068 .201* -.087 .022 

          
Ireland 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .308** .377** .278** .551** -.028 .158 -.001 -.060 

X-2 
 

1 .261** .360** .478** -.096 .211* .373** -.032 

X-3 
  

1 .083 .297** .143 .186* -.027 .101 

X-4 
   

1 .477** -.466** .165* .183* -.436** 

X-5 
    

1 -.216** .510** .112 -.248** 

X-6 
     

1 .167* -.024 .379** 

X-7 
      

1 .152 -.037 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .146 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .366** .365** .168* .638** .609** -.398** .265** .097 -.332** 

Y-2 .372** .304** .358** .343** .391** .094 .229** .075 -.033 

          
Italy 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .239** .354** .085 .159* .211** .131 .025 .069 

X-2 
 

1 .349** .253** .397** .182* .277** .026 -.024 

X-3 
  

1 -.029 .206** .298** .318** -.163* .010 

X-4 
   

1 .059 -.391** -.222** .446** -.327** 

X-5 
    

1 .209** .415** .069 -.137 

X-6 
     

1 .575** -.239** .162* 

X-7 
      

1 -.145 .203** 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.199** 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .144 .293** .117 .439** .412** -.078 .213** .186* -.238** 

Y-2 .145 .597** .347** .265** .382** .175* .275** .106 -.097 

          
Korea, Republic of   

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .518** .322** .243** .407** .093 .220** -.076 -.164* 

X-2 
 

1 .273** .313** .380** .122 .107 .037 -.130 

X-3 
  

1 .177* .309** .084 -.006 -.110 -.230** 

X-4 
   

1 .049 -.230** -.141 .132 -.390** 

X-5 
    

1 .455** .508** .012 -.125 

X-6 
     

1 .352** -.047 .145 

X-7 
      

1 -.018 .127 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.006 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .426** .418** .131 .168* .340** .014 .321** .013 -.110 

Y-2 .348** .463** .213** .067 .449** .301** .317** -.007 -.079 
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Latvia 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .201* .431** .000 .531** -.070 .166* -.068 -.077 

X-2 
 

1 .116 .324** .255** -.202* -.054 .032 -.181* 

X-3 
  

1 -.182* .248** .227** .250** -.028 .090 

X-4 
   

1 .046 -.516** -.384** .224** -.168* 

X-5 
    

1 -.179* .179* .053 -.100 

X-6 
     

1 .532** -.064 .092 

X-7 
      

1 -.036 -.073 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.213** 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .435** .338** .126 .240** .518** -.456** -.017 -.023 .018 

Y-2 -.007 .309** .142 -.025 -.001 .177* .118 -.068 -.053 

          
Lithuania 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .380** .661** -.198** .336** .142* .255** -.253** .131 

X-2 
 

1 .318** .034 .266** -.065 .038 -.104 .025 

X-3 
  

1 -.226** .135 .191** .226** -.166* .082 

X-4 
   

1 .034 -.347** -.182* .151* -.201** 

X-5 
    

1 .089 .471** -.051 -.029 

X-6 
     

1 .474** .026 .102 

X-7 
      

1 .021 .034 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.099 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .175* .216** .021 .220** .468** -.204** .183** -.032 -.096 

Y-2 .379** .211** .441** -.045 .305** .358** .355** -.137 .023 

          
Malta 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .373** .363** .467** .434** -.144 .345** .092 -.131 

X-2 
 

1 .026 .404** .177 -.185 .090 -.067 -.260 

X-3 
  

1 .388** .364** -.228 -.185 .157 .034 

X-4 
   

1 .748** -.760** -.129 -.022 -.312* 

X-5 
    

1 -.641** -.023 -.141 -.257 

X-6 
     

1 .240 .150 .247 

X-7 
      

1 .235 -.020 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .315* 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .401** .479** .176 .468** .422** -.369** .243 -.114 -.110 

Y-2 .202 .476** .023 -.116 -.336* .376** .015 .124 .145 

          
Mexico 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .529** .559** -.184** .355** .260** .210** -.144* -.089 

X-2 
 

1 .569** -.140* .261** .089 .091 -.136* -.135* 

X-3 
  

1 -.369** .058 .181** .100 -.288** .007 

X-4 
   

1 .244** -.520** -.319** .574** -.307** 

X-5 
    

1 .176** .384** .141* -.266** 

X-6 
     

1 .590** -.242** .153* 

X-7 
      

1 -.165* -.059 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.154* 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .152* .158* -.018 .365** .495** -.032 .221** .240** -.324** 

Y-2 .211** .280** .394** -.210** .101 .315** .178** -.185** .061 
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New Zealand   

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .500** .120 .518** .570** -.236** .295** .217** -.278** 

X-2 
 

1 .276** .363** .333** .033 .248** .211* -.138 

X-3 
  

1 -.113 .073 .248** .114 -.072 .093 

X-4 
   

1 .449** -.502** .340** .371** -.401** 

X-5 
    

1 -.195* .549** .161 -.179* 

X-6 
     

1 .042 -.102 .276** 

X-7 
      

1 .129 -.099 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.200* 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .614** .509** -.024 .588** .585** -.364** .470** .250** -.357** 

Y-2 .292** .446** .177* .067 .137 .077 .157 -.059 -.083 

          
Norway 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .460** .365** .334** .275** -.077 .053 .025 -.106 

X-2 
 

1 .151 .493** .522** .180* .262** .175* .020 

X-3 
  

1 .030 .024 -.039 -.075 .047 -.169 

X-4 
   

1 .331** -.184* .059 .215* -.143 

X-5 
    

1 .415** .607** -.024 -.073 

X-6 
     

1 .583** .034 .013 

X-7 
      

1 .094 .125 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .141 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .378** .585** -.008 .556** .480** .051 .278** .118 -.001 

Y-2 .273** .652** .140 .324** .370** .196* .188* .116 .049 

          
Paraguay 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .158 .146 .194* .330** .017 .082 .122 -.123 

X-2 
 

1 .375** -.048 .052 .102 .027 -.212** .061 

X-3 
  

1 -.533** -.397** .053 .278** -.363** .025 

X-4 
   

1 .531** -.226** -.391** .572** -.042 

X-5 
    

1 -.005 -.064 .304** -.015 

X-6 
     

1 .329** -.059 .021 

X-7 
      

1 -.242** -.123 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.014 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .176* .057 -.210* .404** .382** -.051 .011 .244** -.102 

Y-2 .171* .402** .144 -.076 .161 .224** .269** -.073 -.053 

          
Poland 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .440** .358** .250** .422** .092 .278** -.118 -.145 

X-2 
 

1 .112 .327** .355** .108 .222** .163* -.060 

X-3 
  

1 -.069 .158 .232** .206* -.252** -.189* 

X-4 
   

1 .249** -.258** -.208* .407** .080 

X-5 
    

1 .326** .508** .168* -.034 

X-6 
     

1 .565** -.140 -.068 

X-7 
      

1 -.138 -.107 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .329** 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .533** .476** .231** .298** .411** .083 .305** .058 -.167* 

Y-2 .532** .465** .289** .321** .339** .125 .169* .030 -.166* 



 240 

Russian Federation   

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .559** .639** .025 .591** .258** .505** -.092 -.135 

X-2 
 

1 .463** .286** .576** .020 .378** .132 -.190** 

X-3 
  

1 -.150* .378** .455** .501** -.130 -.116 

X-4 
   

1 .130 -.475** -.251** .344** -.172* 

X-5 
    

1 .008 .520** .114 -.135 

X-6 
     

1 .470** -.263** .017 

X-7 
      

1 -.182** -.039 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.103 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .431** .475** .287** .202** .413** .104 .390** .018 -.018 

Y-2 .437** .494** .447** .156* .409** .216** .384** .073 -.150* 

          
Slovak Republic   

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .378** .326** .192* .286** -.026 .136 -.060 -.083 

X-2 
 

1 .368** .088 .332** .092 .185* .061 .060 

X-3 
  

1 -.218* .182* .290** .288** -.200* .112 

X-4 
   

1 .118 -.621** -.395** .480** -.390** 

X-5 
    

1 .071 .358** .016 -.090 

X-6 
     

1 .526** -.320** .263** 

X-7 
      

1 -.347** .071 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.262** 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .317** .389** .210* .310** .365** -.190* .238** .135 -.170* 

Y-2 .324** .508** .419** .081 .308** .092 .217* .019 -.029 

          
Slovenia 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .372** .364** .114 .150 .086 .153 .001 -.022 

X-2 
 

1 .224** .086 .477** .200* .219** -.072 -.138 

X-3 
  

1 -.045 .087 .050 -.041 -.159* -.052 

X-4 
   

1 .070 -.060 -.039 .336** -.022 

X-5 
    

1 .139 .441** .071 -.046 

X-6 
     

1 .329** -.102 -.027 

X-7 
      

1 -.060 -.195* 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .149 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .275** .292** .129 .197* .209** -.002 .204** .036 -.037 

Y-2 .257** .210** .378** .044 -.010 .119 .038 .063 .053 

          
Spain 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .271** .331** .154 .424** .106 .144 -.044 -.158 

X-2 
 

1 .245** .434** .440** -.081 .224** .072 -.123 

X-3 
  

1 .119 .204* .201* .108 -.011 -.026 

X-4 
   

1 .247** -.488** .083 .077 -.262** 

X-5 
    

1 .082 .447** .045 -.120 

X-6 
     

1 .271** .095 .116 

X-7 
      

1 -.016 -.008 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .126 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .409** .350** .134 .342** .278** -.155 .206* -.124 -.330** 

Y-2 .193* .360** .198* -.015 .210* .090 .219** -.033 .012 
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Sweden 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .562** .363** .268** .500** .204** .264** .235** -.071 

X-2 
 

1 .401** .179* .438** .229** .249** .111 .126 

X-3 
  

1 .008 .169* .099 .038 -.029 .037 

X-4 
   

1 .262** -.251** .094 .235** -.340** 

X-5 
    

1 .343** .549** .130 -.074 

X-6 
     

1 .499** .055 .032 

X-7 
      

1 .074 -.088 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.088 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .258** .333** -.013 .485** .408** .069 .258** .266** -.100 

Y-2 .378** .485** .221** .247** .378** .166* .156* .102 .063 

          
Switzerland 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .257** .292** .203* .307** .086 .041 .017 .076 

X-2 
 

1 .545** .130 .435** -.110 .189* -.133 -.156 

X-3 
  

1 .026 .349** .042 .195* -.203* -.120 

X-4 
   

1 -.074 -.518** -.107 .271** -.103 

X-5 
    

1 .218** .463** -.171* -.136 

X-6 
     

1 .196* -.058 .197* 

X-7 
      

1 -.110 -.111 

X-8
a
 

       
1 .255** 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 .187* .142 -.010 .640** -.181* -.464** .005 .161* -.116 

Y-2 .216** .385** .295** .212** .052 -.025 .053 .082 -.040 

          
Thailand 

 

X-1 X-2 X-3 X-4 X-5 X-6 X-7 X-8 X-9 

X-1 1 .305** .610** -.126 .122 .121 .141 -.244** .006 

X-2 
 

1 .214** .346** .562** .038 -.025 .182* -.020 

X-3 
  

1 -.378** -.049 .248** .217** -.154 .086 

X-4 
   

1 .310** -.240** -.263** .554** -.186* 

X-5 
    

1 .128 .152 .138 -.173* 

X-6 
     

1 .490** -.076 -.045 

X-7 
      

1 -.081 .043 

X-8
a
 

       
1 -.049 

X-9
a
 

        
1 

Y-1 -.012 .444** -.220** .479** .700** -.065 .060 .302** -.150 

Y-2 .202* .070 .437** -.312** -.179* .226** .240** -.135 .120 

Note. X-1: School mean of civic participation at school, X-2: School mean of discussion of political and social 

issues outside of school, X-3: School mean of civic participation outside of school, X-4: Average school SES, X-5: 

Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions, X-6: Collective perceptions of students' influence on 

decisions about school, X-7: Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships, X-8: Availability of resources 

in the local community, X-9: Social tension in the community, Y-1: School mean of expected electoral participation, 

Y-2: School mean of expected informal political participation.  
a
 Missing values were imputed with the national mean of the country. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Appendix E: Intraclass Correlation for Adolescents’ Expected Electoral Participation  

 

 Country Between-school 

variance 

component (τ) 

Within-school variance 

component (σ2) 

Intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC) × 100
a
 

 Austria  7.30*** 84.00 8.00 

 Belgium (Flemish)   6.33*** 78.51 7.46 

 Bulgaria   6.37*** 99.89 6.00 

 Chile   8.67*** 144.38 5.66 

 Chinese Taipei   4.43*** 91.72 4.61 

 Colombia   2.88*** 73.74 3.76 

 Cyprus   1.61** 117.91 1.35 

 Czech Republic   10.79*** 104.73 9.34 

 Denmark   4.16*** 76.20 5.17 

 Dominican Republic   1.06*** 90.90 1.15 

 England   13.90*** 89.32 13.47 

 Estonia   4.49*** 72.07 5.87 

 Finland   4.16*** 72.80 5.41 

 Greece   5.16*** 106.46 4.62 

 Guatemala   0.69*** 65.66 1.04 

 Indonesia   2.87*** 62.36 4.40 

 Ireland   7.72*** 88.83 7.99 

 Italy   3.26*** 77.22 4.06 

 Korea, Republic of   1.56*** 77.14 1.98 

 Latvia   6.89*** 85.05 7.50 

 Lithuania   3.66*** 80.61 4.35 

 Malta   5.26*** 77.57 6.35 

 Mexico   3.31*** 81.22 3.91 

 New Zealand   10.22*** 81.59 11.13 

 Norway   5.39*** 99.99 5.11 

 Paraguay   3.72*** 77.45 4.58 

 Poland   6.08*** 89.32 6.37 

 Russian Federation   4.89*** 81.81 5.64 

 Slovak Republic   5.31*** 92.37 5.44 

 Slovenia   3.43*** 105.10 3.16 

 Spain   7.03*** 88.95 7.32 

 Sweden   8.45*** 79.57 9.60 

 Switzerland   11.26*** 79.16 12.45 

 Thailand   4.89*** 74.36 6.17 
Note. All values were rounded off to the second decimal point. 
a
 The proportion (%) of the difference in expected electoral participation among adolescents that can be explained by 

school differences.  

** p < .01, *** p < .001  
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Appendix F: HLM Results − Expected Electoral Participation 

 

Austria 

FIXED EFFECTS 

 Intercept 48.990*** 

Z-1. School mean of civic participation at school 0.049 

Z-2. School mean of discussion of political and social issues outside of school  0.029 

Z-3. School mean of civic participation outside of school  0.192** 

Z-4. Average school SES 0.060 

Z-5. Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions 0.041 

Z-6. Collective perceptions of students' influence on decisions about school -0.101 

Z-7. Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships -0.009 

Z-8. Availability of resources in the local community  -0.117*** 

Z-9. Social tension in the community -0.011 

X-1. Gender (Female) -0.719* 

X-2. Immigrant background -2.828*** 

X-3. Civic knowledge 0.168*** 

X-4. Civic participation at school  0.020 

X-5. Discussion of political and social issues outside of school 0.006 

X-6. Participation in organized activities outside of school  0.052* 

X-7. Family SES 0.334† 

X-8. Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues  2.871*** 

X-9. Parents: Very interested in social and political issues 4.028*** 

X-10. Openness in classroom discussions  0.020 

X-11. Students' influence on decisions about school -0.009 

X-12. Student-teacher relationships 0.033 

X-13. Political interest  0.161*** 

X-14. Internal political efficacy 0.153*** 

X-15. Collective school efficacy 0.133*** 

  RANDOM EFFECTS 

 u0. Between-school (Intercept)  0.315* 

    u1. Gender (Female) slope ─ 

    u7. Family SES slope ─ 

r. Within-school variance component 59.225 
†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Belgium (Flemish) 

 

Bulgaria 

 

Chile 

 

Chinese Taipei 

Intercept 44.933*** 

 

Intercept 45.885*** 

 

Intercept 49.894*** 

 

Intercept 50.365*** 

Z-1 0.054 

 

Z-1 -0.031 

 

Z-1 0.134 

 

Z-1 0.064 

Z-2 0.127* 

 

Z-2 0.176† 

 

Z-2 0.368** 

 

Z-2 0.052 

Z-3 0.159* 

 

Z-3 -0.076 

 

Z-3 0.129 

 

Z-3 0.124 

Z-4 0.352 

 

Z-4 -0.465 

 

Z-4 -0.066 

 

Z-4 -0.889* 

Z-5 0.015 

 

Z-5 0.023 

 

Z-5 -0.167† 

 

Z-5 0.003 

Z-6 0.036 

 

Z-6 -0.130* 

 

Z-6 -0.176† 

 

Z-6 -0.189* 

Z-7 0.077 

 

Z-7 0.165* 

 

Z-7 0.211* 

 

Z-7 0.088 

Z-8 -0.015 

 

Z-8 -0.061† 

 

Z-8 -0.006 

 

Z-8 -0.005 

Z-9 0.003 

 

Z-9 -0.057† 

 

Z-9 0.024 

 

Z-9 -0.044* 

X-1 -0.543† 

 

X-1 -0.199 

 

X-1 -0.308 

 

X-1 0.282 

X-2 -1.546* 

 

X-2 1.290 

 

X-2 -1.874 

 

X-2 -3.440 

X-3 0.159*** 

 

X-3 0.168*** 

 

X-3 0.070** 

 

X-3 0.205*** 

X-4 0.064** 

 

X-4 0.045 

 

X-4 0.123*** 

 

X-4 0.095*** 

X-5 -0.008 

 

X-5 -0.009 

 

X-5 0.040 

 

X-5 -0.006 

X-6 0.063** 

 

X-6 0.004 

 

X-6 -0.049† 

 

X-6 0.006 

X-7 0.254 

 

X-7 -0.181 

 

X-7 -0.059 

 

X-7 0.048 

X-8 1.568** 

 

X-8 2.368*** 

 

X-8 0.386 

 

X-8 1.087** 

X-9 2.626*** 

 

X-9 4.494*** 

 

X-9 1.020† 

 

X-9 2.048*** 

X-10 0.018 

 

X-10 0.013 

 

X-10 0.010 

 

X-10 0.024 

X-11 -0.020 

 

X-11 -0.009 

 

X-11 0.005 

 

X-11 0.039† 

X-12 0.091*** 

 

X-12 0.031 

 

X-12 0.085** 

 

X-12 0.052** 

X-13 0.172*** 

 

X-13 0.152*** 

 

X-13 0.245*** 

 

X-13 0.190*** 

X-14 0.158*** 

 

X-14 0.175*** 

 

X-14 0.241*** 

 

X-14 0.144*** 

X-15 0.086*** 

 

X-15 0.105*** 

 

X-15 0.108*** 

 

X-15 0.121*** 

u0 0.018 

 

u0 6.833*** 

 

u0 1.190** 

 

u0 2.229*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 4.369*** 

 

    u1 1.117* 

 

    u1 1.310* 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.360* 

 

    u7 1.045*** 

r 59.484 

 

r 80.005 

 

r 113.744 

 

r 64.932 

           Colombia 

 

Cyprus 

 

Czech Republic 

 

Denmark 

Intercept 53.748*** 

 

Intercept 47.549*** 

 

Intercept 42.225*** 

 

Intercept 46.800*** 

Z-1 0.182** 

 

Z-1 -0.028 

 

Z-1 0.104* 

 

Z-1 -0.051 

Z-2 0.042 

 

Z-2 0.194 

 

Z-2 0.005 

 

Z-2 0.084 

Z-3 0.033 

 

Z-3 -0.020 

 

Z-3 0.113† 

 

Z-3 0.001 

Z-4 -0.059 

 

Z-4 0.051 

 

Z-4 1.308** 

 

Z-4 0.165 

Z-5 -0.051 

 

Z-5 -0.184* 

 

Z-5 0.058 

 

Z-5 0.079† 

Z-6 -0.047 

 

Z-6 -0.046 

 

Z-6 -0.096 

 

Z-6 -0.094 

Z-7 0.054 

 

Z-7 0.220 

 

Z-7 0.020 

 

Z-7 0.083† 

Z-8 0.017 

 

Z-8 0.025 

 

Z-8 0.016 

 

Z-8 0.032† 

Z-9 -0.042* 

 

Z-9 0.019 

 

Z-9 -0.031† 

 

Z-9 -0.006 

X-1 -0.864** 

 

X-1 -0.255 

 

X-1 -0.960*** 

 

X-1 1.160*** 

X-2 -3.079 

 

X-2 -2.163*** 

 

X-2 -2.979*** 

 

X-2 -1.007* 

X-3 0.145*** 

 

X-3 0.220*** 

 

X-3 0.219*** 

 

X-3 0.130*** 

X-4 0.019 

 

X-4 0.079*** 

 

X-4 0.061*** 

 

X-4 0.070*** 

X-5 -0.006 

 

X-5 -0.005 

 

X-5 0.027 

 

X-5 0.030 

X-6 -0.009 

 

X-6 0.003 

 

X-6 0.015 

 

X-6 0.014 

X-7 0.218 

 

X-7 0.263 

 

X-7 0.440** 

 

X-7 0.225 

X-8 0.984** 

 

X-8 1.751*** 

 

X-8 3.003*** 

 

X-8 2.226*** 

X-9 0.761† 

 

X-9 2.395*** 

 

X-9 5.221*** 

 

X-9 2.574*** 

X-10 0.040† 

 

X-10 0.024 

 

X-10 0.023 

 

X-10 0.019 

X-11 0.025 

 

X-11 0.005 

 

X-11 -0.074*** 

 

X-11 -0.028 

X-12 0.055** 

 

X-12 0.106*** 

 

X-12 0.057** 

 

X-12 0.105*** 

X-13 0.102*** 

 

X-13 0.130*** 

 

X-13 0.192*** 

 

X-13 0.133*** 

X-14 0.206*** 

 

X-14 0.202*** 

 

X-14 0.183*** 

 

X-14 0.173*** 

X-15 0.181*** 

 

X-15 0.094*** 

 

X-15 0.106*** 

 

X-15 0.123*** 

u0 0.769*** 

 

u0 0.296* 

 

u0 0.435** 

 

u0 0.700*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 57.742 

 

r 84.215 

 

r 72.328 

 

r 49.141 
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Dominican Republic 

 

England 

 

Estonia 

 

Finland 

Intercept 52.614*** 

 

Intercept 45.962*** 

 

Intercept 45.646*** 

 

Intercept 46.980*** 

Z-1 0.023 

 

Z-1 0.059 

 

Z-1 0.085 

 

Z-1 0.069 

Z-2 0.072 

 

Z-2 0.140 

 

Z-2 -0.077 

 

Z-2 0.133† 

Z-3 -0.082 

 

Z-3 -0.048 

 

Z-3 0.064 

 

Z-3 -0.108 

Z-4 -0.318 

 

Z-4 0.027 

 

Z-4 1.063† 

 

Z-4 1.314** 

Z-5 -0.052 

 

Z-5 0.044 

 

Z-5 -0.065 

 

Z-5 0.060 

Z-6 0.124 

 

Z-6 -0.086 

 

Z-6 -0.110 

 

Z-6 0.035 

Z-7 -0.014 

 

Z-7 0.173* 

 

Z-7 0.116 

 

Z-7 0.124† 

Z-8 0.001 

 

Z-8 0.049 

 

Z-8 0.004 

 

Z-8 -0.023 

Z-9 -0.039 

 

Z-9 -0.025 

 

Z-9 0.042 

 

Z-9 -0.006 

X-1 -1.249** 

 

X-1 -1.210*** 

 

X-1 -0.140 

 

X-1 0.568† 

X-2 -0.761 

 

X-2 -0.123 

 

X-2 0.217 

 

X-2 -1.466 

X-3 0.093*** 

 

X-3 0.195*** 

 

X-3 0.151*** 

 

X-3 0.105*** 

X-4 0.046† 

 

X-4 0.073** 

 

X-4 0.038 

 

X-4 0.068* 

X-5 -0.054* 

 

X-5 0.007 

 

X-5 -0.058* 

 

X-5 0.033† 

X-6 -0.017 

 

X-6 0.017 

 

X-6 0.083*** 

 

X-6 -0.023 

X-7 -0.469* 

 

X-7 0.514** 

 

X-7 0.087 

 

X-7 0.585*** 

X-8 1.590† 

 

X-8 2.838*** 

 

X-8 0.964** 

 

X-8 2.485*** 

X-9 1.861*** 

 

X-9 3.523*** 

 

X-9 3.067*** 

 

X-9 3.479*** 

X-10 0.080** 

 

X-10 0.052* 

 

X-10 0.051* 

 

X-10 0.025 

X-11 -0.039 

 

X-11 -0.020 

 

X-11 -0.039 

 

X-11 0.019 

X-12 0.095*** 

 

X-12 0.057* 

 

X-12 0.038 

 

X-12 0.044† 

X-13 0.195*** 

 

X-13 0.186*** 

 

X-13 0.189*** 

 

X-13 0.190*** 

X-14 0.161*** 

 

X-14 0.136*** 

 

X-14 0.188*** 

 

X-14 0.090*** 

X-15 0.157*** 

 

X-15 0.101*** 

 

X-15 0.089*** 

 

X-15 0.131*** 

u0 2.677*** 

 

u0 1.031*** 

 

u0 3.268*** 

 

u0 0.643** 

    u1 2.440* 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 4.022*** 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.811** 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 70.148 

 

r 59.933 

 

r 54.299 

 

r 50.223 

           Greece 

 

Guatemala 

 

Indonesia 

 

Ireland 

Intercept 49.445*** 

 

Intercept 54.845*** 

 

Intercept 52.740*** 

 

Intercept 50.140*** 

Z-1 -0.021 

 

Z-1 0.158† 

 

Z-1 0.043 

 

Z-1 -0.069 

Z-2 -0.198 

 

Z-2 0.157† 

 

Z-2 0.101† 

 

Z-2 -0.016 

Z-3 0.009 

 

Z-3 -0.088 

 

Z-3 -0.118* 

 

Z-3 -0.007 

Z-4 0.688 

 

Z-4 -0.388 

 

Z-4 0.311 

 

Z-4 0.708 

Z-5 0.059 

 

Z-5 0.052 

 

Z-5 0.191*** 

 

Z-5 0.108 

Z-6 -0.272** 

 

Z-6 -0.063 

 

Z-6 -0.059 

 

Z-6 -0.099 

Z-7 0.175† 

 

Z-7 0.071 

 

Z-7 0.135† 

 

Z-7 0.065 

Z-8 0.004 

 

Z-8 0.013 

 

Z-8 -0.031 

 

Z-8 0.005 

Z-9 0.039 

 

Z-9 0.006 

 

Z-9 0.031† 

 

Z-9 -0.008 

X-1 -0.392 

 

X-1 -0.127 

 

X-1 -0.617* 

 

X-1 0.473 

X-2 -2.532*** 

 

X-2 -3.234** 

 

X-2 0.023 

 

X-2 -2.322*** 

X-3 0.200*** 

 

X-3 0.161*** 

 

X-3 0.130*** 

 

X-3 0.155*** 

X-4 0.044† 

 

X-4 0.097** 

 

X-4 0.025 

 

X-4 0.068* 

X-5 0.029 

 

X-5 -0.025 

 

X-5 -0.016 

 

X-5 -0.011 

X-6 0.002 

 

X-6 -0.016 

 

X-6 0.019 

 

X-6 -0.001 

X-7 -0.115 

 

X-7 -0.274 

 

X-7 0.342† 

 

X-7 0.200 

X-8 1.632** 

 

X-8 1.059** 

 

X-8 0.591 

 

X-8 2.621*** 

X-9 1.470† 

 

X-9 1.214*** 

 

X-9 0.574 

 

X-9 3.013*** 

X-10 0.104*** 

 

X-10 0.064** 

 

X-10 0.113*** 

 

X-10 0.030 

X-11 -0.038 

 

X-11 -0.048† 

 

X-11 0.006 

 

X-11 -0.041† 

X-12 0.070*** 

 

X-12 0.029 

 

X-12 0.074*** 

 

X-12 0.054* 

X-13 0.158*** 

 

X-13 0.132*** 

 

X-13 0.058* 

 

X-13 0.212*** 

X-14 0.183*** 

 

X-14 0.157*** 

 

X-14 0.136*** 

 

X-14 0.142*** 

X-15 0.076** 

 

X-15 0.088*** 

 

X-15 0.150*** 

 

X-15 0.109*** 

u0 2.400*** 

 

u0 0.031† 

 

u0 0.135* 

 

u0 0.939* 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 6.444*** 

    u7 0.739*** 

 

    u7 0.749*** 

 

    u7 0.130* 

 

    u7 1.162* 

r 80.609 

 

r 53.911 

 

r 53.717 

 

r 61.499 
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Italy 

 

Korea, Republic of 

 

Latvia 

 

Lithuania 

Intercept 52.394*** 

 

Intercept 47.173*** 

 

Intercept 49.648*** 

 

Intercept 49.592*** 

Z-1 0.002 

 

Z-1 0.009 

 

Z-1 0.027 

 

Z-1 0.028 

Z-2 -0.085† 

 

Z-2 0.116 

 

Z-2 0.095 

 

Z-2 0.000 

Z-3 0.059 

 

Z-3 -0.067 

 

Z-3 0.107 

 

Z-3 -0.033 

Z-4 0.450 

 

Z-4 -0.760* 

 

Z-4 -1.055* 

 

Z-4 0.800† 

Z-5 0.133* 

 

Z-5 0.143** 

 

Z-5 0.137† 

 

Z-5 0.238** 

Z-6 -0.068 

 

Z-6 -0.157* 

 

Z-6 -0.356*** 

 

Z-6 0.012 

Z-7 0.150** 

 

Z-7 0.082 

 

Z-7 -0.072 

 

Z-7 -0.036 

Z-8 0.008 

 

Z-8 0.010 

 

Z-8 -0.033 

 

Z-8 0.005 

Z-9 0.017 

 

Z-9 -0.006 

 

Z-9 0.064† 

 

Z-9 0.019 

X-1 0.066 

 

X-1 0.261 

 

X-1 0.498 

 

X-1 0.486 

X-2 -3.680*** 

 

X-2 1.071 

 

X-2 -3.002** 

 

X-2 -1.301 

X-3 0.226*** 

 

X-3 0.158*** 

 

X-3 0.106*** 

 

X-3 0.155*** 

X-4 0.059* 

 

X-4 0.025† 

 

X-4 0.011 

 

X-4 0.033 

X-5 -0.006 

 

X-5 -0.019 

 

X-5 0.034 

 

X-5 0.038 

X-6 -0.024 

 

X-6 0.015 

 

X-6 -0.050† 

 

X-6 -0.036 

X-7 0.311 

 

X-7 0.323* 

 

X-7 0.419 

 

X-7 0.288 

X-8 2.209*** 

 

X-8 1.142* 

 

X-8 0.574 

 

X-8 2.291** 

X-9 2.787*** 

 

X-9 2.224** 

 

X-9 1.319 

 

X-9 2.750** 

X-10 0.044† 

 

X-10 0.004 

 

X-10 0.033 

 

X-10 0.026 

X-11 -0.058* 

 

X-11 -0.028* 

 

X-11 -0.082** 

 

X-11 0.004 

X-12 0.110*** 

 

X-12 0.102*** 

 

X-12 0.085* 

 

X-12 0.138*** 

X-13 0.074* 

 

X-13 0.195*** 

 

X-13 0.217*** 

 

X-13 0.171*** 

X-14 0.158*** 

 

X-14 0.148*** 

 

X-14 0.176*** 

 

X-14 0.162*** 

X-15 0.101*** 

 

X-15 0.117*** 

 

X-15 0.188*** 

 

X-15 0.076** 

u0 0.075 

 

u0 0.470*** 

 

u0 2.299*** 

 

u0 2.250*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 2.249*** 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 1.198** 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 57.485 

 

r 53.852 

 

r 65.124 

 

r 62.724 

           Malta 

 

Mexico 

 

New Zealand 

 

Norway 

Intercept 48.088*** 

 

Intercept 52.746*** 

 

Intercept 47.180*** 

 

Intercept 49.696*** 

Z-1 -0.059 

 

Z-1 0.001 

 

Z-1 0.083 

 

Z-1 -0.070 

Z-2 0.184 

 

Z-2 0.119 

 

Z-2 0.046 

 

Z-2 0.218* 

Z-3 0.204* 

 

Z-3 -0.020 

 

Z-3 -0.042 

 

Z-3 0.044 

Z-4 -0.675 

 

Z-4 0.161 

 

Z-4 0.178 

 

Z-4 0.916 

Z-5 0.044 

 

Z-5 0.037 

 

Z-5 0.017 

 

Z-5 0.106 

Z-6 -0.115 

 

Z-6 0.071 

 

Z-6 -0.153* 

 

Z-6 -0.006 

Z-7 0.179† 

 

Z-7 0.132† 

 

Z-7 0.159* 

 

Z-7 0.040 

Z-8 -0.068* 

 

Z-8 0.025 

 

Z-8 0.020 

 

Z-8 -0.016 

Z-9 0.016 

 

Z-9 -0.043* 

 

Z-9 -0.037 

 

Z-9 -0.019 

X-1 -0.748 

 

X-1 -0.308 

 

X-1 0.604* 

 

X-1 0.704 

X-2 -2.457† 

 

X-2 -1.611 

 

X-2 -0.149 

 

X-2 -3.119*** 

X-3 0.152*** 

 

X-3 0.218*** 

 

X-3 0.187*** 

 

X-3 0.221*** 

X-4 0.066** 

 

X-4 0.056* 

 

X-4 0.069*** 

 

X-4 0.146*** 

X-5 -0.008 

 

X-5 -0.006 

 

X-5 0.016 

 

X-5 0.037 

X-6 0.020 

 

X-6 0.002 

 

X-6 -0.005 

 

X-6 -0.005 

X-7 0.079 

 

X-7 -0.084 

 

X-7 0.354* 

 

X-7 0.365 

X-8 2.236*** 

 

X-8 1.123** 

 

X-8 1.665*** 

 

X-8 3.121*** 

X-9 3.473*** 

 

X-9 1.022* 

 

X-9 2.779*** 

 

X-9 3.949*** 

X-10 0.023 

 

X-10 0.064** 

 

X-10 0.034* 

 

X-10 0.053† 

X-11 -0.044* 

 

X-11 0.002 

 

X-11 -0.037* 

 

X-11 -0.080* 

X-12 0.051** 

 

X-12 0.071*** 

 

X-12 0.074*** 

 

X-12 0.062* 

X-13 0.138*** 

 

X-13 0.119*** 

 

X-13 0.108*** 

 

X-13 0.069** 

X-14 0.171*** 

 

X-14 0.168*** 

 

X-14 0.211*** 

 

X-14 0.111*** 

X-15 0.141*** 

 

X-15 0.125*** 

 

X-15 0.124*** 

 

X-15 0.105*** 

u0 0.806*** 

 

u0 0.543*** 

 

u0 0.964*** 

 

u0 2.964*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 1.742* 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.191* 

 

    u7 1.362** 

r 56.975 

 

r 64.031 

 

r 55.125 

 

r 67.890 
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Paraguay 

 

Poland 

 

Russian Federation 

 

Slovak Republic 

Intercept 52.200*** 

 

Intercept 46.341*** 

 

Intercept 50.455*** 

 

Intercept 46.834*** 

Z-1 0.088 

 

Z-1 0.266** 

 

Z-1 0.107† 

 

Z-1 0.070 

Z-2 0.042 

 

Z-2 0.010 

 

Z-2 0.100 

 

Z-2 0.008 

Z-3 -0.005 

 

Z-3 0.019 

 

Z-3 -0.134* 

 

Z-3 0.024 

Z-4 0.153 

 

Z-4 -0.701 

 

Z-4 0.827† 

 

Z-4 -0.295 

Z-5 0.146† 

 

Z-5 0.040 

 

Z-5 -0.056 

 

Z-5 -0.053 

Z-6 0.017 

 

Z-6 -0.082 

 

Z-6 0.086 

 

Z-6 -0.131† 

Z-7 0.047 

 

Z-7 0.102 

 

Z-7 0.055 

 

Z-7 0.096 

Z-8 0.034 

 

Z-8 0.023 

 

Z-8 -0.057* 

 

Z-8 0.018 

Z-9 0.057 

 

Z-9 -0.021 

 

Z-9 0.039 

 

Z-9 -0.021 

X-1 -0.681 

 

X-1 0.444 

 

X-1 0.329 

 

X-1 -0.482 

X-2 -0.964 

 

X-2 -2.966† 

 

X-2 0.321 

 

X-2 0.517 

X-3 0.191*** 

 

X-3 0.136*** 

 

X-3 0.111*** 

 

X-3 0.176*** 

X-4 0.080** 

 

X-4 0.165*** 

 

X-4 0.085** 

 

X-4 0.093*** 

X-5 0.023 

 

X-5 0.051† 

 

X-5 -0.003 

 

X-5 -0.017 

X-6 -0.004 

 

X-6 -0.009 

 

X-6 -0.013 

 

X-6 0.020 

X-7 0.161 

 

X-7 0.130 

 

X-7 -0.076 

 

X-7 0.523* 

X-8 1.386** 

 

X-8 1.626** 

 

X-8 0.638 

 

X-8 2.208*** 

X-9 1.728*** 

 

X-9 2.990*** 

 

X-9 1.078† 

 

X-9 3.060*** 

X-10 -0.023 

 

X-10 0.060** 

 

X-10 0.025 

 

X-10 0.055* 

X-11 0.010 

 

X-11 0.011 

 

X-11 -0.070*** 

 

X-11 -0.031 

X-12 0.007 

 

X-12 -0.014 

 

X-12 0.053† 

 

X-12 0.076** 

X-13 0.149*** 

 

X-13 0.119*** 

 

X-13 0.263*** 

 

X-13 0.188*** 

X-14 0.129*** 

 

X-14 0.139*** 

 

X-14 0.094** 

 

X-14 0.179*** 

X-15 0.133*** 

 

X-15 0.089*** 

 

X-15 0.117*** 

 

X-15 0.153*** 

u0 3.821*** 

 

u0 2.064*** 

 

u0 4.018*** 

 

u0 1.782*** 

    u1 5.284*** 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 3.772*** 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 0.847*** 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.179** 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 61.659 

 

r 70.710 

 

r 66.451 

 

r 67.128 

           Slovenia 

 

Spain 

 

Sweden 

 

Switzerland 

Intercept 47.425*** 

 

Intercept 50.580*** 

 

Intercept 47.839*** 

 

Intercept 46.379*** 

Z-1 0.017 

 

Z-1 0.223** 

 

Z-1 -0.111 

 

Z-1 0.118* 

Z-2 0.065 

 

Z-2 0.055 

 

Z-2 0.102 

 

Z-2 0.032 

Z-3 0.045 

 

Z-3 0.072 

 

Z-3 -0.170 

 

Z-3 -0.107 

Z-4 0.647 

 

Z-4 -0.217 

 

Z-4 0.688 

 

Z-4 2.012*** 

Z-5 -0.014 

 

Z-5 -0.053 

 

Z-5 0.044 

 

Z-5 -0.284*** 

Z-6 -0.002 

 

Z-6 -0.082 

 

Z-6 -0.112 

 

Z-6 -0.169* 

Z-7 0.006 

 

Z-7 0.092 

 

Z-7 0.066 

 

Z-7 0.290*** 

Z-8 -0.008 

 

Z-8 -0.028 

 

Z-8 0.047 

 

Z-8 -0.026 

Z-9 0.024 

 

Z-9 -0.047* 

 

Z-9 -0.003 

 

Z-9 0.025 

X-1 0.263 

 

X-1 -0.314 

 

X-1 1.175** 

 

X-1 -0.588 

X-2 -0.280 

 

X-2 -1.347† 

 

X-2 -1.481** 

 

X-2 -2.282*** 

X-3 0.166*** 

 

X-3 0.143*** 

 

X-3 0.136*** 

 

X-3 0.143*** 

X-4 0.046† 

 

X-4 0.057* 

 

X-4 0.037† 

 

X-4 0.018 

X-5 0.065** 

 

X-5 -0.014 

 

X-5 0.043† 

 

X-5 -0.002 

X-6 -0.036 

 

X-6 0.046 

 

X-6 -0.029 

 

X-6 0.050* 

X-7 0.637* 

 

X-7 0.381† 

 

X-7 0.278 

 

X-7 0.639* 

X-8 2.772*** 

 

X-8 1.311** 

 

X-8 1.865*** 

 

X-8 2.392*** 

X-9 4.125*** 

 

X-9 1.696** 

 

X-9 2.522*** 

 

X-9 3.909*** 

X-10 0.034 

 

X-10 -0.013 

 

X-10 0.035 

 

X-10 0.009 

X-11 -0.063** 

 

X-11 -0.059** 

 

X-11 -0.024 

 

X-11 -0.043* 

X-12 0.060** 

 

X-12 0.080*** 

 

X-12 0.041† 

 

X-12 0.117*** 

X-13 0.045† 

 

X-13 0.122*** 

 

X-13 0.112*** 

 

X-13 0.146*** 

X-14 0.178*** 

 

X-14 0.202*** 

 

X-14 0.168*** 

 

X-14 0.199*** 

X-15 0.141*** 

 

X-15 0.106*** 

 

X-15 0.114*** 

 

X-15 0.105*** 

u0 2.625*** 

 

u0 1.023** 

 

u0 2.721*** 

 

u0 4.386*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 1.485* 

    u7 0.880* 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.706* 

 

    u7 0.923** 

r 77.279 

 

r 71.698 

 

r 55.637 

 

r 55.296 
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Thailand 

FIXED EFFECTS 

 Intercept 53.810*** 

Z-1. School mean of civic participation at school -0.049 

Z-2. School mean of discussion of political and social issues outside of school  -0.063 

Z-3. School mean of civic participation outside of school  -0.011 

Z-4. Average school SES 0.078 

Z-5. Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions 0.407*** 

Z-6. Collective perceptions of students' influence on decisions about school -0.118 

Z-7. Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships 0.034 

Z-8. Availability of resources in the local community  0.021 

Z-9. Social tension in the community 0.077† 

X-1. Gender (Female) -1.711** 

X-2. Immigrant background -3.709*** 

X-3. Civic knowledge 0.230*** 

X-4. Civic participation at school  0.054* 

X-5. Discussion of political and social issues outside of school -0.013 

X-6. Participation in organized activities outside of school  0.011 

X-7. Family SES 0.180 

X-8. Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues  1.505* 

X-9. Parents: Very interested in social and political issues 1.791* 

X-10. Openness in classroom discussions  0.109*** 

X-11. Students' influence on decisions about school -0.019 

X-12. Student-teacher relationships 0.049 

X-13. Political interest  0.160*** 

X-14. Internal political efficacy 0.004 

X-15. Collective school efficacy 0.135*** 

  RANDOM EFFECTS 

 u0. Between-school (Intercept)  0.315* 

    u1. Gender (Female) slope ─ 

    u7. Family SES slope ─ 

r. Within-school variance component 59.225 
†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Appendix G: Intraclass Correlation for Adolescents’ Expected Informal Participation  

 

 Country Between-school 

variance 

component (τ) 

Within-school variance 

component (σ2) 

Intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC) × 100
a
 

 Austria  2.07
***

  102.65  1.98 

 Belgium (Flemish)   3.01
***

  78.99  3.67 

 Bulgaria   2.05
***

 88.34  2.27 

 Chile   3.19
***

  127.53  2.44 

 Chinese Taipei   3.21
***

  92.60  3.35 

 Colombia   4.96
***

  92.57  5.09 

 Cyprus   1.92
**

  132.20  1.43 

 Czech Republic   2.51
***

  88.28  2.77 

 Denmark   2.53
***

  76.50  3.20 

 Dominican Republic   2.63
***

  114.01  2.25 

 England   3.40
***

  84.71  3.86 

 Estonia   4.63
***

  62.10  6.94 

 Finland   2.32
***

  69.00  3.25 

 Greece   2.27
***

  91.11  2.43 

 Guatemala   5.25
***

  89.91  5.51 

 Indonesia   2.82
***

  63.68  4.23 

 Ireland   3.53
***

  92.22  3.69 

 Italy   6.63
***

  81.29  7.54 

 Korea, Republic of   1.16
***

  80.98  1.41 

 Latvia   2.26
***

  76.06  2.88 

 Lithuania   3.29
***

  69.83  4.50 

 Malta   6.32
***

  100.78  5.90 

 Mexico   2.88
***

  105.02  2.67 

 New Zealand   1.95
***

  86.15  2.21 

 Norway   2.40
***

  88.70  2.63 

 Paraguay   2.95
***

  97.20  2.94 

 Poland   1.64
***

  79.99  2.01 

 Russian Federation   3.21
***

  86.06  3.60 

 Slovak Republic   1.63
***

  77.91  2.04 

 Slovenia   2.35
***

  81.70  2.79 

 Spain   1.79
**

 98.53  1.79 

 Sweden   2.85
***

  72.82  3.77 

 Switzerland   1.07
**

 79.84  1.32 

 Thailand   1.24
***

  61.12  1.98 
Note. All values were rounded off to the second decimal point. 
a
 The proportion (%) of the difference in expected informal participation among adolescents that can be explained by 

school differences.  

** p < .01, *** p < .001  
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Appendix H: HLM Results − Expected Informal Participation 

 

Austria 

FIXED EFFECTS 

 Intercept 47.350*** 

Z-1. School mean of civic participation at school -0.125 

Z-2. School mean of discussion of political and social issues outside of school  -0.055 

Z-3. School mean of civic participation outside of school  0.033 

Z-4. Average school SES 0.517 

Z-5. Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions 0.114† 

Z-6. Collective perceptions of students' influence on decisions about school 0.218* 

Z-7. Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships -0.047 

Z-8. Availability of resources in the local community  0.028 

Z-9. Social tension in the community -0.017 

X-1. Gender (Female) 0.267 

X-2. Immigrant background 0.279 

X-3. Civic knowledge -0.091*** 

X-4. Civic participation at school  0.016 

X-5. Discussion of political and social issues outside of school 0.079** 

X-6. Participation in organized activities outside of school  0.103*** 

X-7. Family SES 0.340 

X-8. Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues  0.855 

X-9. Parents: Very interested in social and political issues 0.363 

X-10. Openness in classroom discussions  0.045† 

X-11. Students' influence on decisions about school 0.079* 

X-12. Student-teacher relationships -0.004 

X-13. Political interest  0.202*** 

X-14. Internal political efficacy 0.243*** 

X-15. Collective school efficacy 0.049* 

  RANDOM EFFECTS 

 u0. Between-school (Intercept)  1.374** 

    u1. Gender (Female) slope 3.412** 

    u7. Family SES slope ─ 

r. Within-school variance component 75.630 
†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Belgium (Flemish) 

 

Bulgaria 

 

Chile 

 

Chinese Taipei 

Intercept 45.564*** 

 

Intercept 50.865*** 

 

Intercept 49.749*** 

 

Intercept 49.512*** 

Z-1 -0.026 

 

Z-1 -0.045 

 

Z-1 0.044 

 

Z-1 -0.020 

Z-2 0.145* 

 

Z-2 -0.044 

 

Z-2 0.037 

 

Z-2 0.103 

Z-3 0.195* 

 

Z-3 0.060 

 

Z-3 0.123† 

 

Z-3 0.234* 

Z-4 0.851* 

 

Z-4 -0.235 

 

Z-4 0.020 

 

Z-4 -0.531 

Z-5 0.057 

 

Z-5 0.069 

 

Z-5 -0.031 

 

Z-5 0.091 

Z-6 0.056 

 

Z-6 0.071 

 

Z-6 -0.060 

 

Z-6 -0.065 

Z-7 -0.047 

 

Z-7 0.078 

 

Z-7 0.087 

 

Z-7 0.063 

Z-8 -0.054** 

 

Z-8 0.068* 

 

Z-8 -0.018 

 

Z-8 0.008 

Z-9 0.035† 

 

Z-9 -0.007 

 

Z-9 -0.020 

 

Z-9 0.018 

X-1 0.446 

 

X-1 0.238 

 

X-1 -0.293 

 

X-1 -1.950*** 

X-2 -0.673 

 

X-2 0.205 

 

X-2 -0.523 

 

X-2 0.470 

X-3 -0.055* 

 

X-3 -0.120*** 

 

X-3 -0.098*** 

 

X-3 -0.055** 

X-4 0.041† 

 

X-4 0.069** 

 

X-4 0.052† 

 

X-4 0.008 

X-5 0.058* 

 

X-5 0.014 

 

X-5 0.082*** 

 

X-5 0.049* 

X-6 0.099*** 

 

X-6 0.044 

 

X-6 0.057* 

 

X-6 0.060** 

X-7 0.050 

 

X-7 0.460 

 

X-7 -0.187 

 

X-7 0.324* 

X-8 0.526 

 

X-8 0.426 

 

X-8 0.717† 

 

X-8 0.755* 

X-9 0.256 

 

X-9 1.634* 

 

X-9 0.219 

 

X-9 0.479 

X-10 0.025 

 

X-10 0.023 

 

X-10 0.029 

 

X-10 0.054** 

X-11 0.068** 

 

X-11 0.031 

 

X-11 0.028 

 

X-11 0.019 

X-12 0.027 

 

X-12 0.025 

 

X-12 0.040† 

 

X-12 0.012 

X-13 0.172*** 

 

X-13 0.143** 

 

X-13 0.234*** 

 

X-13 0.278*** 

X-14 0.253*** 

 

X-14 0.237*** 

 

X-14 0.384*** 

 

X-14 0.278*** 

X-15 0.015 

 

X-15 0.075*** 

 

X-15 0.071*** 

 

X-15 0.035* 

u0 0.164 

 

u0 2.196*** 

 

u0 0.140* 

 

u0 0.733*** 

    u1 1.766* 

 

    u1 1.068** 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.080** 

 

    u7 2.209*** 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 56.820 

 

r 69.340 

 

r 82.518 

 

r 61.427 

           Colombia 

 

Cyprus 

 

Czech Republic 

 

Denmark 

Intercept 54.547*** 

 

Intercept 49.800*** 

 

Intercept 45.597*** 

 

Intercept 46.246*** 

Z-1 0.132* 

 

Z-1 0.248** 

 

Z-1 0.009 

 

Z-1 0.005 

Z-2 0.138* 

 

Z-2 0.245* 

 

Z-2 0.174* 

 

Z-2 0.158* 

Z-3 0.159** 

 

Z-3 -0.091 

 

Z-3 0.019 

 

Z-3 -0.014 

Z-4 -0.526 

 

Z-4 0.606 

 

Z-4 0.763* 

 

Z-4 -0.513 

Z-5 -0.003 

 

Z-5 -0.178† 

 

Z-5 0.000 

 

Z-5 0.028 

Z-6 0.053 

 

Z-6 0.287* 

 

Z-6 0.123† 

 

Z-6 0.225* 

Z-7 -0.042 

 

Z-7 -0.127 

 

Z-7 0.048 

 

Z-7 -0.043 

Z-8 0.024 

 

Z-8 0.041 

 

Z-8 0.005 

 

Z-8 0.020 

Z-9 0.009 

 

Z-9 0.014 

 

Z-9 -0.016 

 

Z-9 -0.016 

X-1 -0.308 

 

X-1 0.315 

 

X-1 0.106 

 

X-1 1.055*** 

X-2 -1.091 

 

X-2 -0.026 

 

X-2 -1.065 

 

X-2 -1.164* 

X-3 -0.097*** 

 

X-3 -0.045† 

 

X-3 0.005 

 

X-3 0.007 

X-4 0.033† 

 

X-4 0.088*** 

 

X-4 0.090*** 

 

X-4 0.065*** 

X-5 0.060** 

 

X-5 0.058** 

 

X-5 0.062*** 

 

X-5 0.084*** 

X-6 0.057** 

 

X-6 0.077** 

 

X-6 0.109*** 

 

X-6 0.092*** 

X-7 -0.132 

 

X-7 0.374 

 

X-7 -0.228† 

 

X-7 -0.126 

X-8 0.158 

 

X-8 1.261* 

 

X-8 0.975*** 

 

X-8 0.576 

X-9 0.125 

 

X-9 1.421* 

 

X-9 1.446*** 

 

X-9 1.334** 

X-10 0.018 

 

X-10 0.033 

 

X-10 0.014 

 

X-10 0.016 

X-11 0.025 

 

X-11 0.076*** 

 

X-11 0.021 

 

X-11 0.084*** 

X-12 0.012 

 

X-12 -0.001 

 

X-12 0.002 

 

X-12 -0.003 

X-13 0.202*** 

 

X-13 0.146*** 

 

X-13 0.172*** 

 

X-13 0.252*** 

X-14 0.335*** 

 

X-14 0.302*** 

 

X-14 0.262*** 

 

X-14 0.172*** 

X-15 0.115*** 

 

X-15 0.029 

 

X-15 0.051** 

 

X-15 -0.014 

u0 0.275* 

 

u0 1.559** 

 

u0 0.189† 

 

u0 3.174*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 5.747** 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 1.179* 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 66.069 

 

r 94.274 

 

r 65.218 

 

r 49.855 
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Dominican Republic 

 

England 

 

Estonia 

 

Finland 

Intercept 58.192*** 

 

Intercept 48.207*** 

 

Intercept 47.685*** 

 

Intercept 44.859*** 

Z-1 0.211* 

 

Z-1 -0.047 

 

Z-1 0.111† 

 

Z-1 -0.022 

Z-2 0.014 

 

Z-2 0.076 

 

Z-2 0.086 

 

Z-2 0.153* 

Z-3 -0.052 

 

Z-3 0.055 

 

Z-3 0.025 

 

Z-3 -0.072 

Z-4 -1.225† 

 

Z-4 -0.558 

 

Z-4 0.830† 

 

Z-4 1.292** 

Z-5 -0.098 

 

Z-5 -0.009 

 

Z-5 0.044 

 

Z-5 -0.058 

Z-6 0.026 

 

Z-6 0.052 

 

Z-6 0.192** 

 

Z-6 0.120* 

Z-7 0.082 

 

Z-7 0.169* 

 

Z-7 0.075 

 

Z-7 0.075 

Z-8 0.032 

 

Z-8 0.083*** 

 

Z-8 -0.018 

 

Z-8 -0.001 

Z-9 -0.004 

 

Z-9 -0.023 

 

Z-9 0.029 

 

Z-9 0.014 

X-1 -2.006*** 

 

X-1 0.915** 

 

X-1 0.384 

 

X-1 1.725*** 

X-2 1.461 

 

X-2 -0.221 

 

X-2 0.990 

 

X-2 -0.538 

X-3 -0.034 

 

X-3 -0.017 

 

X-3 -0.038* 

 

X-3 -0.021 

X-4 0.062* 

 

X-4 0.053** 

 

X-4 0.077*** 

 

X-4 0.039* 

X-5 0.007 

 

X-5 0.071* 

 

X-5 0.027 

 

X-5 0.058** 

X-6 0.059† 

 

X-6 0.076*** 

 

X-6 0.088*** 

 

X-6 0.067** 

X-7 -0.572† 

 

X-7 0.528* 

 

X-7 0.356 

 

X-7 -0.073 

X-8 1.150† 

 

X-8 0.775 

 

X-8 0.709† 

 

X-8 -0.807* 

X-9 0.737 

 

X-9 0.462 

 

X-9 0.274 

 

X-9 -0.320 

X-10 0.027 

 

X-10 0.026 

 

X-10 0.011 

 

X-10 0.050* 

X-11 -0.036 

 

X-11 0.063** 

 

X-11 0.047* 

 

X-11 0.033 

X-12 0.063* 

 

X-12 -0.009 

 

X-12 0.002 

 

X-12 -0.009 

X-13 0.304*** 

 

X-13 0.221*** 

 

X-13 0.244*** 

 

X-13 0.227*** 

X-14 0.251*** 

 

X-14 0.219*** 

 

X-14 0.249*** 

 

X-14 0.277*** 

X-15 0.127*** 

 

X-15 0.043† 

 

X-15 -0.002 

 

X-15 -0.002 

u0 0.026** 

 

u0 0.423* 

 

u0 2.776*** 

 

u0 0.261* 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 2.413*** 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 0.773*** 

 

    u7 0.467* 

 

    u7 0.667*** 

 

    u7 0.681* 

r 80.355 

 

r 56.658 

 

r 44.477 

 

r 43.155 

           Greece 

 

Guatemala 

 

Indonesia 

 

Ireland 

Intercept 52.542*** 

 

Intercept 55.148*** 

 

Intercept 55.835*** 

 

Intercept 48.052*** 

Z-1 0.036 

 

Z-1 0.051 

 

Z-1 0.000 

 

Z-1 0.000 

Z-2 -0.091 

 

Z-2 0.140 

 

Z-2 0.311*** 

 

Z-2 -0.040 

Z-3 0.201** 

 

Z-3 0.113 

 

Z-3 0.069 

 

Z-3 0.086 

Z-4 0.739 

 

Z-4 -0.850 

 

Z-4 -0.398 

 

Z-4 1.337** 

Z-5 0.094 

 

Z-5 0.090 

 

Z-5 -0.100† 

 

Z-5 0.045 

Z-6 0.024 

 

Z-6 0.012 

 

Z-6 -0.122 

 

Z-6 0.201*** 

Z-7 -0.021 

 

Z-7 0.032 

 

Z-7 0.095 

 

Z-7 -0.035 

Z-8 0.023 

 

Z-8 0.004 

 

Z-8 0.000 

 

Z-8 0.005 

Z-9 0.064** 

 

Z-9 -0.022 

 

Z-9 -0.022 

 

Z-9 0.011 

X-1 -0.478 

 

X-1 0.158 

 

X-1 -1.170** 

 

X-1 0.379 

X-2 0.537 

 

X-2 -1.776 

 

X-2 1.619* 

 

X-2 1.123* 

X-3 0.020 

 

X-3 -0.065** 

 

X-3 0.001 

 

X-3 -0.025 

X-4 0.052* 

 

X-4 0.112*** 

 

X-4 0.020 

 

X-4 0.043 

X-5 0.025 

 

X-5 0.067*** 

 

X-5 0.043* 

 

X-5 0.050* 

X-6 0.101*** 

 

X-6 0.054† 

 

X-6 0.096*** 

 

X-6 0.099*** 

X-7 0.298 

 

X-7 -0.269 

 

X-7 0.487** 

 

X-7 0.078 

X-8 0.017 

 

X-8 0.558 

 

X-8 0.587 

 

X-8 0.542 

X-9 1.291† 

 

X-9 1.116* 

 

X-9 1.146* 

 

X-9 0.521 

X-10 0.046† 

 

X-10 0.041 

 

X-10 0.059** 

 

X-10 0.066** 

X-11 0.007 

 

X-11 -0.008 

 

X-11 0.005 

 

X-11 0.034 

X-12 -0.040† 

 

X-12 -0.012 

 

X-12 -0.020 

 

X-12 -0.019 

X-13 0.160*** 

 

X-13 0.216*** 

 

X-13 0.139*** 

 

X-13 0.222*** 

X-14 0.248*** 

 

X-14 0.393*** 

 

X-14 0.238*** 

 

X-14 0.289*** 

X-15 0.057** 

 

X-15 0.093*** 

 

X-15 0.044† 

 

X-15 0.040* 

u0 0.300* 

 

u0 0.046* 

 

u0 1.705*** 

 

u0 0.975*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 3.311** 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 0.699*** 

 

    u7 0.041* 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.222* 

r 69.518 

 

r 60.968 

 

r 52.682 

 

r 59.398 
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Italy 

 

Korea, Republic of 

 

Latvia 

 

Lithuania 

Intercept 49.037*** 

 

Intercept 47.298*** 

 

Intercept 51.835*** 

 

Intercept 51.087*** 

Z-1 -0.038 

 

Z-1 0.070 

 

Z-1 -0.123† 

 

Z-1 -0.019 

Z-2 0.316*** 

 

Z-2 0.148* 

 

Z-2 0.132 

 

Z-2 -0.098 

Z-3 0.100 

 

Z-3 -0.001 

 

Z-3 0.037 

 

Z-3 0.137† 

Z-4 0.533 

 

Z-4 -1.201** 

 

Z-4 0.013 

 

Z-4 0.614 

Z-5 0.110 

 

Z-5 0.064 

 

Z-5 -0.001 

 

Z-5 0.107 

Z-6 0.146† 

 

Z-6 0.035 

 

Z-6 0.091 

 

Z-6 0.073 

Z-7 -0.168** 

 

Z-7 0.085† 

 

Z-7 -0.061 

 

Z-7 0.090 

Z-8 0.028 

 

Z-8 -0.001 

 

Z-8 -0.025 

 

Z-8 -0.031 

Z-9 0.035 

 

Z-9 -0.035* 

 

Z-9 -0.033 

 

Z-9 0.003 

X-1 0.419 

 

X-1 -0.146 

 

X-1 -0.809† 

 

X-1 0.201 

X-2 -0.430 

 

X-2 10.143* 

 

X-2 -1.098 

 

X-2 0.205 

X-3 0.024 

 

X-3 -0.059*** 

 

X-3 -0.045* 

 

X-3 -0.116*** 

X-4 0.098*** 

 

X-4 0.018 

 

X-4 0.086*** 

 

X-4 -0.007 

X-5 0.084*** 

 

X-5 0.012 

 

X-5 0.095*** 

 

X-5 0.057* 

X-6 0.047† 

 

X-6 0.063* 

 

X-6 0.041 

 

X-6 0.051* 

X-7 0.506* 

 

X-7 0.122 

 

X-7 -0.177 

 

X-7 0.352† 

X-8 1.176* 

 

X-8 0.389 

 

X-8 0.418 

 

X-8 0.140 

X-9 0.736 

 

X-9 0.376 

 

X-9 0.878 

 

X-9 0.718 

X-10 0.056* 

 

X-10 0.073*** 

 

X-10 0.012 

 

X-10 0.037 

X-11 0.022 

 

X-11 0.055*** 

 

X-11 0.064* 

 

X-11 0.068** 

X-12 -0.016 

 

X-12 0.002 

 

X-12 0.029 

 

X-12 -0.023 

X-13 0.205*** 

 

X-13 0.202*** 

 

X-13 0.193*** 

 

X-13 0.203*** 

X-14 0.279*** 

 

X-14 0.321*** 

 

X-14 0.272*** 

 

X-14 0.302*** 

X-15 0.065** 

 

X-15 0.037** 

 

X-15 0.065* 

 

X-15 0.062* 

u0 1.679*** 

 

u0 0.773*** 

 

u0 3.557*** 

 

u0 0.911*** 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 2.581** 

 

    u1 3.553*** 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 1.308*** 

 

    u7 1.134*** 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 54.763 

 

r 54.202 

 

r 55.135 

 

r 51.637 

           Malta 

 

Mexico 

 

New Zealand 

 

Norway 

Intercept 48.887*** 

 

Intercept 53.415*** 

 

Intercept 48.025*** 

 

Intercept 47.564*** 

Z-1 0.160† 

 

Z-1 -0.137* 

 

Z-1 0.100† 

 

Z-1 -0.088 

Z-2 0.275† 

 

Z-2 -0.038 

 

Z-2 0.073 

 

Z-2 0.210** 

Z-3 -0.008 

 

Z-3 0.300*** 

 

Z-3 -0.014 

 

Z-3 0.187* 

Z-4 -1.376 

 

Z-4 0.486 

 

Z-4 -0.926* 

 

Z-4 -0.317 

Z-5 -0.062 

 

Z-5 0.054 

 

Z-5 0.007 

 

Z-5 0.075 

Z-6 0.056 

 

Z-6 0.142 

 

Z-6 0.002 

 

Z-6 0.103 

Z-7 -0.114 

 

Z-7 -0.001 

 

Z-7 0.011 

 

Z-7 -0.126 

Z-8 0.029 

 

Z-8 -0.010 

 

Z-8 -0.031 

 

Z-8 0.012 

Z-9 0.000 

 

Z-9 -0.004 

 

Z-9 -0.013 

 

Z-9 -0.006 

X-1 -2.209*** 

 

X-1 -0.291 

 

X-1 0.787* 

 

X-1 -0.018 

X-2 -0.405 

 

X-2 -0.249 

 

X-2 0.374 

 

X-2 -1.260 

X-3 0.015 

 

X-3 -0.095*** 

 

X-3 -0.023 

 

X-3 -0.043 

X-4 0.051* 

 

X-4 0.043* 

 

X-4 0.080*** 

 

X-4 0.102*** 

X-5 0.081*** 

 

X-5 0.075*** 

 

X-5 0.045** 

 

X-5 0.061** 

X-6 0.068*** 

 

X-6 0.074*** 

 

X-6 0.083*** 

 

X-6 0.087*** 

X-7 0.548* 

 

X-7 -0.062 

 

X-7 0.221 

 

X-7 0.160 

X-8 1.183** 

 

X-8 0.035 

 

X-8 0.107 

 

X-8 1.276* 

X-9 1.954** 

 

X-9 0.046 

 

X-9 0.715 

 

X-9 1.488* 

X-10 -0.013 

 

X-10 -0.006 

 

X-10 0.005 

 

X-10 0.071** 

X-11 0.028 

 

X-11 0.020 

 

X-11 0.057* 

 

X-11 0.040 

X-12 0.012 

 

X-12 0.014 

 

X-12 0.056** 

 

X-12 -0.047† 

X-13 0.267*** 

 

X-13 0.281*** 

 

X-13 0.194*** 

 

X-13 0.187*** 

X-14 0.273*** 

 

X-14 0.259*** 

 

X-14 0.247*** 

 

X-14 0.221*** 

X-15 0.034† 

 

X-15 0.076** 

 

X-15 0.022 

 

X-15 0.051* 

u0 1.049† 

 

u0 0.260*** 

 

u0 1.012** 

 

u0 1.258** 

    u1 0.817*** 

 

    u1 0.070** 

 

    u1 1.285* 

 

    u1 5.813*** 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 0.056*** 

 

    u7 0.696** 

 

    u7 0.908** 

r 65.800 

 

r 79.376 

 

r 58.011 

 

r 58.684 
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Paraguay 

 

Poland 

 

Russian Federation 

 

Slovak Republic 

Intercept 52.771*** 

 

Intercept 49.876*** 

 

Intercept 51.015*** 

 

Intercept 48.005*** 

Z-1 0.187* 

 

Z-1 0.159** 

 

Z-1 -0.042 

 

Z-1 0.020 

Z-2 0.207† 

 

Z-2 0.024 

 

Z-2 -0.066 

 

Z-2 0.080 

Z-3 -0.010 

 

Z-3 0.119* 

 

Z-3 0.133** 

 

Z-3 0.066 

Z-4 -0.794 

 

Z-4 0.309 

 

Z-4 0.516 

 

Z-4 0.407 

Z-5 0.215* 

 

Z-5 0.081 

 

Z-5 0.036 

 

Z-5 0.012 

Z-6 0.039 

 

Z-6 0.003 

 

Z-6 0.092* 

 

Z-6 -0.071 

Z-7 -0.006 

 

Z-7 -0.082 

 

Z-7 -0.035 

 

Z-7 0.018 

Z-8 0.067** 

 

Z-8 0.012 

 

Z-8 0.003 

 

Z-8 -0.025 

Z-9 0.026 

 

Z-9 -0.013 

 

Z-9 -0.014 

 

Z-9 -0.003 

X-1 -1.103† 

 

X-1 -0.741* 

 

X-1 0.653† 

 

X-1 0.000 

X-2 -2.700 

 

X-2 -0.785 

 

X-2 0.313 

 

X-2 4.041 

X-3 -0.062* 

 

X-3 0.031 

 

X-3 0.009 

 

X-3 -0.023 

X-4 0.100** 

 

X-4 0.086** 

 

X-4 0.037 

 

X-4 0.070*** 

X-5 0.116*** 

 

X-5 0.069** 

 

X-5 0.038† 

 

X-5 0.053** 

X-6 0.070* 

 

X-6 0.098*** 

 

X-6 0.104*** 

 

X-6 0.076*** 

X-7 0.047 

 

X-7 0.050 

 

X-7 -0.489** 

 

X-7 0.045 

X-8 0.401 

 

X-8 -0.048 

 

X-8 1.132** 

 

X-8 0.594† 

X-9 1.164* 

 

X-9 0.356 

 

X-9 1.602** 

 

X-9 0.434 

X-10 0.039 

 

X-10 0.069** 

 

X-10 0.026 

 

X-10 0.020 

X-11 0.025 

 

X-11 0.082** 

 

X-11 0.021 

 

X-11 -0.013 

X-12 -0.044 

 

X-12 -0.037 

 

X-12 -0.026 

 

X-12 -0.009 

X-13 0.241*** 

 

X-13 0.136*** 

 

X-13 0.300*** 

 

X-13 0.218*** 

X-14 0.313*** 

 

X-14 0.251*** 

 

X-14 0.354*** 

 

X-14 0.257*** 

X-15 0.090** 

 

X-15 0.030 

 

X-15 0.047* 

 

X-15 0.086*** 

u0 5.440*** 

 

u0 1.808*** 

 

u0 1.689*** 

 

u0 0.081 

    u1 6.811*** 

 

    u1 2.132* 

 

    u1 3.665*** 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 0.196** 

 

    u7 0.261* 

 

    u7 0.341* 

 

    u7 ─ 

r 64.323 

 

r 58.642 

 

r 58.294 

 

r 55.659 

           Slovenia 

 

Spain 

 

Sweden 

 

Switzerland 

Intercept 49.326*** 

 

Intercept 47.522*** 

 

Intercept 47.982*** 

 

Intercept 46.176*** 

Z-1 0.009 

 

Z-1 0.078 

 

Z-1 -0.014 

 

Z-1 -0.007 

Z-2 0.072 

 

Z-2 0.098 

 

Z-2 0.075 

 

Z-2 0.121† 

Z-3 0.245*** 

 

Z-3 0.103† 

 

Z-3 0.067 

 

Z-3 0.220** 

Z-4 -0.375 

 

Z-4 -0.466 

 

Z-4 0.341 

 

Z-4 -0.262 

Z-5 -0.152** 

 

Z-5 -0.056 

 

Z-5 0.099 

 

Z-5 -0.098* 

Z-6 0.015 

 

Z-6 -0.030 

 

Z-6 -0.040 

 

Z-6 0.013 

Z-7 0.097 

 

Z-7 0.011 

 

Z-7 -0.085 

 

Z-7 -0.023 

Z-8 0.020 

 

Z-8 0.029 

 

Z-8 0.005 

 

Z-8 0.043 

Z-9 0.033 

 

Z-9 0.010 

 

Z-9 0.027* 

 

Z-9 -0.010 

X-1 0.374 

 

X-1 0.878* 

 

X-1 1.392*** 

 

X-1 0.330 

X-2 0.109 

 

X-2 0.363 

 

X-2 -1.216† 

 

X-2 -1.406* 

X-3 -0.020 

 

X-3 -0.080*** 

 

X-3 -0.009 

 

X-3 -0.040 

X-4 0.042* 

 

X-4 0.048 

 

X-4 0.074*** 

 

X-4 0.053* 

X-5 0.050† 

 

X-5 0.048* 

 

X-5 0.098*** 

 

X-5 0.050† 

X-6 0.086*** 

 

X-6 0.081*** 

 

X-6 0.076*** 

 

X-6 0.128*** 

X-7 -0.173 

 

X-7 0.408† 

 

X-7 -0.280 

 

X-7 0.134 

X-8 0.208 

 

X-8 0.515 

 

X-8 0.159 

 

X-8 0.856† 

X-9 1.035 

 

X-9 0.617 

 

X-9 -0.298 

 

X-9 0.553 

X-10 0.011 

 

X-10 0.022 

 

X-10 0.047† 

 

X-10 0.076* 

X-11 0.025 

 

X-11 0.030 

 

X-11 -0.005 

 

X-11 0.015 

X-12 0.037 

 

X-12 0.012 

 

X-12 -0.036 

 

X-12 0.001 

X-13 0.082*** 

 

X-13 0.198*** 

 

X-13 0.151*** 

 

X-13 0.227*** 

X-14 0.265*** 

 

X-14 0.298*** 

 

X-14 0.186*** 

 

X-14 0.218*** 

X-15 0.082** 

 

X-15 0.039† 

 

X-15 0.048* 

 

X-15 0.024 

u0 0.545* 

 

u0 0.185 

 

u0 2.114*** 

 

u0 0.079 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 ─ 

 

    u1 1.760* 

 

    u1 ─ 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 ─ 

 

    u7 1.113*** 

 

    u7 0.073* 

r 61.904 

 

r 72.360 

 

r 51.219 

 

r 57.456 
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Thailand 

FIXED EFFECTS 

 Intercept 56.743*** 

Z-1. School mean of civic participation at school -0.047 

Z-2. School mean of discussion of political and social issues outside of school  0.083 

Z-3. School mean of civic participation outside of school  0.071 

Z-4. Average school SES -0.523 

Z-5. Collective perceptions of openness in classroom discussions 0.060 

Z-6. Collective perceptions of students' influence on decisions about school 0.035 

Z-7. Collective perceptions of student-teacher relationships -0.100 

Z-8. Availability of resources in the local community  0.002 

Z-9. Social tension in the community 0.001 

X-1. Gender (Female) -1.439*** 

X-2. Immigrant background -1.661† 

X-3. Civic knowledge -0.045* 

X-4. Civic participation at school  0.000 

X-5. Discussion of political and social issues outside of school 0.025 

X-6. Participation in organized activities outside of school  0.075*** 

X-7. Family SES -0.139 

X-8. Parents: Quite interested in social and political issues  -0.074 

X-9. Parents: Very interested in social and political issues -0.200 

X-10. Openness in classroom discussions  0.059* 

X-11. Students' influence on decisions about school 0.037 

X-12. Student-teacher relationships -0.019 

X-13. Political interest  0.130*** 

X-14. Internal political efficacy 0.299*** 

X-15. Collective school efficacy 0.086*** 

 

 

RANDOM EFFECTS 

 u0. Between-school (Intercept)  0.049*** 

    u1. Gender (Female) slope 1.988*** 

    u7. Family SES slope 0.163*** 

r. Within-school variance component 48.668 
†p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 


