CHAPTER 1

What Is Civic Engagement?

1.1 FROM LISTS TO A DEFINITION
The purpose of civic education (broadly defined) is to enhance the civic
engagement of young people. “Civic engagement” is a very popular catch-
phrase in foundations, government agencies, schools, and universities
around the English-speaking world. In many contexts, it has supplanted
“participation” and “participatory democracy,” which were more com-
mon phrases in the 1960s and 1970s, when they acquired a politically
radical edge. Many specialists in the field prefer the phrase “civic en-
gagement” over “citizenship”—Ilet alone “good citizenship”—finding
those alternatives old-fashioned, primly moralistic, and limiting. (After
all, not everyone holds legal citizenship in the country where she re-
sides, yet everyone can participate in helpful ways.) Despite its popu-
larity, however, “civic engagement” is very rarely defined with any con-
ceptual clarity. Indeed, I suspect that its lack of definition, combined
with its generally benign connotations, accounts for its popularity. It is
a Rorschach blot within which anyone can find her own priorities.
While rarely defined in a coherent sentence or paragraph, “civic en-
gagement” is often operationalized as a list of variables. For example,
Scott Keeter and his colleagues designed a major national survey of
civic engagement, using questions that emerged from focus group in-
terviews.! CIRCLE replicated their study as our 2006 omnibus survey,
. which I cite frequently below.? Both polls measured nineteen core in-
dicators, in three main categories:

* Indicators of community participation include measures of
membership in various types of nonprofit voluntary associations




(including religious groups); regular volunteering and fund-
raising; and “community problem-solving,” which is defined as a
positive answer to the following question: “Have you ever leorked
together with someone or some group o solve a problem in the
community where you live?”

e Indicators of political engagement include registering to vote,
voting, and various activities that might influence other people’s
votes, including volunteering for campaigns, displaying political
stickers and signs, and giving money to parties and campaigns.

e Indicators of political voiceinclude protesting, canvassing,
signing petitions, contacting the mass media, contacting elected
officials, boycotting products, and “buycotting” products or
companies. (To “buycott” is to purchase “something because
you like the social or political values of the company that

produces it.”)

According to Keeter and his colleagues, you are civically engaged if you
regularly perform several actions on this list of nineteen.”

There are arguments in favor of expanding or changing this list. Some
scholars believe that relatively unusual forms of engagement should be
included, even though they do not show up in focus groups and na-
tional surveys. These atypical civic behaviors include acts of civil dis-

obedience, participation in transnational youth movements (such as

the campaign against globalization), and Native Americans’ member-

ship in tribal councils.* Second, one could argue that some relatively
common forms of service were overlooked in the survey designed by
Keeter and colleagues: for instance, helping to raise younger siblings,
or confronting friends and relatives who use racist or other immoral
uage. It is controversial whether these forms of behavior constitute

" Third, some scholars believe that following and
gement.’

lang
“civic engagement.’
understanding the news and public affairs is a form of enga;
(We could call this “mental” or “cognitive” civic engagement.)

Finally, most of the indicators measured by Keeter et al. are signs

that people support and want to improve the regime in which they live.

Those who are deeply critical of the status quo may prefer indicators of
resistance and revolt, such as participation in violent protests, or the or-
dinary foot-dragging and noncompliance that is often the resort of poor

people in response o coercion.® For those who are hostile to the existing

regime, a lack of engagement in school—as shown by truanc
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boredom—could be a sign of political resistance, hence an indicator of
civic engagement.

In short, there are arguments for expanding the list of nineteen in-
dicators to twenty-five or thirty. Such arguments beg the question of
what makes any indicator appropriate for the list. What is the under-
lying philosophy of civic engagement?

Two mechanical objects are said to be “engaged” if they are capable
of affecting each other. Likewise, a person who is civically engaged some-
how connects to the civic domain so that she can affect it. A distinguished
committee of the American Political Science Association recently wrote,
“For us, civic engagement includes any activity, individual or collective, de-
voted to influencing the collective life of the polity.”” But what is the “collec-
tive life of the polity” or (as I had put it) the “civic domain™? It can’t be
everything; otherwise, people would be able to say they were “civically
engaged” if they merely participated in their own families or businesses.

Some analysts define the civic domain in sectoral terms, as the set of
all institutions that are either part of the government or not-for-profit.
On that definition, you are civically engaged if you work without pay
(then you are a “volunteer”), if you influence the state (as an “advo-
cate”), or if your paycheck comes from the government or a nonprofit
organization (which makes you a “public servant”). This scheme is mis-
leading. Newspapers are civic institutions, even though they are usually
profit-making corporations that pay their reporters and editors. A hos-
pital may be organized as a private enterprise, a public agency, or a not-
for-profit institution: the difference does not necessarily matter to em-
ployees, patients, or members of the surrounding community. Grocery
store owners who display fruits and vegetables outside their businesses at
night contribute civically by making city streets safer and more attractive.®
When people boycott and “buycott,” they are said to be civically engaged
even though they are consumers who attempt to influence firms.

Another way to define the civic domain is to say that it includes any
venue in which people work together on public problems. That defini-
tion trades one difficult word for another. There is no consensus about
what problems are legitimately public. Just because an issue is taken
up by a legislature or a court, it does not follow that the matter is pub-
lic: perhaps the government has reached illegitimately into private af-
fairs. Conversely, the government might fail to address an issue that is
genuinely public. Meanwhile, private firms take up public problems, for

~ instance by providing jobs and goods that people need. Firms can also
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encourage collaboration and problem-solving among groups of their
own employees and partners. Nevertheless, most theorists would not
define routine business collaborations as “civic engagement.” Why not?

1.2 LEGITIMATE PUBLIC CONCERNS

I do not think there is any substitute for a theory that defines public
concerns and problems in contrast to those of the private sphere and
the market. We can then define “civic engagement” as behavior that ad-
dresses legitimate public matters. Unfortunately, no definition of public
matters attracts consensus. However, discussing the limits of the public’s
concerns is itself an important and perennial aspect of civic engage-
ment, fundamental to the ongoing debates between left and right.

Liberals, conservatives, libertarians, left-radicals and others hold dif-
ferent views of the public’s interests, but they ask some of the same
questions. One important question concerns the nature and welfare of
the “commons.” Although this word has a collectivist ring (reminding
some people of “communism”), people of all political stripes—includ-
ing libertarians and anarchists—care about the commons; it is the defi-
nition that varies.

A commons consists of all the goods and resources that are not pri-
vately owned. The list of such resources varies depending on how a so-
ciety is governed: it may include the atmosphere and oceans, the national
defense, the overall plan of a city and its physical public spaces, the pre-
vailing norms of cooperation in a society, the rule of law, civil rights and
their enforcement, the store of accumulated scientific knowledge and
cultural heritage, and even the Internet (understood as a whole struc-
ture, not broken down into its privately owned components) 2

It is difficult or impossible to divide any of these resources among
private owners. Things that cannot be divided cannot be traded. No one
owns Shakespeare, traditional Southern cooking, national defense, the
ozone layer, or freedom of speech. Because markets cannot generate or
preserve such public goods, we rely instead on the state, nonprofit as-
sociations, or voluntary collaborations among firms, families, and indi-
viduals. Part of “civic engagement” is work that protects or enhances

the commons. Again, we do not agree on which resources should be [
treated as common, but debating that question is itself an important

part of civic engagement.

We can reach a similar conclusion from a different point of depar-
ture. Economists say that an “externality” occurs when some people
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conduct a voluntary exchange that affects other parties who never con-
sented to their agreement. The externality is the effect on the third par-
ties. It can be positive: for example, a new downtown store can benefit
me even if I never shop or work there, by lowering crime, beautifying
my city, providing jobs for my neighbors, contributing taxes, attracting
visitors, and so on. In fact, many of the best things in life are positive
externalities that arise as side effects of market transactions or as the
public effects of people’s work in private, voluntary associations. An
externality can also be negative, and the usual examples are environ-
mental. For instance, smoke can blow from a factory into the lungs of
people who never consented to receive it. Coarse or inconsiderate per-
sonal acts are also good examples of negative externalities: think of
cases when A talks loudly to B on a cell phone, annoying C, D, and E
who are sitting nearby.

Much of ethics consists of acting so that one’s externalities are as
positive as possible. We can define the commons as the sum total of our
externalities, the negative ones subtracted from the positive ones. Then
civic engagement is work that improves the balance of externalities.
People create positive externalities and mitigate negative ones by vol-
unteering and by influencing the state.

This definition of “civic engagement” encompasses some aspects of
life that we do not usually tag with that label. For example, fundamen-
tal research on cancer promises to provide basic knowledge, which is a
public or common good of enormous value. Therefore, a cancer re-
searcher is civically engaged, by my definition. To be sure, science is not
identical to volunteering or political participation; it has its own stan-
dards, logic, and history. Some features of science can be observed in
commercial laboratories that generate patented goods for the con-
sumer market, not only in academic or government-sponsored research
labs that tackle public problems. Nevertheless, I believe it is illuminat-
ing to recognize that science—along with medicine, art, law, teaching,
religious ministry, and other professions—has a strong civic dimension.
Lic.ensing bodies limit entry to these professions to people who are
trained and pledged to enhance the commons (regardless of how they
are paid). Such professionals are supposed to address issues that a
broader public has identified as important and to deliberate respect-

';fully with laypeople, including the taxpayers and clients who fund their
work. Some sociological theories of science invoke values that we ex-

ect of good citizens, such as the open sharing of knowledge, disinter-
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estedness, and a willingness to examine hypotheses critically.'” Scott Pe-
ters finds that scientists in land-grant universities often enter their pro-
fessions with explicitly civic goals—to work with communities to ad-
dress common problems—and they are frustrated when they realize
that other goals (such as generating commercial patents) have taken
over.!! More generally, Boyte finds “a strong and often painful sense of
loss of public purpose” among senior scientists and researchers."”

Recognizing the civic potential of paid employment prevents us from
equating civic engagement with volunteering, which narrows and even
trivializes it. Civic engagement is “public work™ (in Harry Boyte’s phrase):
a serious business that ought to occur in families, workplaces, profes-
sions, and firms, not only in voluntary associations.

In emphasizing the commons, I have passed over another aspect of
politics: efforts to distribute and redistribute private goods. When the
state (at any level) taxes some and spends the money on others, it is re-
distributing. Likewise, when the state provides authors with copyright
and inventors with patents, it influences the distribution of goods.
When people give contributions of money or time or raise funds through
such activities as charity walks (as 84 percent of Americans claim to do

annually),'® they are also redistributing goods—albeit voluntarily and

on a comparatively small scale.

Surely the pattern of distribution in a society is a public issue, a le-
gitimate matter for debate. Civic engagement includes participation in
that debate, whether from a libertarian, conservative, moderate, progres-
sive, or socialist perspective. I began, however, with civic engagement
that enhances the commons—not with struggles over distribution—
because there is a tendency to overemphasize the latter. Harold D. Lass-
well’s famous 1958 book was entitled Politics: Who Gets What, When, How."*
I would say that “who gets what” is a part of politics and a legitimate

topic for engaged citizens. It is not the whole of politics. Another im-

portant aspect of politics is more creative; it involves citizens’ work in

making public goods that benefit everyone.
There is also the question of who should be allowed to do what—the

question that arises in debates about abortion, narcotics, pornography,
and other controversial social issues. Again, to participate in these
debates—from any ideological or philosophical perspective—is to be

civically engaged. Around the same time that Lasswell was defining “poli-
tics” as a struggle over scarce resources, another classic book defined it ¢
as the “authoritative allocation of values.”'” It is important to note, how-
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ever, that pressuring the state to regulate or deregulate private behavior
is not the only way that citizens can change values. They can also build
voluntary associations to promote their moral views in civil society,
thereby contributing to and helping to shape the common culture.

In defining civic engagement, I have not invoked a contrast between
self<interest and altruism. Civic engagement is behavior that influences
public matters, which, in turn, include the commons, the distribution
of private goods, and decisions about what actions to prohibit or pro-
mote. One can influence these matters altruistically, for instance, by try-
ing to distribute more goods to people who are less fortunate than one-
self. One can participate in one’s enlightened self-interest, trying to
strengthen an overall system that protects one’s welfare. One can work
for the narrow interests of one’s own group. Or one can act in one’s in-
dividual self-interest by, for example, trying to get more personal bene-
fits from the government. We may admire altruistic engagement more
than selfish advocacy, but they are both legitimate. Furthermore, self-
interest sometimes motivates participation that helps the whole system.
For t?xample,justice will be better served if poor people vote in their
own interests instead of staying home.

Although we should not exclude self-interested motivations, it is a mis-
take to assume that participation is always narrowly self-interested. History
provides many dramatic examples of altruism and public-spiritedness, in-
cluding heroic self-sacrifice. And on a daily basis, people frequently de-
fine their identities in ways that are not highly individualistic. Often a
person participates in civic life not as “I” but as “we”; and the “we” can
range from a family to the entire nation. If people always calculated the
potential costs and benefits of their behavior to themselves as individu-
als, then no one would vote. No single vote has any impact on policy
unless the election would otherwise be a draw, a highly unusual situa-
tion. Nevertheless, about half of the U.S. population does vote; the
proportion is even higher in many other countries. This behavior indi-
cates that many people define themselves as members of large identity
groups or as citizens of a whole republic on Election Day. They do not
vote as “I” but as part of some “we” that collectively has an impact.'®

1.3 THE ETHICS OF CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

So far, the working definition of “civic engagement” is any effort to en-

~ han i isi
_ ce the commons or to influence decisions about distribution and

s i o )
‘“Egulauon, because these are legitimate public concerns. However, an
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adequate definition should say something about means as well as ends.
After all, one can “engage” the government by plotting to overthrow it;
one can influence a religious congregation by embezzling its funds, and
one can address an alleged community problem by violently expelling
an ethnic minority. One might even take some of these actions for de-
cent purposes. For example, the organizers of the coup in Thailand in
2006 claimed that their goal was to end a debilitating political crisis,
and perhaps they were sincere. To qualify as “civic engagement,” how-
ever, the means of engagement, as well as the ends, must be legitimate.
Civic engagement includes deliberation, persuasion, collaboration,
participation in legal politics, civil disobedience, and the giving of time
and money. It does not include coercion, violence, or deception.

Again, this is something of a list that needs a conceptual foundation.
I now suggest that to be civically engaged is to enhance the commons
or to influence state distribution and regulation in ways that benefit the
underlying political structure. We sometimes define political actors by ar-
raying them on a spectrum from left to right. However, there is another
dimension of politics that is orthogonal to this one. At one end of this
civic spectrum is a highly participatory, constructive, deliberative, and
equitable polity. At the other end is a murderous tyranny. Quite apart
from where they stand on the issues that divide the Left from the Right,
people can either be pro- or anticivic.

To be civically engaged means not only pursuing legitimate concrete
goals (including one’s own self-interests and matters of moral principle)
but also caring about the political system and political culture. Some-
one who is civically engaged does not merely participate in politics and
community affairs. He also pauses to ask: Are most other people al-
lowed and motivated to participate in discussions and decisions (at least
within their neighborhoods and schools)? Or are many citizens com-
pletely alienated or excluded? Do we seriously consider a broad range
of positions? Do good arguments and reasons count, or has politics be-
come just a clash of money and power? Can we achieve progress on the
goals that we happen to share, or have our disagreements become so
sharp and personal that we cannot ever cooperate?

Defining civic engagement as work that benefits—or at least does
not harm—the existing political structure raises two further questions.
First, what forms of engagement are most likely to strengthen or harm
a regime? That is an empirical question for which the relevant research
is surprisingly thin. (For example, no one knows what level of voter
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turnout is necessary for the stability of a democratic society.) Neverthe-
less, in the next chapter, I will argue that certain behaviors, including
protest but excluding violent insurrection, are valuable to a reasonably
just regime.

Second, is our current regime worthy of loyal engagement, or should
we prefer revolutionary forms of politics? We cannot simply rule out re-
sistance, or even violence, when we consider that the United States
began with a violent revolution whose leaders are still seen as paragons
of civic virtue. Men like Washington and Jefferson did not enhance the
British Empire in which they were born; they broke it apart. I assume
that most readers believe, as I do, that American citizens should try to
strengthen and ameliorate their society rather than overthrow or parti-
tion it. To argue for the basic legitimacy and potential of the American
political /economic regime would require a digression inappropriate
for this book. But I acknowledge that I have not rebutted arguments for
revolution or secession, either of which would entail a very different
ethics of engagement.

As a matter of definition, civic engagement need not support or pro-
mote democracy. Consider Li Huijuan, a judge in China who stood up
for the rule of law when she issued a decision against the interests of
her provincial government. Her willingness to resist political pressure
was consistent with her lifelong, idealistic commitment to the law as an
autonomous institution. She told the authorities, “I will protect my in-
tegrity and defend the integrity of the law, even if it means being like a
moth that flies into a ﬂame.””judge Li is a member of the Communist
Party, and there is no evidence that she favors democracy (which is not
the same as the rule of law). Nevertheless, Judge Li’s work in favor of ju-
dicial independence and consistency in jurisprudence surely qualifies
her as “civically engaged.” Likewise, there were good citizens in the old
monarchies of Europe, many of whom did not favor democracy. Think
of Benjamin Franklin, who built much of the civic infrastructure of

y k'.., . . . . . . o
~ Philadelphia—inventing great institutions such as the public lending li-

~ braries that remain part of our commons—while still a firm supporter
of the British Empire.

Notwit,hstanding the examples of Li and the younger Franklin, there
are reasons to believe that democracy is a superior political system. It
‘treats individuals better than other systems do and respects their opin-
- 1ons more; it offers more freedom and equality; it is more sustainable
- and flexible; and it is especially good at conserving and enhancing pub-
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lic goods, from the natural environment to culture and science (see sec-
tion 2.4). If all this is true, then civic engagement should support de-
mocracy, at least in countries like the United States, where democratic
self-government is a realistic option. We should support representative
political institutions and norms of equality and participation—public
goods that are essential to our democratic commons.

Caring about the quality of our democratic system (its institutions
and norms) creates a set of ethical dilemmas. First of all, there is the
question of how much one should weigh the impact of one’s actions on
the political system. Imagine that you are trying to “save the earth” by
preserving the ozone layer that protects us from disaster. This may ap-
pear to be a goal of overriding importance, much more important than
your marginal impact on democracy. In that case, even if you feel that
American democracy suffers from excessive litigation, you may decide
to file a lawsuit on behalf of the environment. Even if you believe that
the political debate is generally too nasty, you may demonize an oppo-
nent of environmental protection. We can only denounce these choices
if we assume that the civic culture is paramount and all other issues are
secondary. I am not convinced that that is always true.

To make matters even more complicated, the same political beha-
vior can both help and harm democratic institutions. Consider an in-
flammatory message that is included in a mass-mailing from a political
organization. This message may succeed in mobilizing citizens to be-
come active, which is good for democracy; but it may also reduce the
chances that citizens will fully understand the nuances of an issue and
find common ground with those different from themselves, which is
bad for democracy. It is not immediately obvious whether such a mes-
sage is civically acceptable.

Much of the energy in politics and civic life comes from people who
have agendas. They do not support democracy or civil society so much
as they want to achieve particular purposes, which may be self-interested
or altruistic. It is unrealistic to expect people to put their agendas aside

in order to work for the quality of our democratic culture and institu-
tions. The Progressive reforms of the early 19oos provide a cautionary
example. In an effort to enhance the quality of public discourse and
civic participation, Progressives supported nonpartisan newspapers at
the expense of partisan broadsheets. They restricted the influence of
political parties, on the theory that citizens should choose individuals,
not slates of candidates prescreened by party bosses. They replaced thou-
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sands of local elected officials with appointed professionals, believing
that elections should be high-stakes contests for a few accountable sen-
ior leaders who would employ experts.'® They reformed college educa-
tion so that students were no longer exhorted to be active civic leaders
but were instead taught academic and professional disciplines—all in’
the interests of making them critical judges of public issues.'” One major
result of these reforms was to reduce voter turnout, which was lower in
1924 than it had been in 1830.% It is much more difficult to participate
as a well-informed, independent, critical individual than as a member
of a mass movement or party. The quality of public reasoning possibly
improved during the Progressive Era, but the number of people who
participated certainly fell as it became more difficult to mobilize citizens
in support of partisan goals.

Given these complications and tradeoffs, I would not argue that civic
e.ng.agement requires an overriding commitment to the quality of pub-
lic life, the excellence of public deliberations, the breadth of participa-
tion, or the search for common ground. However, civic engagement does
mean considering the impact of our political behavior on these goods. If
we set the value of public participation at zero, we are not civically en-
gaged. Someone who is civically engaged may decide to attack a politi-
cal opponent, but only after soberly considering whether the attack is
worth the possible damage to civility. As for a conip against a democratic
state, it can never qualify as civic engagement, even if its goals are other-
wise well intentioned.

f
¢

1.4 “OPEN-ENDED” POLITICS
Our definition of “civic engagement” is broad: it includes most efforts
to promote particular policies, ideologies, and outcomes, whether or
not they are in a person’s self-interest. You can be a hard-nosed politi-
cal partisan or an avid supporter of an interest group and still be civi-
cally engaged, as long as you try not to degrade public institutions
or undermine the political culture. In fact, politics and civil society
would be inert if people and groups did not promote their own goals
and interests.

Nevertheless, it is important for some people, some of the time, to
be mainly concerned about the quality of public institutions and debates.

- While most citizens engage politically as Democrats, Republicans, or

3 . _ ok
en.lbers of another party, we also need at least a few citizens to fill non-
partisan roles, ensuring that elections are fair and government is trans-

WHAT 1S CIVIC ENGAGEMENTY? 11




parent and ethica
to promote their own i
and factual reporters. Whi
support organizations that promot

terests, we also need some organizations to Worry

litical process and culture.

Consider,

for example, the West Virginia Ce

founder, Betty Knighton, has sponsored public

man

y issues of importance to her state and
to convene and manage such discussions.

the Center for Civic Life as aggressively neutral
reputation for not taking the side of Democrats

ronmentalists or business interests, or
state’s debates; instead, it is an honest
launch a good democratic and deliber

where they may.

“Open-endedness” is perhap
work than “neutrality.” After al
state; she is not completely net
happen to help Democrats
other may benefit more from

nonpartisan, independent journa

portant and how to describ
effects on various partie
Jike a neutral act that ca
level of participation. However,
experience suggests
consequence. Even
an invitation tha
In short, neu
surely a difference between trying to inspire, persuad
versus helping them to form and promote deci-
le, many newspaper editors believe that
mation and forums for discussion so that
formed and more effective. Even if there

people to adopt a view,
sions of their own. For examp
their job is to provide infor
their readers will be better in

1, Knighton surely

or Republicans,

1. While it is useful for editorial writers and bloggers®'
deological views, we also need relatively neutral
le it is appropriate for people to form and
e their own economic and legal in-

about the overall po-

nter for Civic Life. Its

conversations about

has taught college students
She says, “We have defined

22 The center has a
or Republicans, envi-

any other participants in the
broker. Knighton is willing to
ative process and let the chips fall

s a more precise term for this kind of
has some goals for her
wtral. And her interventions may at times
because one side or the
a public dialogue. Likewise, even the most

list must decide which facts are im-

e them. How she presents the news may have
s and interests. Registering young voters sounds
n only benefit our democracy by increasing the
if one registers students on my campus,
that 70 percent will vote Democratic—a partisan
in a simple public discussion, someone must issue
t may somehow shape the ensuing conversation.
trality is something of a myth. Nevertheless, there is

e, or manipulate

is no such thing as a politically neutral news source, a newspaper can

be open-ended: it can provide multiple points

able to more than one position and avoi

Likewise, some community organizers bring a

12

FH I

FUTURE

OF DEMOCRACY

of view and facts favor-

d shaping its readers’ opinions. |
dult residents together

t(}tlhfereby magnifying their political power), while allowing them to set
eir own agendas.? It is worth identifyi
ying open-ended politic
able and undersupplied form of civi . B
of civic engagement, withou igrati
ol : tdenigrati
participation that happens to be partisan, ideological, or self-inte%esterc)lg

1.5 CONCLUSION

l ton Of CIvIC Cngagelllen[ ha[ has merged far 1S any ac
g , PUth matters (even 1{ Sc“iShl& lllOtlbated
as ]Ol’lg as [h actor p te attent t]le (()llse(llle]l( €s ())1
S o (8) ays appl Opl 1a a nton to
hlS ha 1 th y t y m pu 1C mat-
be V101 f()l e llndell lng pOll lCal s
ters lnclud [he common lle 1 g S 1y
e 8, € dlSt lbut]on Of y
) OOdS 1n a socie ar l(l
. (] B citizens to l)e I'ne p() 1t1¢ a] Sys—
]laVl()lS b» “ee(l some concern d about our 1
y to llllpl ove 1t 1n an oper l"elld
) t ut
laV()] lllg ally pal [lCUlal ldeology. & ld % &
et eOlOglca] and even
ested par[lCIPatlon 1S alSO CIviC engagement and 18 CSSCntlal to t.he Syst.em.
(o, . . .
I dO not anthIPate lhat readers Wl]l agree al)out [he detalls Of thls
deﬁnltl()l’l, bllt 1ts over d" structure seems unaVOldable. In Order to de'
ne ¢ y =
ﬁ 1viI1C Cngagemellt, one must ﬁl st deﬁne legltlmate] pub]lC mat:
TS, rms Of behaVlO
t]lat are mOI‘a“y llleg]tlmate (t(?l rorism l)elng a C]ear example).
IJOthlng m the algument SO fa] Cxp]alns Why ]al ge numb( rs Of
p p e Oug tto I)e engaged Eve est C()u](hl (
€O l ll . r} lf there 1sa publ]c mter s
1t be managed qlllle y " representatives 1 I)l()ifS—
s1on manag Ts In S t N g g -~
I 3 ea ns t f T b a £
O al { < ? h( ) we ]lee(l 1 SO O 1avo ro d CIVIC enga
ment. I 1
IhCSC easons, to wthh I turn n Chapte 25 Wlll help us deCldC

what specific skills, habits, k
possess. s, knowledge, and values most citizens should

WHAT IS CIVIC ENGAGEMENT? 13



10.

228

at least appoint leaders of public broadcasting who are willing
to create an entirely new model to replace the current system
of using membership drives and corporate advertising to
support marginal programs.

Incorporate citizens into civic life. The many millions of new
immigrants need civic skills and opportunities; and the.
naturalization process should help them to become active

and responsible citizens. Until 2006, the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) used an exam for citizenship that
consisted of pure trivia. The best way to pass it was to memorize
the answers, which one could do without learning anything of
substance. The proposed revision released late in 2006 was
somewhat better, but it still lacked sufficient questions about
how American citizens may participate. Along with a better
exam, the INS should provide better opportunities to learn the

material.
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