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Abstract This chapter provides an analysis of the complex role of Nordic schools
in both enhancing and reducing socioeconomic inequalities in civic competences.
A multilevel analysis method was used to examine the IEA International Civic and
Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) 2009 and 2016 data of all four Nordic countries.
The results show that unequal access to civic learning (in-school civic participation
and open classroom climate) exist in all Nordic countries. We found differences in
access within schools in which students with more advantages experienced greater
opportunities to participate. Additionally, we found differences between schools.
Those schools that had an intake with a higher proportion of socioeconomically
advantaged students tended to provide more civic learning opportunities and open
classroom climates. Inequalities in access to civic learning activitiesmanifested itself
in different ways in schools across the Nordic countries. There is some evidence that
this happens more regularly in Sweden than Finland, though Norway recorded the
highest levels of unequal access inside schools, and noNordic country provides equal
access to all the forms of civic learning we studied. At the same time, however, there
were forms of civic learning in Nordic schools that were found to reduce socioe-
conomic inequalities in civic competences. The results showed that when disadvan-
taged students gained access to civic learning, they mostly appeared to benefit either
the same or more from the experience than their more advantaged peers. A unique
contribution of this chapter to the field of citizenship education is that we found
that in-school civic participation can compensate for a disadvantaged background
for developing future electoral participation and civic knowledge in students from
disadvantaged backgrounds.
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5.1 Introduction

The Nordic countries have long and well-respected traditions of maintaining low
levels of socioeconomic inequality (Piketty 2013). The Nordic welfare model is well
known for using the education system as policy tool for fostering equality (Lundahl
2016), and countries’ education systems achieve high levels of equality in many
outcomes (Bauer and Riphahn 2006; OECD 2019). The countries are known for
healthy democracies and highly engaged citizens (Hoskins and Mascherini 2009),
who are fairly satisfied with how their democracies function (Fora et al. 2020).
In contrast, since the Second World War, much of the Western world has become
increasingly unequal (Piketty 2013) andmore dissatisfiedwith democracy (Fora et al.
2020), and it has suffered from mounting social inequalities in political engagement
(Hoskins and Janmaat 2019). This feeling of political alienation not only excludes
certain voices from decision-making processes but also creates untapped frustration,
which populist and extremist parties have exploited in referendums and elections
(Huber and Ruth 2017; Kriesi 2014). These parties and their political agendas have
successfully positioned themselves as outsiders agitating against the political elite
and have had some success in politically mobilizing disaffected and lower socioeco-
nomic groups, as exemplified by the United Kingdom’s 2016 referendum on Euro-
peanUnionmembership, United States President Donald Trump’s 2016 election, and
the victories of populist anti-immigrant parties in the 2018 Hungarian and Italian
parliamentary elections. Socioeconomic inequalities within the education system
and unequal access to civic learning have been identified as important contributors
to socioeconomic inequalities in political engagement (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019).

This chapter investigates if Nordic education systems are following these trends.
There are signs of increasing income inequality in Nordic countries (Aaberge et al.
2018), and radical right-wing populist parties have established themselves in all four
countries (Widtfeldt 2018). Are there now signs of socioeconomic inequalities in
civic learning in Nordic schools as well? This chapter focuses on identifying the role
Nordic schools are playing in reducing and increasing socioeconomic inequalities
in the levels of students’ civic competences.1 In this regard, we address two issues:
access to civic learning and differential gains from experiencing the opportunities
offered in schools.

1Civic competence is defined in this chapter as the “knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes that
enable a person to become an active citizen” (Hoskins et al. 2011, p. 84).
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5.2 Education Equality and the Nordic Education System

Nordic countries are associated with an education model that prioritizes education
equality and social justice (Lundahl 2016). Nordic education systems have aimed at
enabling equal access to high-quality education regardless of students’ social back-
grounds by developing a comprehensive education model in which ability grouping
between or even within schools is largely prohibited (Lundahl 2016; Telhaug et al.
2006). TheNordic comprehensive education system,whichwas originally developed
in the 1960s, has been tested and strained by the influence of global neoliberal educa-
tion debates (Lundahl 2016). Nevertheless, there are differences across the Nordic
countries to the extent that policy changes have been introduced and educational
inequalities have risen. Of the four countries, Finland has been identified as main-
taining a fully comprehensive education system, and it has low levels of education
inequality (measured by the amount of variation in PISA [Programme for Inter-
national Student Assessment] outcomes) and comparatively high levels of average
education performance (Parker et al. 2018). In PISA studies, Finland, Denmark,
and Norway are all well below the average OECD level of explained variances in
cognitive scores by socioeconomic status (SES), while Sweden meets the interna-
tional average (OECD 2019; Skolverket 2019). Sweden has also been identified as a
country in which education inequalities have been on the rise since the 1990s, with
the introduction of free schools, increasingly run by corporations for profit, and a
market for competition for students between schools (Lundahl 2016). Up until 2012,
the average educational performance in Sweden, as measured by PISA scores, was
also declining, and this paralleled the increased levels of variations between schools
and students (Parker et al. 2018). The last two PISA studies showed some improve-
ment in Swedish scores, though higher levels of education inequality remained when
compared to the otherNordic countries (Skolverket 2019).Building from this context,
we might expect to find differences between the Nordic countries in the International
Association for theEvaluation of EducationalAchievement (IEA) InternationalCivic
andCitizenship Education Study (ICCS) data aswell, with greater education inequal-
ities in Sweden, althoughwe note that Sweden does not have high levels of inequality
in its PISA results when compared to other OECD countries.

5.3 The Role of School in Reproducing Inequalities
in Political Engagement

Hoskins and Janmaat’s (2019) theory of the social reproduction of inequalities in
political engagement identifies two ways in which schools can reinforce and repro-
duce socioeconomic inequalities in political engagement. First, schools may fail to
provide the same level of access to civic learning opportunities, either differentiating
opportunities inside a school according to socioeconomic background of the students
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or differentiating teachingmethodsbetween schools according to thedifferent socioe-
conomic intake. Second, schools may fail by providing learning opportunities from
which advantaged students benefitmore than disadvantaged ones,which has an accel-
erating effect. This can happen when students who have developed higher levels of
competence in their home lives are able to excel more than others in a school-run
activity.

In the United Kingdom context, a lack of access to learning political engage-
ment in school was found to contribute to the reproduction of existing socioeco-
nomic inequalities in political engagement (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019). No acceler-
ating effects were found. Nevertheless, a systematic analysis of the Nordic countries
on these issues has yet to be undertaken. Research on Denmark found inequali-
ties in access to open classroom climates in the ICCS 2016 data (Deimel et al.
2020). Research on Sweden found unequal access to civic learning activities in the
2009 ICCS data (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019), and research on Sweden using IEA
Civic Education Study (CIVED) 1999 data suggested that students in schools with a
higher advantaged-student intake reported higher levels of open classroom climates
(Almgren 2006).

The second aspect was the accelerating effects of privileged students benefiting
more from learning opportunities than their disadvantaged counterparts because they
have experience and skills onwhich to build. The only research thatwe have been able
to identify that found an accelerated effect was based in Belgium, where Hooghe and
Dassonneville (2013) found that students who had a higher level of political knowl-
edge benefitted more from civic education classes in terms of enhanced political
engagement.

An alternative theory suggests that youngpeople fromdisadvantaged backgrounds
can benefit more from a school learning experience, and this has been called the
compensatory effect (Campbell 2008). Thepremise behind this concept is that socioe-
conomic inequality in political engagement is transmitted from one generation to the
next through political socialization at home. When working-class children benefit
more from a certain learning opportunity, it compensates for missing parental social-
ization and disrupts or mitigates the transmission process (Campbell 2008). In other
words, access for less advantaged students to open classroom climates and in-school
political activities may reduce inequalities, as these students can catch up in terms
of their political learning.

Several scholars have identified education’s compensatory effects on aspects of
civic competence (Campbell 2008; Castillo et al. 2015; Deimel et al. 2020; Gainous
and Martens 2012; Hoskins et al. 2017; Hoskins and Janmaat 2019). These scholars
have mostly identified compensatory benefits in terms of students acquiring a greater
amount of civic education (Deimel et al. 2020; Gainous and Martens 2012; Hoskins
et al. 2017; Hoskins and Janmaat 2019). Campbell’s (2008) research in the United
States suggested that open classroom climates had a compensatory effect on future
civic engagement. Nevertheless, Castillo et al. (2015), using the Chilean ICCS
sample, and Persson (2015), using the Swedish sample from the CIVED 1999 study,
found no differential effects of classroom climates on intentions to politically engage.
Persson (2015) suggested that the difference between his results and those of Camp-
bell could be ascribed to Sweden’s greater level of equality: if social inequality is less
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pronounced in the first place, it is not surprising to find no compensatory effects for
disadvantaged groups. However, as levels of inequality have risen in Sweden since
1999, one wonders if those results have changed. Our research examines whether
different forms of learning can compensate for young people having a disadvantaged
background in the four Nordic countries today.

5.4 How Can Schools Facilitate the Learning of Civic
Competence?

In this chapter, we will explore two forms of learning civic competence—open class-
room climate and in-school civic participation activities. We selected these methods
because one of the prominent principles in understanding the teaching and learning
of civic competence is learning through participation (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019).
This processes of learning is understood to occur through open dialogue and the prac-
ticing of political engagement, and it has been widely identified through empirical
research to be an effective way to learn the skills of political engagement (Hoskins
et al. 2012; Hoskins et al. 2017; Hoskins and Janmaat 2019; Keating and Janmaat
2016; Knowles et al. 2018). The evidence suggests that young people learn to become
politically engaged in real-world environments or contexts that reflect the real world,
such as mock elections. Learning is a social process developed through interaction
with others and within the communities in which students live (Hoskins et al. 2012).
Using this approach, schools can be understood as communities that young people
join and in which they participate in negotiations of norms, meanings, and rules.

5.4.1 Open Classroom Climate

The most frequently cited participatory method of civic learning is an open climate
for classroom discussion (Campbell 2008; Hahn 1998; Hoskins et al. 2012; Keating
and Janmaat 2016; Knowles et al. 2018; Quintelier and Hooghe 2012; Torney-Purta
2002). This refers to a situation in which students feel free to ask questions, bring up
issues for discussion, express their own opinions, make up their own minds, perceive
that teachers respect their opinion, and be taught by teachers who present different
sides to an argument. The characteristics of a classroom based on these principles
align with participatory approaches to learning in which it occurs via interaction,
negotiation, and joint enterprise. There is a great deal of research that has drawn on
both cross-sectional and longitudinal data to demonstrate that the open classroom
learning method is effective in enhancing political engagement (Campbell 2008;
Hoskins et al. 2012; Keating and Janmaat 2016; Knowles et al. 2018; Quintelier and
Hooghe 2012; Torney-Purta 2002), positive attitudes towards political engagement
(Geboers et al. 2013), critical thinking (ten Dam andVolman 2004), citizenship skills
(Finkel and Ernst 2005), and political knowledge (McDevitt and Kiousis 2006).
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5.4.2 In-School Civic Participation Activities

Participatory processes of learning political engagement also occur when young
people are offered the chance to practice civic engagement and decision-making at
school (Hoskins et al. 2012; Keating and Janmaat 2016; Knowles et al. 2018). This
can be accomplished through activities involving class councils, school parliaments,
clubs, societies, and mock elections, and there is considerable evidence of their
effectiveness (Hoskins et al. 2012; Hoskins and Janmaat 2019; Keating and Janmaat
2016). Youth participation activities are said to lead to the development of different
aspects of civic competences, such as deliberation, compromise, public speaking, the
expressing of opinions, the learning of how to work in groups, and the assimilating of
other people’s opinions (Quintelier 2008). Additionally, they are also said to provide
students with greater awareness of the issues in their communities and build the
efficacy needed to become involved in the creation of community change (Keating
and Janmaat 2016; McFarland and Thomas 2006). Finally, longitudinal data have
demonstrated that in-school civic activities have direct and sustainable effects on
voting (Keating and Janmaat 2016) and indirect effects on enhancing levels of civic
competence while students are in school (Beck and Jennings 1982).

5.4.3 Civic Competence

In this chapter, the term “civic competence” is defined as the “knowledge, skills,
values, and attitudes that enable a person to become an active citizen” (Hoskins et al.
2011, p. 84). European countries have established a wide variety of attributes needed
to become civically competent (Barrett 2020; Hoskins et al. 2011, 2014). In this
chapterwewill focus on three aspects of them. First,wewill focus on civic knowledge
as measured by the IEA ICCS testing of student understanding and ability in order
to apply knowledge in four domains: civic society and systems, civic principles,
civic participation, and civic identities (Schulz et al. 2017). Second, citizenship self-
efficacy, which has been found to be strongly associated with actual levels of political
engagement (e.g., Blais 2000; Moeller et al. 2014). Third, intended future electoral
participation, which has also been found to be strongly associated with actual voter
turnout (Achen and Blais 2010). These two attitudinal measures were constructed
from student responses to a survey in the ICCS study (for more details, see the
Sect. 5.5).

Accordingly, this chapter investigates two research questions: (1) are there
inequalities in students’ access to participatory forms of learning in schools in Nordic
countries? (2) Do these activities offer differential learning of civic competences
according to students’ SES?
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5.5 Data and Measures

The data used in this chapter are from Nordic countries that participated in the
2009 and 2016 IEA ICCS studies of grade 8 students (grade 9 in Norway).2 Table
5.1 provides the descriptive statistics of the scales developed from the ICCS student
survey data in 2009 and 2016,whichwere used in this chapter’s analysis.We included
two self-reported measures related to learning political engagement: open classroom
climate and students’ in-school civic participation, both of which had been developed
by IEA. The open-classroom-climate scale was derived from student responses to a
six-item question asking when and how often teachers encouraged their students to
form their ownopinions, express them, respect those of others, and raise current issues
when discussing politics or society during regular lessons. The scale of students’
in-school civic participation was constructed from student responses to a question
asking whether they participated in in-school decision-making, debate organization,
student council, and activities to improve the school environment, either by voting or
running for office. From the descriptive data presented in Table 5.1, we can observe
differences among Nordic countries and between them and the international mean
of 50 in all scales in both 2009 and 2016. Although data were largely unchanged
between 2009 and 2016, some small but significant changes did occur. There was
a decrease in Denmark and an increase in Sweden in students’ perceptions of open

Table 5.1 Descriptive statistics (mean and standard error) of the ICCS scales used in the analysis

Year Denmark Finland Norway Sweden Internationalˆ¨

Civic knowledge 2009 576 (3.6) 576 (2.4) 538 (4.0)* 537 (3.1)* 500 (0.7)

2016 586 (3.0) 577 (2.3) 564 (2.2)* 579 (2.8)* 517 (0.7)

Open classroom
climate

2009 55 (0.3)* 49 (0.2) 53 (0.5) 51 (0.3)* 50 (0.1)

2016 54 (0.3)* 49 (0.2) 52 (0.3) 52 (0.4)* 50 (0.1)

Students’
participation at
school

2009 48 (0.3)* 48 (0.3) 54 (0.2) 50 (0.3)* 50 (0.1)

2016 50 (0.2)* 48 (0.2) 54 (0.2) 53 (0.2)* 50 (0.1)

Students’ sense of
citizenship
self-efficacy

2009 50 (0.2)* 46 (0.2)* 49 (0.3)* 49 (0.3)* 50 (0.1)

2016 51 (0.2)* 48 (0.2)* 51 (0.2)* 52 (0.2)* 51 (0.1)

Intended future
electoral
participation

2009 49 (0.2)* 49 (0.2)* 52 (0.3)* 49 (0.3)* 50 (0.1)

2016 52 (0.2)* 51 (0.2)* 54 (0.1)* 53 (0.2)* 51 (0.1)

Notes All means are calculated by utilizing IDB Analyser and applying total student weight. *p <
0.05 for differences between 2009 and 2016. ˆ¨Significance test was not performed as the number
of countries participated in ICCS 2009 is different from that in ICCS 2016. School and Student
level numbers are available in Chapter 1

2Chapter 1 of this book presents further details on the representative sample for each of the Nordic
countries, including the number cases and schools per country.
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classroom climates, and there was an increase in students’ in-school participation in
Denmark and Sweden.

We included three measures of civic competence in our analysis: civic knowl-
edge, citizenship self-efficacy, and intended future electoral participation with higher
values indicating higher achievement of these scales. As discussed in the above
section on civic competence, our measure of civic knowledge captures students’
understanding and ability to apply knowledge in the four domains of: civic society and
systems, civic principles, civic participation, and civic identities (Schulz et al. 2017).
Wemeasured civic knowledge using five plausible values using item-response-theory
scaling to summarize student scores on test items. The other scales, all of which
IEA had previously created, were derived from student responses to questions using
item-response-theory weighted likelihood estimates (Köhler et al. 2018; Schulz et al.
2018). The scale of students’ sense of citizenship self-efficacy was derived from a
seven-item self report question asking how well they thought that they could follow,
discuss, debate, and present to an in-school audience on social, political, or contro-
versial issues, stand as representatives of student council, and write to a newspaper
giving opinions on a current issue. The scale of students’ intended future electoral
participation was derived from their responses to a three-item question asking if they
would vote in local or national elections as adults or get information about candidates
before doing so. From the descriptive data presented in Table 5.1, we can observe
some significant changes between 2009 and 2016 in the average student scores on
items related to acquiring civic knowledge (increases in Norway and Sweden). There
was also a Nordic-wide increase in students’ sense of citizenship self-efficacy and
intended future electoral participation.

To measure students’ SES, we used the national index of socioeconomic back-
grounds, which is a standardized score with an international/national mean of zero,
a maximum value of 4.73, and a minimum value of −5.27. The national index is
based on three indices: parents’ highest occupational status, parents’ highest level of
education, and the number of books at home.We included students’ gender (boy= 0;
girl = 1) and migrant status (0 = child and at least one parent were born in country;
1 = student or both parents were migrants) as control variables (see Table 1.1 in
Chapter 1 for the distributions of these variables).

To understand the levels of socioeconomic inequalities in civic competences, we
used the national socioeconomic indexvariable to divide the ICCSdata into four equal
groups: students in lowest SES quantile, middle-lower SES quantile, middle-upper
SES quantile, and highest SES quantile. Figure 5.1 provides a visual presentation
of the average civic knowledge achievement of students in ICCS 2009 and 2016 by
SES group and by country. Tests were performed to assess if differences between
SES quantiles or changes over time (2009–2016) were significant. Figures 5.2 and
5.3 present these same parameters for citizenship self-efficacy and intended future
electoral participation.

In analyzing the three measures of civic competence, a pattern emerged between
the quintiles that showed that higher levels of SES corresponded to a higher level of
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Fig. 5.1 Student civic knowledge achievement in four socio-economic strata and changes from
ICCS 2009 and ICCS 2016, by country (Notes All means are calculated by utilizing IDB Analyzer
on the five plausible values and applying total student weights. All differences between SES groups
are significant unless notified otherwise. ˆDifference between lowest SES quantile and middle
lower SES quantile not significant; ˆˆdifference between lowest SES quantile and middle lower
SES quantile and difference between middle lower SES quantile and middle upper SES quantile
not significant; ˆ*changes from 2009 to 2016 are all significant except the group of highest SES
quantile; ˆˆ*changes from 2009 to 2016 are significant only for groups of middle lower and middle
upper SES quantiles but not significant for the lowest SES and the highest SES quantiles; *all
differences between all four SES groups were significant at each point of time, and changes from
2009 to 2016 were all significant)

civic competence. For civic knowledge (Fig. 5.1), differences between the quintiles
were significant for all countries in both 2009 and 2016. The students with the
highest level of citizenship self-efficacy (Fig. 5.2) for all four Nordic countries were
the young people from the highest SES quintile. Differences between the lowest SES
and middle-lower SES groups were not significant in Norway in 2009 or Sweden in
2009 and 2016. For intended future electoral participation (Fig. 5.3), the situation
was almost the same, but the two middle quintiles in Finland in 2016 were not
significantly different.

When we look for variations in inequality between countries, we saw that in the
case of civic knowledge (Fig. 5.1), the distance between the lowest and highest SES
quantiles was similar inDenmark (105 points in 2009 and 95 points in 2016), Norway
(100 points in 2009 and 85 points in 2016), and Sweden (109 points in 2009 and
111 points in 2016) whilst the gap was smallest in Finland. Meanwhile, the gap
was gradually narrowing in all countries expect Sweden. Regarding citizenship self-
efficacy (Fig. 5.2), the inequality gap was similar in Denmark (5.7 points in 2009
and 4.7 points in 2016) and Sweden (5.7 points in 2009 and 3.9 points in 2016) with
a significant decrease from 2009 to 2016. While the gap in 2009 appeared smaller
in Finland (4.2 points in 2009 and 4.7 points in 2016), and Norway (4.9 points in
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Fig. 5.2 Student citizenship self-efficacy in four socio-economic strata and changes from ICCS
2009 and ICCS 2016, by country (Notes All means are calculated by utilizing IDB Analyzer and
applying total student weights. All differences between SES groups are significant unless notified
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significant and changes from 2009 to 2016 are significant for all SES groups)

2009 and 5.5 points in 2016) with some non-significant increase, the gap in Norway
in 2016 became larger than that in other three countries. Regarding intended future
electoral participation (Fig. 5.3), the differences between highest and lowest SES
quintiles were similar in all countries (approx. 6.1–6.5 points in 2009 and 5.4–5.8
points in 2016) and in both studies except that the gap was largest in Norway both
in 2009 (7.4 points) and in 2016 (6.7 points). Between 2009 to 2016, almost all
SES groups in all four countries experienced significant increases in intended future
electoral participation; the middle-upper SES quantile in Finland did not.
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5.6 Methods

For the main analysis, we applied a multilevel regression analysis to simultaneously
model the school-level (L2) and individual-level (L1) predictors of various outcomes.
We first examined the extent to which access to civic learning was associated with
SES by using the dependent variables of citizenship teaching methods: open class-
room climates and in-school civic participation. We used the individual level (in this
study this is referring to the individual student) and school-level variables of SES
as our independent variables. Then, we used a multilevel regression analysis with
interactions between SES and the two learning methods (open classroom climates
and in-school civic participation) on civic competence (knowledge, citizenship self-
efficacy, and intentions of future electoral participation). Studying the interaction
between students’ SES and civic learning opportunities enabled us to estimate the
possible mitigating and accelerating effects of political learning experiences on civic
competence. We will present the analysis results from random intercept models
and by country so we can compare results between the four Nordic countries. We
used Mplus (Muthén and Muthén 2012) to estimate the models, and we applied
full information maximum likelihood estimators to include cases with missing data
in some of the analysis variables. We also applied sampling weights by including
student weights at individual-level (L1) and school weights at school level (L2) in
our multilevel model testing in Mplus.
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5.7 Results

5.7.1 Inequalities in Access to Civic Learning and Open
Classroom Climates

First,we estimated a nullmodel to attribute the variance of the open classroomclimate
outcome to the individual and school levels. The analysis showed that roughly 5–
15% of the variations of experiences of open classroom climates could be accounted
for by differences between schools. Finland had the lowest, with a variation of 6.3%
between schools in 2016. Denmark had about 16% in both cycles. These results
suggest that there is a difference between schools in Denmark in terms of the student
experience of open classroom climate but in Finland differences between schools are
negligible.

Second, we added the SES of students at the individual level and the average SES
of students attending a school (school intake) at the school level to the model. The
purpose of this was to understand whether students from different schools reported
different levels of open classroom climate and to test if that level was higher in
classrooms composed of students with higher SES.

At the individual level, students’ SES had a significant positive relationship with
their experience of access to an open classroom climate in Denmark, Norway, and
Sweden in 2009 and 2016 (see Table 5.2). This suggests that for these countries,
the higher the social class, the more students felt that the classroom was open and
that they were able to participate in class discussions. Surprisingly, Norway had the
largest regression parameters for SES on perceived openness of classroom climate
in 2016. In Finland, the interaction was not significant in 2009 or 2016, suggesting
that SES does not have to limit students’ experience of access to an open classroom
climate. In general, there were few changes between the studies, but an increase in
the parameters of Sweden and a decrease in those of Denmark can be seen. The
explained variance of the model at the individual level was very low (1–3%).

Despite there only being a small amount of variationbetween schools, SESappears
to be a more important variable in explaining the variation at the school level than
at the individual level. At the school level in Denmark and Sweden, the relationship
between the SES of the school’s student intake was significantly related to open
classroom climate in 2009 and 2016 (see Table 5.2). This indicates that in Denmark
and Sweden, the higher the average social class of the students attending the school,
the more likely it was that the they reported access to open classroom climates,
implying that there were differences between schools in the methods used in class-
rooms according to the SES level in the school’s intake. In 2009, the regression
parameter was significant in Norway, though it was no longer so in 2016. In contrast,
in Finland, school-level SES increased and became significant in 2016, suggesting
that inequalities in students’ experiences between schools were starting to appear.
The explained variance at the school level in 2016 was high in Denmark, at 28%; in
Finland and Sweden, it was about 14%. In Norway, it was 4%.
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5.7.2 In-School Civic Participation

As with an open classroom climate, the first step in our analysis of in-school civic
participation was to estimate a null model and attribute the variance of the outcome
in-school civic participation to the student and school levels. The null model showed
that the between school variance was very small in Norway (4.3% in 2009 and 3%
in 2016), the highest level and with the highest increase was Finland (7.9% in 2009
and 13.5% in 2016) and then Sweden (9.2% in 2009 and 10% in 2016) while it was
small and stable in Denmark (6.1% in 2009 and 6.4% in 2016).

Second, we added the socioeconomic status of students and the average socioeco-
nomic status of the school intake (school level) to themodel to studywhether students
from different schools reported different levels of in-school civic participation and to
test if the amount of participation was higher in schools composed of students with
higher SES.

At the individual level, there was a significant positive relationship between
students’ SES and in-school civic participation across all Nordic countries in 2009
and 2016 (see Table 5.2). This suggested that in all Nordic countries, social class may
well influence access to in-school civic participation. In 2016, the regression param-
eter of SES at individual level were largest in Norway (2.26) and smallest in Sweden
(1.16). Between 2009 and 2016, the parameters were reduced in all Nordic coun-
tries, suggesting a reduction in inequalities related to in-school civic participation.
The explained variance at the individual level was low (2–5%).

The variation among schools can be partly explained by the SES level of the
student intake. In Finland, Norway, and Sweden in 2009 and 2016, we found differ-
ences between schools concerning access to in-school civic participation according
to the SES intake of the school. For these countries we found that there were more in-
school civic participation activities in schools that hadmore high-level-SES students.
In Denmark, this was not the case in 2016. The explained variance of the school level
differences appears quite varied, for example, for Finland in 2016 it is 43% and in
Denmark in 2016 it is only 3.3%. It is important to note, however, that the amount of
variance explained between schools relates to the size of the null model—how much
variation there actually is between schools. This means that although these differ-
ences can look large they are actually much less dramatic. For example, in 2009 the
Finnish model on in-school civic participation explained 43% of the 13.5% variation
that exists between schools that equates to 3.2% of the overall variation of students
in-school civic participation. In contrast, the Danish model in 2009 where there was
only 6.9% explained variance was actually explaining the 6.1% of variation that was
existing between schools in Denmark in 2009 and that the 6.9% actually equates to
1.1% of the overall variation in in-school civic participation of Danish students.

We recognize that different experiences among students in schools and between
schools according to the socioeconomic backgrounds of the students are not the
only explanation for differing levels of civic competence—for example, the learning
in the home environment is also very important for developing civic competences.
Nevertheless, our results suggest that schooling in the Nordic education system,
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as in the English education system (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019), is playing a role
in limiting access based on student SES to two important ways of civic learning
(in-school civic participation and open classroom climate) in all Nordic countries.

5.7.3 Learning Civic Competence

The importance of access to civic learning becomes clear when we look at the
relationship of these forms of learningwith different dimensions of civic competence.
The results of our multilevel regression analysis are presented in Tables 5.3 and 5.4.
First, we estimated a null model to attribute the variance in the outcome of each
of the three aspects of civic competence (civic knowledge, citizenship self-efficacy,
and intended future electoral participation) to the student and school levels. The level
of variation between schools explains between 11 and 17% of the variations in the
civic knowledge scores of students in Sweden and Denmark (see Table 5.3). In 2016
in Finland and Norway, it was only 6%. For citizenship self-efficacy and intended
future electoral participation scores, there was very little variation explained at the
school level (see Table 5.4). Citizenship self-efficacy ranged between 2% and 5%,
while intended future electoral participation ranged between 5% and 10%, except
for Norway in 2016, when it was 3.4%.

Second, we added the civic learning variables (open classroom climates and in-
school civic participation), the socioeconomic status of students (at the individual and
the school level), and the interaction variables between the individual-level socioe-
conomic status and individual-level civic learning opportunities in order to identify
mitigating or accelerating effects.

At the individual level, therewas a direct and significant relationship between both
forms of civic learning opportunities (open classroom climates and in-school civic
participation) on each of the three aspects of civic competence in all Nordic countries
in both 2009 and 2016. This adds further compelling evidence of the importance of
thesemethodologies in learning civic competence to the already-significant literature
in the field (e.g., Campbell 2008; Hahn 1998; Hoskins et al. 2012; Keating and
Janmaat 2016; Knowles et al. 2018; Quintelier and Hooghe 2012; Torney-Purta
2002).

Understanding the extent of the importance of students’ peers’ experiences
(open classroom climates and in-school civic participation) on an individual student’s
civic learning was more complex. When comparing the school and the individual
level effects on civic knowledge (see Table 5.3), individual experiences of civic
learning stood out more than the collective student experience. This could be seen
in our models, which showed that the school-level forms of participatory learning
appeared to be less important in explaining differences in civic knowledge. Themean
level of peers’ civic participation had almost no significant relationships with civic
knowledge (the exception here was a significant positive result for Sweden in 2016).
The mean level of open classroom climate on civic knowledge had a significant and
positive relationship in half of our results. A consistent significant relationship was
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Table 5.3 Two-level regression analysis of student background and school learning factors on
student civic knowledge achievement—including unstandardized coefficient with standard errors

Independent
variables

Denmark Finland Norway Sweden

2009 2016 2009 2016 2009 2016 2009 2016

School
variance
(Model 0) %

16.4 17.3 9.3 6.0 13.7 5.6 16.9 11.4

Female 2.83
(3.1)

17.97
(2.7)

23.53
(4.1)

30.76
(3.9)

13.88
(4.5)

25.43
(2.9)

11.87
(4.7)

28.80
(4.5)

Migrant
background

−37.89
(7.4)

−29.43
(5.8)

−51.13
(11.0)

−71.72
(10.4)

−40.40
(8.6)

−47.03
(5.1)

−35.07
(6.4)

−51.40
(6.3)

Home SES
background

36.16
(8.3)

27.02
(7.3)

34.46
(12.2)

37.07
(12.2)

42.20
(22.7)

45.38
(16.0)

39.97
(12.6)

39.66
(21.35)

Open
classroom
climate

1.66
(0.2)

1.87
(0.1)

0.43
(0.2)

1.05
(0.3)

1.91
(0.3)

1.22
(0.2)

1.32
(0.3)

1.33
(0.2)

Civic
participation
at school

1.83
(0.2)

0.97
(0.2)

1.40
(0.2)

1.11
(0.3)

2.03
(0.3)

1.45
(0.2)

1.84
(0.2)

1.85
(0.3)

SES*Open
classroom

−0.19
(0.2)

0.00
(0.1)

0.20
(0.3)

−0.25
(0.3)

0.16
(0.5)

−0.14
(0.3)

−0.24
(0.2)

−0.20
(0.3)

SES*Civic
participation
at school

0.01
(0.2)

−0.05
(0.1)

−0.41
(0.16)

−0.10
(0.2)

−0.53
(0.3)

−0.30
(0.3)

0.03
(0.2)

−0.02
(0.3)

SES at
school level
(L2)

63.84
(6.9)

50.83
(6.4)

22.51
(7.2)

22.50
(6.9)

53.50
(10.7)

40.84
(5.2)

62.96
(5.9)

58.20
(7.2)

Open
classroom
climate (L2)

1.92
(0.7)

2.76
(0.7)

2.94
(1.0)

0.37
(1.0)

2.38
(0.8)

1.30
(0.8)

3.44
(0.7)

1.42
(0.73)

Civic
participation
at school
(L2)

0.05
(0.9)

−0.63
(0.9)

−0.45
(0.8)

0.93
(1.0)

2.22
(1.4)

2.23
(1.2)

−0.90
(1.0)

1.77
(0.7)

Between
variance
explained %

62.6 66.1 24.4 43.0 67.7 66.4 75.7 85.7

Within
variance
explained %

21.6 14.9 25.7 25.0 31.0 30.3 22.7 25.0

Notes Model estimates from using Mplus with full information maximum likelihood estimators in
treatment of missing data, applying sampling weights and using all five plausible values. p < 0.05
for coefficients in bold



5 Socioeconomic Inequalities in Civic Learning … 107

Ta
bl
e
5.
4

Tw
o-
le
ve
lr
eg
re
ss
io
n
of
st
ud
en
tb
ac
kg
ro
un
d
an
d
sc
ho
ol
le
ar
ni
ng

fa
ct
or
so

n
st
ud
en
tc
iti
ze
ns
hi
p
se
lf
-e
ffi
ca
cy

an
d
in
te
nd
ed

fu
tu
re
el
ec
to
ra
lp
ar
tic
ip
at
io
n—

in
cl
ud
in
g
un
st
an
da
rd
iz
ed

co
ef
fic
ie
nt

w
ith

st
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
s

In
de
pe
nd
en
t

va
ri
ab
le
s

D
en
m
ar
k

Fi
nl
an
d

N
or
w
ay

Sw
ed
en

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

St
ud
en
ts
’
se
ns
e
of

ci
tiz

en
sh
ip

se
lf
-e
ffi
ca
cy

Sc
ho
ol

va
ri
an
ce

(M
od
el
0)

%

1.
6

2.
7

3.
4

2.
5

4.
6

1.
6

5.
20

3.
40

G
en
de
r

0.
95

(0
.3
)

0.
37

(0
.3
)

0.
29

(0
.4
)

−0
.4
4
(0
.5
)

0.
93

(0
.5
)

0.
52

(0
.3
)

0.
48

(0
.5
)

0.
60

(0
.5
)

M
ig
ra
nt

ba
ck
gr
ou
nd

0.
85

(0
.8
)

0.
64

(0
.5
)

3.
47

(1
.6
)

0.
17

(1
.2
)

1.
28

(0
.8
)

0.
07

(0
.7
)

2.
21

(0
.7
)

1.
69

(0
.8
)

H
om

e
SE

S
ba
ck
gr
ou
nd

0.
85

(3
.4
)

1.
10

(1
.3
)

0.
18

(3
.2
)

−2
.1
3
(1
.4
)

3.
99

(1
.9
)

−0
.6
1
(3
.2
)

0.
50

(3
.2
)

-5
.4
2
(1
.7
)

O
pe
n

cl
as
sr
oo
m

cl
im

at
e

0.
15

(0
.0
2)

0.
16

(0
.0
2)

0.
14

(0
.0
3)

0.
18

(0
.0
3)

0.
10

(0
.0
3)

0.
13

(0
.0
2)

0.
18

(0
.0
3)

0.
13

(0
.0
3)

C
iv
ic

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
at

sc
ho
ol

0.
37

(0
.0
2)

0.
34

(0
.0
2)

0.
38

(0
.0
2)

0.
33

(0
.0
2)

0.
45

(0
.0
3)

0.
42

(0
.0
2)

0.
40

(0
.0
3)

0.
41

(0
.0
3)

SE
S×

O
pe
n

cl
as
sr
oo
m

−0
.0
2
(0
.0
5)

0.
01

(0
.0
2)

−0
.0
1
(0
.0
5)

0.
02

(0
.0
3)

−0
.0
6
(0
.0
3)

0.
00

(0
.0
3)

-0
.0
4
(0
.0
4)

0.
06

(0
.0
4)

SE
S×

C
iv
ic

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
at

sc
ho
ol

0.
03

(0
.0
2)

−0
.0
1
(0
.0
2)

0.
03

(0
.0
2)

0.
04

(0
.0
3)

0.
01

(0
.0
3)

0.
04

(0
.0
4)

0.
05

(0
.0
5)

0.
07

(0
.0
4)

SE
S
at
sc
ho
ol

le
ve
l(
L
2)

1.
79

(0
.4
)

1.
30

(0
.5
)

1.
21

(0
.5
)

0.
28

(0
.5
)

3.
46

(0
.7
)

1.
55

(0
.5
)

1.
12

(0
.5
)

0.
33

(0
.7
)

(c
on
tin

ue
d)



108 B. Hoskins et al.

Ta
bl
e
5.
4

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
s

In
de
pe
nd
en
t

va
ri
ab
le
s

D
en
m
ar
k

Fi
nl
an
d

N
or
w
ay

Sw
ed
en

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

O
pe
n

cl
as
sr
oo
m

cl
im

at
e
(L
2)

0.
12

(0
.0
5)

0.
10

(0
.0
4)

0.
24

(0
.1
)

0.
17

(0
.0
8)

0.
10

(0
.1
)

0.
20

(0
.1
)

0.
19

(0
.0
6)

0.
09

(0
.1
)

C
iv
ic

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
at

sc
ho
ol

(L
2)

0.
19

(0
.0
5)

0.
29

(0
.0
7)

0.
19

(0
.0
7)

0.
23

(0
.0
6)

0.
29

(0
.1
)

0.
49

(0
.1
)

0.
34

(0
.1
)

0.
47

(0
.1
)

B
et
w
ee
n

va
ri
an
ce

ex
pl
ai
ne
d
%

75
.3

74
.2

48
.9

57
.5

63
81
.3

60
.3

71
.5

W
it
hi
n

va
ri
an
ce

ex
pl
ai
ne
d
%

19
.4

15
.2

17
.3

21
.5

32
.4

16
.1

21
.8

35
.4

In
te
nd
ed

fu
tu
re

el
ec
to
ra
l

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n

Sc
ho
ol

va
ri
an
ce

(M
od
el
0)

%

4.
8

8.
1

4.
6

7
.2

6
.8

3.
4

9.
8

4.
5

Fe
m
al
e

1.
02

(0
.3
)

1.
83

(0
.2
)

0.
33

(0
.4
)

0.
75

(0
.4
)

0.
90

(0
.6
)

1.
36

(0
.3
)

1.
05

(0
.4
)

0.
73

(0
.3
3)

M
ig
ra
nt

ba
ck
gr
ou
nd

−0
.4
7
(0
.7
)

−1
.4
1
(0
.6
)

−0
.0
6
(1
.5
)

−4
.4
5
(1
.2
)

−1
.2
8
(1
.0
)

−2
.8
8
(0
.6
)

0.
08

(0
.6
)

−1
.5
8
(0
.7
)

H
om

e
SE

S
ba
ck
gr
ou
nd

2.
96

(1
.0
)

3.
86

(1
.0
)

3.
50

(1
.4
)

3.
70

(1
.0
)

6.
51

(1
.5
)

5.
97

(1
.0
)

1.
84

(1
.9
)

4.
07

(1
.6
)

(c
on
tin

ue
d)



5 Socioeconomic Inequalities in Civic Learning … 109

Ta
bl
e
5.
4

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
s

In
de
pe
nd
en
t

va
ri
ab
le
s

D
en
m
ar
k

Fi
nl
an
d

N
or
w
ay

Sw
ed
en

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

O
pe
n

cl
as
sr
oo
m

cl
im

at
e

0.
14

(0
.0
2)

0.
15

(0
.0
1)

0.
13

(0
.0
2)

0.
16

(0
.0
3)

0.
13

(0
.0
3)

0.
14

(0
.0
1)

0.
16

(0
.0
2)

0.
09

(0
.0
2)

C
iv
ic

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
at

sc
ho
ol

0.
23

(0
.0
2)

0.
17

(0
.0
1)

0.
20

(0
.0
2)

0.
19

(0
.0
3)

0.
26

(0
.0
3)

0.
20

(0
.0
2)

0.
18

(0
.0
2)

0.
21

(0
.0
2)

SE
S
×

O
pe
n

cl
as
sr
oo
m

−0
.0
4
(0
.0
2)

−0
.0
2
(0
.0
2)

0.
01

(0
.0
3)

−0
.0
2
(0
.0
2)

−0
.0
4
(0
.0
3)

−0
.0
0
(0
.0
2)

0.
02

(0
.0
2)

0.
03

(0
.0
3)

SE
S
×

C
iv
ic

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
at

sc
ho
ol

0.
02

(0
.0
1)

−0
.0
2
(0
.0
1)

−0
.0
5
(0
.0
2)

−0
.0
3
(0
.0
2)

−0
.0
4
(0
.0
3)

−0
.0
7
(0
.0
2)

-0
.0
2
(0
.0
2)

-0
.0
8
(0
.0
2)

SE
S
at
sc
ho
ol

le
ve
l(
L
2)

2.
71

(0
.4
)

2.
85

(0
.4
)

2.
57

(0
.4
)

3.
36

(0
.4
)

4.
24

(0
.7
)

2.
85

(0
.4
)

3.
46

(0
.8
)

2.
56

(0
.4
)

O
pe
n

cl
as
sr
oo
m

cl
im

at
e
(L
2)

0.
26

(0
.0
4)

0.
18

(0
.0
4)

0.
31

(0
.0
7)

0.
24

(0
.0
7)

0.
11

(0
.0
7)

0.
15

(0
.0
6)

0.
25

(0
.0
7)

0.
14

(0
.0
4)

C
iv
ic

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n
at

sc
ho
ol

(L
2)

0.
05

(0
.0
4)

0.
11

(0
.0
6)

0.
15

(0
.0
6)

0.
05

(0
.0
7)

0.
44

(0
.0
8)

0.
12

(0
.1
3)

-0
.0
2
(0
.1
)

0.
12

(0
.0
5)

B
et
w
ee
n

va
ri
an
ce

ex
pl
ai
ne
d
%

81
.2

75
.7

73
.9

74
.2

88
.9

58
.4

53
.8

84
.4 (c
on
tin

ue
d)



110 B. Hoskins et al.

Ta
bl
e
5.
4

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
s

In
de
pe
nd
en
t

va
ri
ab
le
s

D
en
m
ar
k

Fi
nl
an
d

N
or
w
ay

Sw
ed
en

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

20
09

20
16

W
it
hi
n

va
ri
an
ce

ex
pl
ai
ne
d
%

23
.0

26
.6

22
.7

23
.8

37
.6

43
.1

11
.9

39
.0

N
ot
es

M
od

el
es
tim

at
es

fr
om

us
in
g
M
pl
us

w
ith

fu
ll
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
m
ax
im

um
lik

el
ih
oo

d
es
tim

at
or
s
in

tr
ea
tm

en
to

f
m
is
si
ng

da
ta
an
d
ap
pl
yi
ng

sa
m
pl
in
g
w
ei
gh

ts
.p

<
0.
05

fo
r
co
ef
fic
ie
nt
s
in

bo
ld



5 Socioeconomic Inequalities in Civic Learning … 111

only found in Denmark. This suggests that an inclusive student experience of an open
classroom climate for the whole class were important to the development of civic
knowledge only in certain education contexts.

In contrast to civic knowledge, peer’s learning experiences appear to be impor-
tant in the learning of citizenship self-efficacy. The results show that the mean
level of peers’ civic participation at school consistently appears to be supporting
the individual students’ learning of citizenship self-efficacy (see Table 5.4), as the
results were significant and positive for each Nordic country in both studies. Thus,
it appeared important to a students’ citizenship efficacy that their peers were also
involved in in-school civic participation; we can call this a participatory school
community. For citizenship self-efficacy, there was also a fair amount of evidence
for the benefits of wider and more inclusive open classroom climates that could be
experienced by most students, as the vast majority (six of eight) of results showed a
significant positive relationship (except for Norway in 2009 and Sweden in 2016).

For intended future electoral participation, the experience of the school-levelmean
of open classroom climate had positive significant coefficients (see Table 5.4) for all
Nordic countries in both studies (except for Norway in 2009). This suggests that
an inclusive classroom could be an important component in students’ developing of
their intentions to vote. There was a mixed picture, with four out of eight results
suggesting a relationship between school-level civic participation and future elec-
toral participation. It remains unclear why school-level civic participation was less
consistently associated with students’ future electoral participation than it was for
developing citizenship self-efficacy.

5.7.4 Direct Effects of SES on Civic Competence

We will now examine the direct relationship between SES and levels of civic
competence (please note that we controlled for the learning methods; see Tables 5.3
and 5.4). The results showed a consistent significant relationship between SES and
levels of civic knowledge for all Nordic countries in both studies. The coefficient
was highest in Norway, where a one standard deviation increase in SES was equal
to a 42-point increase in 2009 and a 45-point increase in 2016 in students’ civic
knowledge scores. For Sweden in 2016, the increase was 40 points. For Finland, in
2016 it was 37 points. For Denmark in 2016, it was considerably lower at 27 points.

The relationship between SES and intended future electoral participation was
similar to civic knowledge as there were nearly all consistent significant positive
coefficients in all four countries in both studies (the exception was Sweden in 2009).
In 2016, Norway had the largest size coefficient (5.97), followed by Sweden (4.07),
Denmark (3.86), and Finland (3.70).

In contrast, there was less evidence to support the existence of a direct rela-
tionship between SES on levels of citizenship self-efficacy as the results were only
significant in 2016 in Sweden and 2009 in Norway. Instead, our results indicate the
possibility that the relationship between the SES index and citizenship self-efficacy
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could perhaps be more indirect and through the significant relationship of SES on
students’ experience of learning opportunities such as open classroom climate and
in-school civic participation (see Table 5.2) which then in turn may have a significant
direct influence on citizenship self-efficacy both at the individual student and school
levels (Table 5.4).

The relationship between the socioeconomic student intake of the school (mean
level) and civic competence was clearer. In referring to Tables 5.3 and 5.4, we can
see that there were consistently large and significant coefficients for civic knowl-
edge according to the socioeconomic student intake of schools in all four countries
in both studies. This suggests that schools with higher socioeconomic intakes were
more focused on developing students’ levels of civic knowledge than schools with
lower socioeconomic intakes. For civic knowledge in 2016, the results had the largest
association in Sweden, where a one standard deviation increase in the average socioe-
conomic intake of a school resulted in a staggering 58-point increase in an individual
student’s civic knowledge score.We found similar results for the relationship between
the school’s socioeconomic intakes and future electoral participation, and this was
mostly the case for citizenship self-efficacy (the exception was Finland and Sweden
in 2016).

5.7.5 Compensatory or Accelerating Effects

Finally, we considered the possibility that a civic learning experience can compen-
sate for a disadvantaged background by examining the results of the interaction
between SES and the three aspects of civic competence (see Tables 5.3 and 5.4).
The literature in the field identifies that a significant negative result suggested a
compensatory effect, while a significant positive result suggested an acceleration
effect (Campbell 2008). The results showed that there were almost no significant
positive results indicating that there were almost no evidence that levels of inequal-
ities in future political engagement were being enhanced by participating in a civic
learning experience. The one exception is for Denmark in 2009 where there was a
small (0.02) significant accelerating effect for in-school civic participation on future
electorial participation. Thus, in the main our analysis showed that once a student
accessed civic learning, there was little in the way of evidence that these experiences
by themselves made inequalities in civic competence worse.

Further, we can report that we found seven significant negative coefficients that
indicate that civic learning can compensate for low SES backgrounds. In Table 5.4,
we can see the results of the interactions betweenSESand civic participation at school
on future electoral participation, and four of the coefficients had a small but signif-
icant negative result and this was in 2016 for Denmark (−0.02), Norway (−0.07),
and Sweden (−0.08) and in 2009 for Finland (−0.05). This can be interpreted as
indicating that students from disadvantaged backgrounds benefited more from civic
participation in schools in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden in 2016 and in Finland
in 2009 in terms of improving their levels of intended future electoral participation.
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These results suggest that students from a disadvantaged background who were able
to access in-school civic participation were able to learn more about the importance
of voting from undertaking this experience than those from more privileged back-
grounds who were engaged in these same activities. Although the Danish results
were the smallest they had managed to change from a significant accelerating effect
to a significant mitigating effect between the two time points.

In Finland in 2009, participation in in-school civic participation was also found
to compensate for low SES on students’ learning of civic knowledge (−0.41). This
was the largest mitigating effect that we found, and it stands out in comparison to
the small effects found in the literature (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019).

In more cases than not, the individual experience of an open classroom climate
had the same benefit for each student regardless of their SES. Nevertheless, there
were two cases where a small mitigating effect was found. The experience of an
open classroom climate in 2009 reduced inequalities in citizenship self-efficacy in
Norway (−0.06) and in future electoral participation in Denmark (−0.04).

5.7.6 Explained Variance of the Models

Regarding civic knowledge at the individual level, our model explained 15–31% of
the variation. The model worked particularly well in Norway, with consistently 30–
31% of the variation being explained in both studies. Our models measured a high
level of explained variance at the school level, ranging from about 25% in Finland
to 86% in Sweden.

For citizenship self-efficacy, our model explained 15–35% of individual-level
variation. The model worked particularly well at the individual level in Sweden in
2016, explaining 35% of individual level variation. The school-level variables in our
model explained 49–81% of school-level variation. Norway was the country where
the model was able to explain 81% of the explained variance.

For future electoral participation, the model explained a substantial amount of
the variance at the individual level, mostly between 23 and 43%. Here, the model
worked particularly well in Norway in 2016, accounting for 43% of the individual-
level variations.Ourmodel explained a large degree of school-level variation, ranging
between 54 and 89%. Again, in Norway, the model fit well and explained just shy of
90% of variations among schools.

5.8 Discussion and Conclusion

Before beginning the discussion, it is necessary to note that in contrast with Hoskins
and Janmaat’s (2019) longitudinal research, the research used in this chapter was
only based on cross-sectional data from the IEA ICCS, meaning it is necessary to be
cautious regarding causality and effects, and it also necessary to understand the results
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as exploratory. Additionally, the learning experiences and attitude measures were
self-reported by students, which means deliberately incorrect or desirable responses
could have been provided. Nevertheless, the quality and representative nature of the
data collected by IEA are internationally regarded as meeting a very high standard.
Further, being able to replicate the analysis in each Nordic country over the course
of two studies helped provide assurance regarding the certainty of the results.

Even when taking these cautionary principles into account, we found substantial
evidence suggesting that schools may well influence socioeconomic inequalities in
civic competence in Nordic countries. Much as in the United Kingdom, the issue
of access is key. We found evidence that disadvantaged students comparatively to
socioeconomic advantaged students experience a lack of in-school access to civic
learning in all Nordic countries. Concerning civic participation in schools, Hoskins
and Janmaat (2019) argued convincingly that this is often a result of the voluntary
nature of these activities in schools, and middle-class students are more likely to
volunteer and be asked by the teacher to participate because of their higher levels of
cultural capital. Social class distinctions and conflict begin also to explain differences
in the perception of how open a classroom is for discussion. Nevertheless, how social
class manifests itself in Nordic schools requires more research.

In addition to access-related differenceswithin schools, there is also a difference in
access to and opportunities for civic learning between schools. Our results suggested
that the much-applauded Nordic comprehensive education system is not as equal as
presented within its policies. This chapter’s evidence points towards schools with
higher socioeconomic student intake as hosting more in-school civic activities and
havingmore classrooms that are open to discussion (exceptNorway in 2016 regarding
open classroom climates and Denmark in 2016 regarding civic participation). It is
true that between schools, differences are not that high in Nordic countries compared
to that of the rest of the world (as was demonstrated by the low levels of between-
school variations). Nevertheless, the evidence suggests that schools are now teaching
differently according to their socioeconomic student intakes.We can hypothesize that
Nordic schools may now also be influenced by neoliberal arguments for the need
for schools with low socioeconomic student intakes to prioritize basic skills and the
passing of tests; they may also be influenced by the belief that these outcomes are
achieved in schools by keeping stricter order rather than prizing open discussion
(Ben-Porath 2013; Bischoff 2016).

The results also showed that socioeconomic inequalities have a strong, direct, and
additional relationship with levels of civic knowledge and future electoral partic-
ipation. The higher the SES, the higher the levels of these civic competences. As
our data are not longitudinal, fully explaining this process is difficult. Nevertheless,
based on the literature in the field (Hoskins and Janmaat 2019), we can speculate that
these effects are partly due to additional learning at home in the context of families
with high SES who are more likely to openly discuss family decisions and politics
and also act as role models participating in political activities.

We also found large between-school differences in civic competence based on
socioeconomic student intakes. We controlled for our civic learning variables at the
school level, meaning that the explanation cannot relate to more open classroom
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discussion or more participation in civic activities at school. These effects could
be due to more or better citizenship education at these schools, or it could be due
to students learning from each other about civic competences. Further research is
needed to be certain which is the more likely explanation.

5.8.1 A Nordic Model of Inequalities in Civic Learning?

Although the issue of inequalities in access to civic learning are apparent in all Nordic
countries, it did not manifest in the same way in each. Due to the introduction of
several neoliberal reforms, we had suspected that Sweden would be the most unequal
of allNordic countries regarding inequalities in civic learning.There is someevidence
to support this. The Swedish results indicated inequalities in access to both forms
of civic learning at the individual and school levels in 2009 and 2016, and Sweden
was the only country that identified inequalities across the board on the question of
access. Sweden had socioeconomic inequalities at the individual level in 2016 for
all three forms of civic competence, including citizenship self-efficacy (which was
not the case for the remaining Nordic countries in 2016). Sweden had the highest
differences between schools on civic knowledge scores in which a one standard
deviation increase in a school’s average socioeconomic student intake resulted in a
staggering 58-point increase in an individual student’s civic knowledge score.

Finland, which we had expected to have the most equal education system of
the Nordic countries, had no socioeconomic inequalities related to access to open
classroom climate at the individual level and regularly had one of the lower effects
compared to other Nordic countries. In 2016, Norway was another example of
equality in the learning of civic competences, as its education systemachieved socioe-
conomic equality between schools regarding the levels of open classroom climates.
In 2016, Denmark enabled civic participation equality between schools. The fact that
these countries managed to attain equality of students’ experience of civic learning
regardless of SES is an important reminder for all education systems: it is possible
to achieve this.

Nevertheless, the results did not fit neatly into the boxes of expected socioeco-
nomic inequalities in the education systems of the different countries. All four coun-
tries experienced an individual direct relationship between SES and civic knowledge,
future electoral participation, and inequality of access to in-school civic participa-
tion. Finland had both school- and individual-level inequalities regarding access to
in-school civic participation. Additionally, the evidence points to Norway as having
the highest individual level inequality of access to open classroom climate and in-
school civic participation. When it came to the direct relationship between socioe-
conomic inequalities in levels of civic competence, Norway again had the largest
individual-level relationship. For example, in 2016, a one standard deviation increase
in a students’ SES was equal to a 45-point increase in their civic knowledge score.
Nevertheless, as stated above, Norway was the only Nordic country that did not have
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between-school differences regarding open classroom climates in 2016. In Norway,
perhaps, inequalities reside in access to learning within schools.

5.8.2 What Should Schools Do to Reduce Inequalities
in Civic Competence?

The chapter’s results identified that civic learning (open classroom climates and in-
school civic participation) in each country in both studies is likely to be enhancing
each of the three forms of civic competence (civic knowledge, citizenship self-
efficacy, and intended future electoral participation). Equally, the results indicated
thatwhen students accessed these forms of learning, disadvantaged students appeared
to benefit either the same or more than their advantaged peers. Perhaps the most
important finding of this chapter is that when less advantaged students get access
to civic learning, they can experience mitigating/compensatory effects on their civic
development. This was found most frequently when less advantaged students were
able to access in-school civic participation, which appeared to develop their intended
future electoral participation—although it should be noted that in keeping with the
results found in this field these effects were not large. In Finland, in-school civic
participation also compensated for inequalities in civic knowledge in 2009 by quite
a considerable size. These results of the benefits of in-school civic participation is
new to the field of citizenship education, as previous research has only found miti-
gating effects for citizenship education (Deimel et al. 2020; Gainous and Martens
2012; Hoskins et al. 2017; Hoskins and Janmaat 2019) or open classroom climates
(Campbell 2008). Thus, we can conclude that the targeted provision of access
to civic learning—in particular in-school civic participation—for less advantaged
students can provide an important tool that schools can use to combat inequalities
in civic competence and has the potential to reduce future inequalities in political
engagement.
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