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ABSTRACT Civic education is essential to the health of any democracy. When COVID-19
emerged in the spring of 2020, almost all civic education efforts went online. This increased
interest in the effectiveness of online civic education. Does it lead to similar outcomes as
in-person education? I used student evaluations from a youth civic engagement conference
co-run by Latinx andAsian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) non-profit organizations
to compare learning outcomes on multiple dimensions of civic education, from an
in-person conference in 2019 and an online conference in 2020. I find that although
students improved over the course of both conferences, the 2019 in-person conference
yielded slightly greater improvement in civic knowledge confidence than the online
conference. Other dimensions—verifiable knowledge, self-efficacy, and community con-
sciousness—increased after participation in the conference in both years; however, the
increases were similar between the online and in-person formats.

Political engagement among youth, especially minor-
ity youth, is of paramount importance for the con-
tinuation of a multicultural democracy in the United
States. With youth engagement still relatively low
compared to the power of its potential, social scien-

tists must continually examine the best strategies for civic educa-
tion, not only in terms of increasing citizen civic knowledge but
also with regard to community consciousness and a sense of self-
efficacy (Center for Information&Research onCivic Learning and
Engagement 2022). The COVID-19 pandemic brought new signif-
icance to these questions—and raised new ones—as traditional
in-person formats for classrooms, workshops, and civic engage-
ment conferences were shifted to online formats. Educators of all
subjects became concerned about whether online education would
be as effective as an in-person classroom environment. Subse-
quent evaluations of reading comprehension and math scores
suggest significant learning loss (Engzell 2021; Toness and Lurye
2022).

But what of civic engagement education? Does online civic
education yield the same outcomes as in-person civic education?
These questions are of utmost importance for those interested in
civic education, as well as the continuation of a thriving civic spirit
in the United States. Civic education programs targeted to youth
can result in a higher likelihood of direct participation in the
future by program participants (Holbein and Hillygus 2017). The
increased popularity of online learning as a convenient option for
students has prompted a discussion among political scientists
about whether traditionally desired learning outcomes can be
achieved in an online mode of instruction (Bolsen, Evans, and
Fleming 2016).

This article uses a difference-in-difference research design to
analyze learning outcomes from two youth civic education con-
ferences conducted jointly by Mi Familia Vota (a nonpartisan
Latinx civic organization) and OCA–Greater Houston
(a nonpartisan AAPI civic organization). The first conference
was held in person in the summer of 2019. The following year,
during the summer of 2020, the conference was held entirely
online due to COVID-19 precautions. This provided a useful
natural experiment to analyze the effect of the online format on
desired learning outcomes. I found that students increased their
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levels of verifiable civic knowledge, knowledge confidence, self-
efficacy, and community consciousness after both conferences.
However, compared to the other measures, their knowledge con-
fidence apparently increased more in the in-person format. The
effects of online pedagogy on knowledge confidence, however, did
not reach the level of statistical significance. The increases in self-
efficacy and community consciousness scores were similar
between the in-person and online formats. The effects of online

pedagogy, however, also did not reach the level of statistical
significance for these scores. Although none of the differences
was statistically significant, these results suggest evidence that
online education could have disparate effects between types of
learning outcomes, and they demonstrate that further research is
warranted.

DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO CIVIC EDUCATION AND THEIR
EFFECTS ON STUDENTS

In an era when political scientists bemoan the lack of enthusiasm
for civic engagement, educators have become more interested in
analyzing the most effective pedagogical tools. Most research
focuses on determining which classroom tools are most effective
for achieving the desired outcomes, including assignments that
involve consuming political media, engaging in political self-
expression, and attending civic meetings (Claassen and Monson
2015; Forestiere 2015; Hepburn, Niemi, and Chapman 2000;
Huerta and Jozwiak 2008; Van Assendelft 2008). Other research
examined student outcomes with institutionalized civic engage-
ment centers at colleges and universities (Hoffman 2015; Lamb,
Perry, and Steinberg 2022).

Other studies research whether civic education has heteroge-
neous effects on students themselves. For example, Nelson (2019)
used a combination of public survey data and original survey data
to determine whether civic education has heterogeneous effects on
students based on race and ethnicity. Examining several dimen-
sions of civic awareness, Nelson (2019) determined that civic
education increases rates of external efficacy among white stu-
dents but not Black and Latinx students. The curriculum increased
acts of public voice among Black and Latinx students but not for
their white peers. Additionally, a study of Chicago-area Black and
Latinx youth showed that civic education curricula that incorpo-
rated critical pedagogy led to Latinx and Black youth having a

greater propensity to engage in multiple forms of political partic-
ipation compared to white students (Nelson 2021).

ONLINE EDUCATION IN TEACHING GOVERNMENT AND
CIVICS

It is apparent that during the past five years, online education has
become far more popular and available at a wide range of colleges
and universities. The COVID-19 pandemic further increased curi-

osity about whether online education could be a viable long-term
alternative to in-person education. Empirical evidence demon-
strates that online education in political science coursework can
be effective. Bolsen, Evans, and Fleming (2016) compared students
who took online American government courses to those who took
an in-person course and found that those who participated in

online classes were more likely to discuss or participate in politics
by the end of the term. Online students also demonstrated higher
objective knowledge. Moreover, online collaboration between
students and peers as well as between students and faculty
members through online discussion boards and responses to
written prompts is shown to be as likely to provide depth to topics
of discussion as in-person dialog (Chadha 2017a, 2017b, 2018,
2019).

However, there has not been extensive research on the effects
of online compared to in-person civic education. The extant
research is limited in insight that can be gleaned to inform future
curricular development. For example, when examining the effects
of online education, it is important to pre- and post-test all
learning outcomes of interest to establish baseline knowledge
and determine whether the participation in online or in-person
education had a significant effect. However, in their examination
of student learning outcomes in an American government course,
Bolsen, Evans, and Fleming (2016) conducted only pre- and post-
tests whenmeasuring civic knowledge. They did not pre- and post-
test the likelihood of discussing or participating in politics for
students who took the course online. Additionally, there are
selection problems: the authors conceded that students in the
online class were far more likely to drop out than those in
in-person classes.

Scholars and instructors of online pedagogy have developed
best practices in online curricula to maximize engagement by

This article uses a difference-in-difference research design to analyze learning outcomes
from two youth civic education conferences conducted jointly by Mi Familia Vota
(a nonpartisan Latinx civic organization) and OCA–Greater Houston (a nonpartisan AAPI
civic organization).

With youth engagement still relatively low compared to the power of its potential, social
scientists must continually examine the best strategies for civic education, not only in terms
of increasing citizen civic knowledge but also with regard to community consciousness and
a sense of self-efficacy.
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incorporating assignments that require community interaction
and engagement with civic issues. For example, in a new democ-
racy—Tunisia—online civic education interventions were found
to have a major effect on democratic engagement (Finkel, Neun-
dorf, and Ramírez 2023). However, civic engagement is unique
from other disciplines in that it is a field that requires a certain
baseline level of community mindedness within individual par-
ticipants. Whereas skills such as reading and mathematics may
not necessitate social interaction, civic engagement requires
it. Online instruction can mitigate a sense of community by
limiting physical and in-person interaction, forcing participants
to interact solely through onlinemeans. In a learning environment
in which people can communicate solely through text-only mes-
saging or in which they simply can turn off their camera and
communicate solely through audio, the exchange of ideas and the
importance of community can be lost. Although he was speaking
before the proliferation of online pedagogy, Putnam (2000) noted,
“If we think of politics as an industry, we might delight in its new
‘labor-saving efficiency,’ but if we think of politics as democratic
deliberation, to leave people out is to miss the whole point of the
exercise.” Consequently, determination of the effect of online
learning on civic education—a subject that requires a unique sense
of community mindedness—is crucial and necessitates thorough
examination.

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

When evaluating the success of civic education pedagogy, the
most robust assessments measure multiple dimensions of stu-
dent outcomes. Whereas much of pedagogical research on
American government courses examine retention of civic
knowledge, Zukin et al. (2006) also used measures of public
voice, cognitive engagement, political engagement, and civic
engagement. These were meant to measure multiple dimen-
sions of civic education that looked not only at behavior but also
the affect toward civic engagement and self-orientation toward
public life. These measures were used in Nelson’s (2019, 2021)
studies. For the purposes of this study, I draw on these measures
by using the terms “self-efficacy” to refer to the feeling that one
can make change in a community; “community consciousness”
to refer to the awareness of public concerns and the ability to
place oneself in a larger body politic; and “civic knowledge” to
refer to knowledge of facts regarding government abilities and
functions.

Using these measures, I present my hypotheses regarding how
students will fare when they participate in an online and an
in-person conference about civic education. The literature has
shown that participation in civic-engagement exercises that
require students to engage in self-expressive assignments, encour-
ages them to consume political media, and to attend events with
speakers who are public officials or community activists is likely to
cultivate civic-mindedness in students (Claassen and Monson
2015; Forestiere 2015; Huerta and Jozwiak 2008; Van Assendelft
2008). Therefore, I expected that students who participated in a
series of conference workshops that incorporated these exercises
would yield positive learning outcomes, which informs my first
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Students will show increased levels of civic knowl-
edge, self-efficacy, and community consciousness after participa-
tion in a civic-engagement conference.

Research analyzing the effects of online pedagogy in political
science suggests that it may be just as or even more effective in
achieving desired learning outcomes when compared to in-person
pedagogy. However, I suggest that these findingsmay be the result
of several types of methodological biases, including endogeneity,
self-selection, and variance in how online courses approach cur-
riculum. For example, students who complete online coursework
—an undertaking that involves more self-pacing and self-
motivation—may be inherently more likely to be more successful
with regard to learning outcomes. In addition, civic-engagement
literature suggests that incorporating pedagogical practices that
take students out of the classroom and engage them in more
interactive activities yield better outcomes (Huerta and Jozwiak
2008; Van Assendelft 2008). These findings inform my second
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Levels of civic knowledge, self-efficacy, and com-
munity consciousness will increase more in the in-person format
than in the online format.

To test these hypotheses, it was necessary to implement a pre-
and post-test design. As a scholarly community responsible for
ensuring that students are adequately prepared to participate as
members of a democratic society, political science should employ
the same rigorous empirical approach to research on questions of
political science and civic-engagement instruction as we do to
questions regarding political institutions, behavior, and other
major questions of the discipline. Unfortunately, much of the
published research regarding political science and civic educa-
tion primarily examines post hoc student evaluations and
instructor-created assessments of learning outcomes. Rarely
have researchers of pedagogical tools in civic education used
methods that incorporated control groups and pre- and post-
testing. Additionally, many studies have used only one dimen-
sion of learning outcomes (e.g., civic knowledge, self-efficacy, or
community consciousness) rather than examining multiple
dimensions. What would we find if we created a survey tool that
measured multiple dimensions of civic education and used a pre-
and post-test to determine whether mode of instruction has a
role in learning outcomes?

RESEARCH DESIGN

I took advantage of data from pre- and post-surveys administered
to students who engaged in an in-person civic-engagement edu-
cation conference in the summer of 2019 and completely online in
the summer of 2020. The conferences were administered by Mi
Familia Vota (MFV) and OCA–Greater Houston (OCA), non-
profit civic-engagement organizations that seek to increase voter
mobilization by underrepresented groups, particularly those in the
Latinx and AAPI communities. Full descriptions of these organi-
zations are in the online appendix. Every summer, MFV and OCA
sponsor a one-week, joint youth-leadership workshop called the
Youth Advocacy Summit (YAS) on the campus of Rice University.
The summit is a series of workshops, speakers, and reflective
exercises that increase civic knowledge, self-efficacy, and commu-
nity consciousness in high-school and early-college-aged students.
The workshop is advertised via government courses, after-school
programming, and extracurricular clubs. Students volunteer to
register and attend. YAS also runs approximately the same pro-
graming each year. Although the event traditionally is held in
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person, the COVID-19 pandemic forced YAS organizers in 2020 to
hold it completely online.

The circumstances surrounding this workshop going online in
the summer of 2020 and the data collected from these successive
workshops appropriately resolved the research questions posted
in this article because they provided a unique dataset that com-
pares students of similar demographic characteristics at two
different points in time who participated in the same civic-
education workshop curriculum. The only difference was the
modality of instruction. In both instances, students were admin-
istered a pre- and post-test to examine their baseline levels of
knowledge, community consciousness, and self-efficacy, as well as
any impact that may have been made by the workshop A
difference-in-difference test was used to compare the impact of
the effects of in-person and online modalities.

In addition to its appropriateness, the design resolves some of
the methodological issues from previous research. One issue in
previous studies of online education is the concern that some
students may self-select into online or in-person education, con-
sequently mitigating the effects that modality has on outcomes.
Selection bias was a concern for this study because some students
in 2020 who otherwise would have attended the conference if it
had been in personmay have opted out due to the onlinemodality.
However, a benefit of the circumstances surrounding the 2020
conference was that it reduced some of the potential selection-bias
issues. Because there was no in-person option, students who
wanted to attend the conference regardless of modality were not
able to self-select into or out of online or in-person options.
Because of this feature of this 2020 workshop, it is a methodolog-
ical improvement over previous studies that examined online
education in a social environment in which students could self-
select into and out of online education based solely on personal
preferences.

LEARNING OUTCOME MEASURES

Before the 2019 conference began, participating students were sent
an online survey to measure their baseline levels of civic knowl-
edge, community consciousness, self-efficacy, and civic-
participation habits. The same survey was sent to participating
students after the summit to determine any empirically measur-
able differences. The surveys were used to determine whether the
summit was effective in increasing levels of civic knowledge, as
well as whether it increased sentiments of self-efficacy and
community-mindedness. Although the COVID-19 restrictions
forced the conference online in 2020, the same pre- and post-
surveys were used (except for a few wording changes to reflect
updated current events).1

The survey asked questions that were written to measure three
desired learning outcomes: civic knowledge, community con-
sciousness, and self-efficacy. Twelve questions measured civic
knowledge. Participants were asked whether they could answer
various questions on current events. A “yes” response was coded as
1 and a “no” response was coded as 0. Students also were asked if
they knew the implications of several pieces of legislation pending
at the time of the summit. These questions required respondents
to choose from multiple answers that were coded as 1 if they
answered correctly and 0 if incorrectly. Because these knowledge
questions measured different dimensions of knowledge, they were
developed with three different scores. The questions that asked

whether participants were confident in their ability to correctly
answer civic knowledge questions were used to create an additive
score of “knowledge confidence.” Questions that required a spe-
cific, verifiably correct answer were used to create an additive
“verifiable knowledge” score for each year. An additive score that
combined the verifiable knowledge and knowledge confidence
scores also was created.2 Nine additional questions measured
self-efficacy and seven questions measured community conscious-
ness. Respondents were asked to place themselves on a five-point
Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly
agree” (5). Additive scores were created for these variables as well.
The questions used to measure these learning outcomes are listed
in table 1. The difference in means between pre-YAS and post-
YAS survey responses was measured using a standard t-test to
determine statistical significance (Lamb 2023).

PRE- AND POST-SURVEY DESIGN

This study used the format change as an opportunity for a natural
experiment to examine the effectiveness of online pedagogy using
a difference-in-difference design. In 2019, 63 students responded
to the pre-survey and 73 responded to the post-survey. In 2020,
115 students responded to the pre-survey and 55 responded to the
post-survey. After excluding students who responded to only one
of the surveys, I analyzed 29 respondentmatched pairs for the 2019
data and 37 matched pairs for the 2020 data. Although the
relatively small sample size might be of some concern, it is
important to note that this design matches pre- and post-tests to
individual participants. Consequently, any observable effects can
be viewed as real change, andmethodological reviews of matching
have shown that relatively small samples can yield measurements
that are as accurate as those of samples as large as 1,000 (Pirracchio
et al. 2012). Moreover, comparing samples of this size is within the
standard practices of studies on political science and civic educa-
tion (Huerta and Jozwiak 2008; Lamb, Perry, and Steinberg 2022;
Van Assendelft 2008).

This design is an improvement over previous research on the
effectiveness of online education. First, this study conducted pre-
and post-tests on multiple dimensions. Bolsen, Evans, and Flem-
ing (2016) conducted pre- and post-tests only on civic knowledge
and based their conclusions on other dimensions solely by ana-
lyzing post-course evaluations. Second, although there were
slightly different samples with regard to geographic composition
in 2019 and 2020, the analyses of both years examined the
responses of only those students who completed the program in
both years and matched pre- and post-surveys to individual
participants. This eliminated any selection biases that may result
from participants dropping out before taking the post-test.

DATA AND RESULTS

The demographic characteristics of those students whose
responses were analyzed in this study are included in online
appendix table A1. The sample is predominantly female and most
of them identified as Latina. Although such an ethnically biased
sample may concern some scholars with regard to generalizability,
the experimental research design ensured that ethnicity should
not be acting as a confounding variable on the results. Conse-
quently, I argue that the ethnic composition of this sample
increases generalizability. Additionally, most participants were
17 years of age and a few were 14, 15, 16, and 18 years old.
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The greatest increases in both conferences were in the overall
civic knowledge and knowledge confidence scores. In 2019, overall
knowledge scores increased by 21% after the YAS and in 2020 by
14.6%. The knowledge confidence score increased by 28.2% in 2019
and by 17% in 2020. The difference in means pre- and post-survey
was statistically significant in both years; however, the increases in
the verifiable knowledge scores were much smaller. In 2019, the
verifiable knowledge score increased by 6.9%; in 2020, by 2.7%.
However, it is important to note that due to the small number of
respondents, this minor increase represents a change in only one
response. Themean scores are graphically displayed in figure 1, on
whichmeans are plotted in red and confidence intervals are shown
in blue.

In 2019, community consciousness scores increased by 7%
after the YAS; in 2020, by 6.2%. The difference in means pre-
and post-survey was statistically significant in both years. The
increases are presented graphically in figure 2. Although there
were marked improvements in community consciousness scores,
the increases were not much different between 2019 and 2020—
certainly not as different as for civic knowledge. There may be
two reasons for this. First, it may be that the type of students who
participates in a program like this are already more likely to
possess high levels of community consciousness. Although con-
ference programming increased scores on this dimension, the

mode of instruction proved less important to those who partic-
ipated. Second, it may be that those students who actually
completed the voluntary pre- and post-surveys were more likely
to possess a characteristic that made the mode of education
irrelevant to their improvement than those who completed only
the pre-survey or the post-survey.

In 2019, self-efficacy scores increased by 6.6% after the YAS; in
2020, by 6.4%. The difference in means pre- and post-survey was
statistically significant. However, the increases in 2019 and 2020
againwere not distinguishable from one another. Thesemeans are
presented graphically in figure 3.

For reasons similar to those for community consciousness, it
may be that these results come from an unseen characteristics
among those participants in the sample that render the mode of
instruction irrelevant to increases in self-efficacy.

DIFFERENCE-IN-DIFFERENCE RESULTS

To properly test Hypothesis 2, I compared the differences in the
mean pre- and post-test differences in both years to each other to
determine whether there were statistically significant differences.
Table 2 lists the results of a normal linear-regression model that
measures the effects of being post-tested, of being online, and of
post-testing in the online format. The table shows the difference-

Tabl e 1

Pre- and Post-Survey Response Questions and Statements

MEASUREMENTS OF COMMUNITY CONSCIOUSNESS MEASUREMENTS OF SELF-EFFICACY

Respondents were asked to respond to the following statements: Respondents were asked to respond to the following statements:

“Culture is important in politics.”
“I feel responsible for my community.”
“I am committed to serve in my community.”
“I believe that all citizens have a responsibility to their community.”
“I believe that it is important to be informed of community issues.”
“I am involved in structured volunteer position(s) in the community.”
“I help members of my community.”
“I have an appreciation for how culture influences civic engagement.”
“I feel more aware of the opportunities for civic engagement in my
community.”

“I can usually organize people to get things done.”
“I like to work on solving a problemmyself rather thanwait and see if someone
else will solve it.”

“I like trying new things that are challenging to me.”
“I enjoy participation because I want to have asmuch say in my community or
school.”

“Youth like me have the ability to participate effectively in community or
school.”

“I can make a difference in the world around me.”
“I have the ability to create change.”
“I feel confident in addressing elected officials, either in person or in writing.”
“It is important to me that I actively participate in local issues.”

MEASUREMENTS OF CIVIC KNOWLEDGE

In 2019, participantswere asked to respond to the following statements
(Knowledge Confidence Score):

In 2020, participants were asked to respond to the following
statements (Knowledge Confidence Score):

“I know how different policy decisions affect my community.”
“I know how different policy decisions affect other communities.”
“I can name the current governor of Texas.”
“I can name the current Vice President of the United States.”
“I can name the current mayor of Houston.”
“I am aware of at least one candidate running for mayor of Houston.”
“I am aware of at least two candidates running in the 2020 primaries.”
“I can name the date when Texas is holding its primary.”
Students also were asked questions with verifiable answers (Verifiable
Knowledge Score):

“Which major political party is more likely to be in favor of an increase in the
minimum wage?”

“The current Texas law commonly known as SB4 refers to a piece of
legislation that…”

“SB9, the failed legislation considered in the previous legislative session,
would have…”

“The law known as HB3, signed into law this month, does which of the
following…”

“I know how different policy decisions affect my community.”
“I know how different policy decisions affect other communities.”
“I can name the current governor of my state.”
“I can name the current Vice President of the United States.”
“I can name the current mayor of my hometown.”
“I am aware of at least one candidate running for a congressional seat frommy
community.”

“I can name both presidential nominees.”
“I know the date of the 2020 presidential election.”
“I know the deadline to register to vote in my state.”
“I know how to register to vote in my state.”
Students also were asked questions with verifiable answers (Verifiable
Knowledge Score):

“The CARES Act, is the recently passed legislation that does what?”
“Which major political party is more likely to be in favor of an increase in the
minimum wage?”
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Figure 1

Improvement in Civic Knowledge
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Improvement in Community Consciousness
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in-difference estimator for the effects of taking the conference
online.

The coefficients suggest that improvements in learning out-
comes were smaller in the online condition, as noted by the
negative difference-in-difference estimators, but none is statisti-
cally significant. What is suggestive, however, is that the substan-

tive effect of the difference-in-difference estimator for civic
knowledge is more than 10 times larger than for self-efficacy and
approximately 1.5 times larger than for community consciousness.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study yield mixed possible conclusions.
Although participation in a civic engagement education confer-
ence yielded increases for civic knowledge, self-efficacy, and com-
munity consciousness in both the in-person and online formats,
only the increases in the civic knowledge scores were notably

different between the online and in-person formats. In particular,
knowledge confidence increased to a greater degree than the other
measures, including verifiable knowledge. The larger increase in

Figure 3

Improvement in Self-Efficacy

Before After

Before and After YAS

Efficacy 2019

3.
5

4.
0

4.
5

5.
0

M
ea

n 
S

co
re

Before After

Before and After YAS

Efficacy 2020

3.
5

4.
0

4.
5

5.
0

M
ea

n 
S

co
re

Tabl e 2

Coefficients Table

Combined
Knowledge Score

Verifiable
Knowledge Score

Knowledge
Confidence Score

Self-Efficacy
Score

Community
Consciousness Score

Post-Test 0.207*** 0.0690 0.276*** 0.333** 0.353***

(0.0483) (0.0586) (0.0565) (0.133) (0.134)

Online 0.00202 0.205*** –0.0195 0.0414 –0.0463

(0.0456) (0.0554) (0.0533) (0.125) (0.126)

Effect of Online Post-Test (Difference-in-
Difference Estimator)

–0.0605 –0.0419 –0.106 –0.00601 –0.0396

(0.0645) (0.0783) (0.0754) (0.177) (0.176)

Constant 0.678*** 0.741*** 0.647*** 4.142*** 4.222***

(0.0342) (0.0415) (0.0399) (0.0939) (0.0964)

Observations 132 132 132 132 127

R-Squared 0.194 0.156 0.234 0.100 0.109

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.

The larger increase in the in-person conference for civic knowledge confidence suggests that
students may believe that they learned and retained facts about civic engagement better in
the in-person format.
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the in-person conference for civic knowledge confidence suggests
that students may believe that they learned and retained facts
about civic engagement better in the in-person format. It may be
that the in-person format and face-to-face discussion of civic
engagement information is a better method of retention, or that
the in-person format makes students believe that they have
retained more knowledge than in the online format. The fact that
the increases in the learning outcome scores were not statistically
significant between 2019 and 2020 contradicts my second hypoth-
esis. It is possible that online formats, in fact, are as adequate as
in-person education on multiple dimensions of civic education.
Another possibility is that student predispositions to these char-
acteristics made them unsusceptible to the effects that a difference
in mode of instruction may have had on a more general pool of
students.

Although this article presents an empirical improvement on
previous studies of civic engagement instruction, more research
must be undertaken. As political scientists, we must examine our
classroom tools and pedagogical style with the same empirical
rigor as the other important questions of the field. Further analysis
of pedagogical techniques and modes of instruction must incor-
porate more pre- and post-testing, control and treatment groups,
times-series designs, and larger-scale designs to determine the
most effective learning tools at our disposal. As online modes of
education become more popular, more must be done especially to
examine how social science and civics instructors can use online
tools to maximum effect—particularly if the results of this study
hold true that online instruction is the inferior method for knowl-
edge retention.
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NOTES

1. The organizers of the conference surveyed the students for internal evaluation
purposes and anonymized the data for the purpose of academic analysis. Conse-
quently, Institutional Review Board approval was not obtained because the
collection of these data was not originally intended for academic publication.
The data are being analyzed, with permission of the organizations involved, as
secondhand data.

2. Note that measurements were slightly different in 2019 and 2020 to account for the
fact that in 2019, only Houston students were surveyed, whereas in 2020, students
frommultiple states were surveyed. Additionally, questions that were more salient
to civic knowledge in each year were asked. However, questions in each sample
were designed to capture similar elements of civic knowledge.
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