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The National Conference on Citizenship (NCoC) was founded in 1946 and in 1953, 

was granted a formal charter from Congress, charging it with the responsibility of 

promoting more effective citizenship and working with other organizations to encourage the 

development of active, informed, and conscientious citizens.  Throughout its rich history, NCoC has 

worked to achieve these goals in a variety of ways, including an annual conference that brings together the leading public 

and private initiatives to strengthen citizenship in America.

About the Report

About the Report 2

In 2006, NCoC launched an ambitious initiative to 

establish a national index to measure the state of 

America’s civic health. Since that time, developmental 

work on the Civic Health Index has been undertaken 

in partnership with the Center for Information and 

Research on Civic Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE), 

Harvard’s Saguaro Seminar : Civic Engagement in 

America, and a wide range of distinguished scholars 

and practitioners.  The Civic Health Index is intended to 

help the nation chart its progress toward building and 

maintaining engaged, effective, and responsible citizens.

Unlike the federal government  which takes the lead in 

gathering information that helps to provide a picture of 

the nation’s economy, there is no centralized source of 

information about the condition of America’s civic health.  

To begin to remedy this condition, NCoC and its partners 

drew on a variety of public and private surveys that 

have collected data that are important indicators of key 

aspects of civic health.  NCoC’s 2006 report, America’s 

Civic Health Index: Broken Engagement, documented a 30 

year-long decline in the nation’s civic health.  The 2007 

report, Renewed Engagement: Building on America’s Civic 

Core, gave hope to the bleak picture of civic decline 

by identifying a core of about 15 percent—roughly 36 

million people—who participate in impressive ways and 

stand out as civic leaders. It is those citizens, the report 

argued, who serve as a foundation upon which to build 

a stronger civic America.  The 2008 report, Beyond the 

Vote, takes note of increased levels of citizen activity 

surrounding the presidential elections and argues that a 

central challenge for the nation’s civic health will be that of 

capitalizing on and maintaining post-election engagement, 

particularly among young people.

To address the longer term question of developing a 

stable and continuing data collection system, NCoC and 

others have been working with the U. S. Census Bureau.  

The Current Population Survey (CPS) has been collecting 

data on voter turnout for more than 20 years. In 2002, 

in partnership with the Corporation for National and 

Community Service and others, the CPS began collecting 

annual data on volunteering in America.  In 2006, the 

CPS added items indicating the extent to which citizens 

attend public meetings in their communities and work 

in cooperation with others to help solve community 

problems.  In this report, we use the CPS data to paint 

a broad picture of civic health, and then use the online 

NCoC data to take a closer and more detailed look at 

Ohio’s civic health.  Beginning in 2008, the CPS will partner 

with NCoC to greatly expand the range of information it 

collects in relation to the civic engagement of American 

citizens.  As these data become available annually, they 

will permit NCoC and its state partners to improve 

measurement and to routinely monitor the civic condition 

of the nation and the states.
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The Sample

The survey data on which this report is based were collected 

as part of a national online sample taken by Peter D. Hart 

Research Associates in July 2008. Hart Research partnered with 

Greenfield Online for sample recruitment for the online sample 

of respondents (both national and state) for the Civic Health 

Index survey.  

Greenfield maintains a pre-recruited, opt-in global respondent 

panel in addition to utilizing their proprietary Real-Time Sampling 

(RTS) capabilities.  Greenfield’s proprietary Real-Time Sample 

provides a significantly larger sample to draw from for each 

survey, above and beyond Greenfield’s pre-recruited panel.  These 

respondents are continuously recruited for surveys, in real-time, 

via a wide network of hundreds of website affiliates, providing 

access to a broad universe of respondents nationally and regionally 

beyond the pre-recruited panel.

Respondents are recruited via ads placed on various Web sites, and 

there is a double opt-in process for participants to join the panel.  

R e s ponden t s 

receive a small 

cash incentive for 

the completion of a 

survey.  The panel and 

Real-Time Sampling do not 

include people who do not 

use the Internet.  

The sample for this survey was 

structured to achieve targets for 

gender, age, race/ethnicity and census 

region.  Quotas were put in place to 

ensure these targets were achieved to 

produce a nationally representative sample 

of the target audience. The Ohio sample 

includes 437 respondents; the national online 

sample surveyed 1,000 respondents.. 

Introduction

This report represents a collaboration between the Harry T. Wilks Leadership Institute at Miami University in Ox-

ford, Ohio, and The National Conference on Citizenship (NCoC) in Washington, D.C.  Miami University, founded in 

1809, is a public university located in south-west Ohio committed to excellence in liberal arts undergraduate edu-

cation as well as the active engagement of its students in both curricular and co-curricular life. The Wilks Leadership 

Institute is one expression of that commitment.  The Wilks Institute promotes community-based learning experi-

ences that prepare students to become engaged public leaders and informed global citizens while also enriching 

and giving back to the communities that surround and support Miami University.

The National Conference on Citizenship (NCoC) is the nation’s leading advocate for civic participation and the only 

organization chartered by Congress to play that role. The NCoC created America’s Civic Health Index to assess how 

the American people were performing on a wide array of indicators of civic health. On September 22, 2008, the 

National Conference on Citizenship issued America’s Civic Health Index 2008: Beyond the vote, its third annual report 

on the nation’s civic health based on a survey of 2,005 respondents, using phone interviews and online surveys. In 

2008, NCoC also chose to study in more depth the civic life of three states – namely, Ohio, Florida, and California. 

This report offers an analysis of the survey results from Ohio.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This report represents the first attempt to comprehensively assess the health of Ohio’s 

civic life.  While many measures exist for evaluating Ohio’s well-being in economic arenas, or with respect to 

education, there has not been an effort to systematically report to the public on Ohio’s civic life – that is, on the relative 

rate and success of Ohio citizens’ efforts to make a difference in their communities through both political and non-

political processes and associations.3  We analyze data from our pool of 437 Ohio survey respondents and also draw on 

data from the NCoC national online sample of 1,000 respondents.

As a swing state over which national political battles have 

recently been fought, Ohio is often in the political news, 

particularly every four years during presidential elections.  

But how are Ohioans involved beyond the election, in 

their communities and in civic and political life beyond 

the voting booth? 

Ohio ranks 24th in the nation in its civic 

health index score.  Using Current Population 

Survey data, we measured rates of volunteering, voting, 

working with others, and attending public meetings.  

Ohio ranks near the middle of the list of 50 states and 

the District of Columbia by each of these measures. 

Many Ohioans are active in community 

service efforts, but other forms of civic 

engagement are rarer and more sporadic.  

46% of our Ohio sample reports that they had 

volunteered in their communities in the last year.  Such 

positive involvement provides Ohio villages, towns and 

cities with enormous energy and resources for social 

progress.  Of some concern, however, are the rates at 

which Ohioans are civically engaged beyond volunteering 

in organizations.  Fewer than 1/3 attended a club meeting 

in the last year ; about 1 in 5 respondents had worked on 

a community project; and about 1 in 6 reported having 

attempted to change a local policy in their community, 

school or workplace in the last year. 

A significant number of Ohio respondents 

(82%) express skepticism about the 

integrity of government, believing that 

government is run largely in the interest 

of the powerful few.  While such distrust in 

government was seen among respondents in the 

national survey as well, a greater percentage of Ohio 

respondents agreed that government was not run in 

their interests.  Such significant levels of distrust provide 

a disturbing reflection of Ohioans’ views about the 

health of their democratic institutions.

Ohioans do not expect to discuss or 

actively work on the key political issues 

of the day once the 2008 election is over. 

The focus of this study, “Beyond the Vote,” tries to turn 

the spotlight on the ways citizens will continue to be 

engaged in their communities and political processes 

after the buzz of the national presidential election fades 

away.  To be sure, most Ohioans are likely to remain 

involved in their communities after the election, and 

Ohioans will continue to volunteer in organizations.  

However, engagement with public policy issues is likely 

to decrease once the election is over.  Like much of 

the nation, Ohio’s civic engagement is episodic, and 

political engagement tends to revolve around high 

profile national elections.4 Moreover, the bulk of Ohio’s 

ongoing community work tends to be done by a small 

core of her citizenry. This civic core of Ohio’s population 

is to be commended, but cannot tackle the challenges 

that we face on their own. 
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Ohioans strongly favor a number of policy proposals that 

are aimed at sustaining greater levels of citizen engagement 

between elections. Such policies would provide stronger policy mechanisms at 

the state and federal levels for educating about and supporting the work that ordinary 

citizens of all ages can contribute to their communities.  For example:

Support for these policy initiatives in Ohio is consistent 

across political affiliations, and representative of national 

support for these ideas.  Such measures could help 

ensure that Ohioans are more consistently involved in 

civic and political affairs of their community, rather than 

becoming interested only during the election season.

We find evidence that some demographic 

groups are leading the way for others in 

civic engagement:  both African-American and 

Millennial citizens stand out as reaching higher levels of 

engagement in their communities.  The respondents in 

the generation called Millennial, the youngest 

group of citizens we sampled, showed signs 

of higher participation in community activities.  

Moreover, African-American respondents were at 

least as involved and in some cases more involved 

than White Ohioans in community activities.  We 

found women to be under-represented in political 

activism.  We also found that online forms of civic 

engagement, or “netizenship,” are bringing some 

new people to civic and community involvement 

through electronic forums.

Democracy works best when diverse citizens are consistently engaged in their communities and political life.  

This means that government officials, educators, business leaders, nonprofit workers, students, and community 

leaders all need to think creatively about ways to encourage and to tap the civic energies of Ohioans.  By 

studying Ohio’s civic health, and building on the support expressed in this survey for improving it, we believe 

that The Ohio 2008 Civic Health Report: Beyond the Vote in a Battleground State can help provide direction and 

momentum for civic renewal.

86%
of Ohioans support giving 

every young person the 

opportunity to earn tuition 

money by completing a 

year of national community 

service;

82%
favor holding a national 

deliberation on a major 

issue and requiring 

Congress to respond to 

what citizens say; 

75%
would like to see service-

learning (combinations of 

classroom learning and 

community service) required 

in schools.

Sources: 2008 NCoC Ohio Online Survey.
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Ohio often serves as a mirror for the rest of the nation, a fact that springs from its unique 

geography.  Located between the east coast and the middle of the nation, Ohio acts as the 

gateway into the Midwest, but is a place where three distinct cultures —East Coast, Southern, 

and Midwestern —merge.  It is also a state of regions, each reflecting various aspects of American life writ large.5  

The Northeast of the state has long been heavily industrial, with strong ties to industry, steel, and unions.  Northwest Ohio 

encompasses Toledo, and Central Ohio contains the capital, Columbus.  The Southeast and the Southwest parts of the state, 

more economically diverse, encompass Cincinnati, Dayton, and more rural and poorer areas including the Appalachian 

The Civic

southeast.  The different regions of Ohio tend to be quite 

distinct culturally and politically.  Ohio’s regionalism is one 

of the great challenges of governance in the state, but 

this diversity is also a strength shared with the nation.

In its regional diversity and historical mix of rural and 

urban populations, Ohio is in many respects a microcosm 

of the nation as a whole, both in its composition and in its 

civic health. “Ohio was the first entirely American state, 

and one which ever since has seemed an epitome of 

American normalcy.”6 It is said that Ohio is a bellwether 

in national presidential elections, but the state’s civic 

health indicators are also representative of some of the 

nation’s strengths and weaknesses when it comes to the 

involvement of citizens in their communities.  In short, 

Ohio can provide insight into of some key national trends 

and problems.

While there is much truth in the idea that Ohio is a 

microcosm, Ohio also faces its own particular challenges 

that have important implications for the state’s civic 

health.  Ohio, at present, faces economic and educational 

challenges that are particularly daunting.  Having lost over 

6 The Civic Landscape in Ohio
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LANDSCAPE
200,000 manufacturing jobs between 2000 and 2007, Ohio’s 

unemployment rate has in recent years been significantly 

higher than the national rate.7  In the home mortgage crisis 

of 2008, Ohio was particularly hard-hit; as of September 

2008, Ohio’s foreclosure rate was the third highest  

nationally.8 In addition, Ohio’s educational outcomes show 

problems.  In 2002, Ohio’s high school graduation rate was 

71%, and 23 percent of Ohioans hold bachelor’s degrees 

compared with a national average of 27 percent.9  A 

significant number of young adults in our state are failing 

to finish high school and fewer are going on to post-

secondary education.  Since people with Bachelor’s degrees 

are more likely to be civically engaged than those whose 

formal educations ended in high school, these statistics are 

troubling.10 Our economic and educational challenges are 

intertwined with the civic health of our state, though our 

present challenges are more severe than in many other 

places. Such challenges call for urgency and creativity in 

addressing problems of civic health.

With its 20 Electoral College votes and an 

electorate that is divided fairly evenly along 

partisan lines, Ohio has again emerged as 

a crucial “battleground” state in the 2008 

presidential election. As a result of its electoral 

significance, Ohio is seeing a steady stream of 

presidential campaign events in the months leading 

up to the election. But once the candidates, the 

crowds, and the national journalists disappear after 

November 4th, what will be the status of Ohio’s 

civic health, and how might it be improved further? 

This report seeks to shed light on this question.

The Generations
For the purpose of this report, 

  Millennials are 15-29 years old; 

       Generation X are 30-44 years old; 

            Baby Boomers are 45-64 years old; 

                Seniors are 65 and older
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In this report, we take the first step toward building an index of Ohio’s civic health.11  We 

begin with the limited data that are currently available from the Current Population Survey.  

In the longer term, future reports will incorporate additional CPS data as it becomes available.  We expect that future CPS 

data will add to our understanding of Ohio’s civic health.  We do not, however, without significant changes in society, expect 

that they will alter the fundamental picture suggested by the results presented here.

We begin with the simple act of voting.   A bare minimum 

civic responsibility in democratic systems requires that 

citizens engage in the opportunity to exercise choice 

in the selection of those who would govern. Without 

widespread participation in free elections, a critical link 

in the chain of accountability is broken and citizens 

yield control over the choices made by their leaders.  

Figure 1 shows the average turnout across the past 

three elections (2002-2006) by state.  Minnesota set a 

standard for the nation: an average of over seven out 

of ten Minnesota registered citizens showed up to vote.  

In another half-dozen states, an average of more than 

60 per cent of registered citizens exercised their right 

to choose.  At the other end of the spectrum, there 

were 11 states – anchored by West Virginia – in which, 

on average, less than half of the registered voters went 

to the polls.  Ohio fell near the middle of the list of fifty 

states and the District of Columbia.  Ranked at number 

23, only slightly more than half (54.2%) of those who are 

registered actually voted.  About 70 percent of Ohioans 

over 18 are registered to vote; this means that less than 

40 percent of Ohio’s eligible population typically votes in 

a general election.

A quick word can be said about how Ohio compares 

to its neighboring states of Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, 

Pennsylvania, and West Virginia.  Ohio ranks second on 

the list, behind Michigan (58.2%), but ahead of the others, 

including West Virginia which had the lowest voter turn 

out rate (43.7%).

8 Ohio’s Civic Health Index
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Alexis de Tocqueville observed of America in 1835 that “in no country of the world has the principle 

of association been more successfully used or applied to a greater multitude of objectives than in 

America.” Indeed, voluntary associations are at the heart of citizen engagement and America’s claim to 

be a pluralist democracy.  It is in associations and nonprofit organizations that we promote culture, engage 

in nonpartisan and partisan politics, practice religion, perform charitable acts, solve community problems, 

and hundreds of other purposes.  By aggregating citizens with common interests and incorporating them in 

the decision-making process, associations give voice and power to ordinary citizens.  The viability of voluntary 

associations depends, however, on the willingness of citizens to contribute their time and other resources to 

these activities.

Figure 2 shows, by state, the average—for 2006-2007—percentage of citizens age fifteen and greater who reported 

that they had undertaken volunteer activities in the past year.  Utah tops the list with more than 40 percent of its 

citizens reporting that they had volunteered during the past year.  Several other states are within striking distance 

of the Utah volunteering rate, including Minnesota, Alaska, Nebraska and Montana.  At the bottom of the list are 

three states with volunteering rates of less than 20 percent.  Again, Ohio ranks 23rd with a volunteering rate of 

30.1%.  Ohio pulls up the national average of 26.4%, but Ohio lags behind Indiana (31.0%) and Michigan (30.8%) 

in this regard.

Civic Health Indicator 1: Average Voting Turnout 2002-2006
Figure 1

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

Civic Health Indicator 2: Volunteering 2006-2007
Figure 2

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%
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Ohio’s Civic Health Index cont.

The third indicator considers the extent to which citizens age fifteen and older choose to involve themselves directly in the 

process of governing.  Figure 3 shows the average – for 2006-2007 – percentage of citizens who reported that they had 

attended a public meeting during the past year.  With strong traditions of participatory local governance, Vermont tops the 

list with more than 20 percent of its citizens reporting that they attended a public meeting.  Alaska falls only slightly behind 

with over 19 percent of its citizens attending public meetings.  Ohio is below the national median, ranking 27th, at 9.2%.  

Among its regional neighbors, it is tied with Michigan and more engaged than Pennsylvania (9.0%), Kentucky (8.9%), Indiana 

(7.0%), and West Virginia (6.1%).  At the bottom of the list, three states have less than 6 percent of citizens reporting 

participation in public meetings.

Civic Health Indicator 3: Attending Public Meetings
Figure 3

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

Civic Health Indicator 4: 
Working With Others on Community Problems Figure 4
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16%
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Ohio’s Civic Health Index cont.

Our final civic health indicator focuses on collaborative problem solving.  

Communities with strong civic cultures are those in which citizens have the skills and 

the inclination to join together to address issues of common concern.  Figure 4 shows 

the average percentage – for 2006-2007 – of citizens older than fifteen who report that 

they have worked with other people in their neighborhood to fix a problem or improve a 

condition in their community.  Once again, Utah stands out at the top of the list with almost 

18 percent of its citizens reporting that they have worked with others to address community 

issues.  Ohio, again, falls in the middle compared to other states but with an engagement rate 

only one-third that of Utah.  Ranked 23rd, Ohioans are slightly more involved in neighborhood and 

community improvement projects than are the citizens of the surrounding states.  At the bottom of 

the list, collaborative community problem solving appears to be almost non-existent.  Fewer than four 

percent of New Jersey’s citizens reported that they have worked with others in their neighborhood.

Combining these four measures, Figure 5 shows Ohio’s Civic Health Index based on the data from the 

Current Population Survey. Ranked 24th among states in the nation, Ohio earns a civic engagement score 

of 25.3.  For comparative purposes Ohio ranks slightly lower on the Index than Michigan (21st), and higher 

than Kentucky (29th), Pennsylvania (32nd), Indiana (34th) and West Virginia (48th).

We underscore the point that we regard this as a first approximation in an effort to measure Ohio’s civic 

health.  Additional measures will be available through the CPS in the future and they can be incorporated into 

subsequent Ohio Civic Health Indexes.  That said, our first approximation leads unalterably to the conclusion that 

Ohio’s civic health is in the middle of the pack when compared to other states in the nation.  But that fact should 

not provide comfort, as rates of national civic engagement show signs of distress.  While we may not yet need to 

reach for the defibrillator, there is much that could and should be done to improve the civic health of the Buckeye 

state.

Overall Civic Health Index 2007
Figure 5
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ONLINE SURVEY
NCOC’s OHIO

In both Current Population Survey data presented in the previous section as well as in the online NCoC data reported in 

this section, Ohio is representative of the nation as a whole.  Ohio mirrors the nation in many respects when it comes to 

levels of civic engagement.  Almost half of the Ohio respondents reported volunteering in their community, but fewer said 

they were involved in more politically-oriented community work, such as attending a community meeting or attempting to 

change a policy at their school, workplace, or neighborhood.

Key Findings of the

Ohio mirrors the nation in mixed levels of civic engagement.

These activities by Ohio citizens help build social capital, 

a key asset for civic engagement and problem-solving. 

Communication networks help build social trust among 

community members, and help facilitate cooperation 

for mutual benefit.12  Community members who talk, 

visit or see one another on a regular basis are more likely 

to trust one another and be able to work together on 

their collective challenges. These healthy rates of spending 

time and communicating with friends and family signal that 

Ohioans possesses positive assets for helping to solve 

community disputes, problems, and crises.

55%

Agreed that “Generally speaking, most people are honest.”

Agreed with the statement “My whole family usually eats dinner together.”

Agreed with the statement “I spend a lot of time visiting friends.”

Agreed with the statement, “I spend a lot of time  communicating with 
friends using a computer, cell phone or other electronic device”

Social Trust and Communication with Family and Friends
Figure 6

67%

77%

64%

Figure 7

About 46% of Ohio respondents reported that they had volunteered in the last year, as compared with 48% of national 

online survey respondents.  Census data provides a more modest assessment of Ohio’s volunteering rates, as noted above.  

Clearly, a significant portion of Ohio’s citizens devote time to improving their communities.

Ohio citizens, like their national counterparts, report relatively high levels of social trust and communication with family and 

friends.
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NCOC’s OHIO

Yet when we asked respondents to tell us about their 

specific community activities, we found smaller percentages 

reporting involvement in community work and problem-

solving.

Ohioans are more likely to go to club meetings and work 

on community projects than go to public meetings or 

try to change a policy in a school or workplace. While 

Ohioans are less likely to work with other people in their 

neighborhoods to fix or improve something, their rates of 

involvement generally follow national trends for preferring 

non-political engagement activities, such as volunteering 

or working on a community project over more explicitly 

political activities.  These are missed opportunities to take 

social capital, built through positive levels of community 

participation, and turn it into political engagement that 

will enhance local and state democratic institutions and 

processes.

When it comes to different types of political 

engagement, Ohioans enjoy some slight civic 

benefits when it comes to being a “battleground 

state” in presidential elections.  Ohio respondents 

were somewhat more likely to think their vote 

matters, when compared to the national online 

survey respondents.  Ohioans are somewhat more 

likely to believe they have a grasp of politics; they 

were less likely to find politics too complicated to 

understand. However, they were as likely as the 

national online sample to feel they lack a voice in 

their government; a full 39% of Ohioans in our 

survey believe they do not have any say in what 

government does.

32%
30%

26% 26%

20% 21%
17%16%19%

21%

National Survey

Ohio SurveyA
B
C

D

E

Attend a club meeting
Worked on a community project
Attended any public meeting in which there was a 
discussion of community affairs
Wrote a letter or sent an email to an editor of a 
magazine or newspaper
Tried to change local policies in a place like a school, 
workplace, college or neighborhood

30%

40%

20%

10%

A             B              C            D    E   

Reported activities in last 12 month periodCommunity Engagement Activities,
Ohio and National Respondents

Figure 7



14 Key Findings of the NCoC’s Ohio Online Survey

Key Findings of the NCoC’s
Ohio Online Survey cont.

Of the 25% of Ohioans that agreed that “so many other people vote in the national elections that it doesn’t matter much 

to me whether I vote or not,” 9% of the respondents strongly agreed with that statement, while the remaining 16% simply 

agreed.  Of the 39% who reported that “people like me don’t have any say about what the government does,” 13% of 

Ohioans strongly agreed and 26% agreed with the statement.

When it comes to political involvement during a year of increasingly active presidential campaigning, Ohio respondents in 

our survey showed evidence of modest involvement in the past 12 months.

Since the focus on Ohio as a Presidential battleground 

has resulted in voter registration efforts around the state, 

we were interested in learning more about the 42% of 

Ohioans who had stated that someone had talked to 

them about registering or getting out to vote.  We found 

that 56% of African-American Ohioans reported being 

asked in the past 12 months, compared to just 40% of 

White Ohioans.  This suggests that outreach efforts to 

African-American voters are having some impact.  Similarly, 

more females (46%) than males (38%) said that someone 

had talked to them about getting out to vote.  In breaking 

down voter registration requests by generation, almost half 

A                B                 C    

31%

25%

13%

42%
39%

8%

30%

40%

50%

20%

10%

A

B

C

So many other people vote in the national elec-
tions that it doesn’t matter much to me whether 
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Attending a political meeting, rally, or dinner in 
support of a particular candidate
Giving a political donation to support a campaign
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Tried to talk to at least one person to show 
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your window or in front of your house
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Key Findings of the NCoC’s
Ohio Online Survey cont.

of Millennials and Boomers reported being asked, while only 38% of Generation 

X and 32% of Seniors had been asked.  Finally, around 40% of those with an 

undergraduate degree or less reported being asked, compared to more than 50% of 

those with a graduate education.  Taken together, this data suggests that outreach efforts 

to African-Americans, women and the young are reaching their target groups; however, 

outreach to people with less than a graduate school education is not seeing the same result.

On the whole, Ohio again mirrors the nation on most measures of political involvement, with 

one difference: contributions of money to candidates or parties.  Ohioans are less likely to have 

donated to a candidate or political party.  This finding may be due to the fact that Ohioans have, on 

average, been harder hit by evaporating manufacturing jobs, the current mortgage crisis, and other 

economic down-trends.

Ohioans are skeptical about the integrity 
of the government and the media.

Ohio state government has faced corruption scandals for more than a decade. What some characterize as 

Ohio’s “pay to play” political culture was brought fully into public view when former Governor Bob Taft (1999-

2007) was implicated in a campaign finance scandal with political donor and rare coin dealer Tom Noe. Dubbed 

“Coingate” by the media, this scandal followed months of national scrutiny on Ohio election laws and procedures 

following the results of the 2004 presidential elections, when reports of election tampering were widespread. 

These are among the issues that may cause Ohioans to believe that government is not working in their interests.13 

Ohio’s democracy faces “enormous challenges,” and public confidence in government is relatively weak.14

A full 82% of Ohio respondents, as compared with 77% of the national survey respondents, agreed with the 

statement that the government is not run with their interests in mind. While all age groups in our sample agreed with 

this statement, the Millennials were slightly less likely to agree with this statement.

87%
81%

76%
81%
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Percentages in Ohio Reporting government Run
 in Interest of Few, by generation

Figure 10

Statement: Would you say the government is 
pretty much run by a few big interests looking out 
for themselves?
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Key Findings of the NCoC’s
Ohio Online Survey cont.

Ohioans are in agreement with the respondents in the 

national online survey with respect to their belief that 

government is not run in their interest.  These findings 

align with a 2008 Gallup Poll which found a deteriora-

tion in confidence in U.S. government institutions.  “Just 

26% of Americans say they are satisfied with the way 

the nation is being governed, the lowest in the eight-

year history of the Governance poll and tying a 1973 

Gallup reading as the lowest ever.”15

Related findings show that citizens in Ohio lack confi-

dence in the press.  When asked how much confidence 

they have in people who run the press, such as news-

papers and news magazines, 59% said “only some” and 

34% said “hardly any.”  A full third of all Ohioans over 29 

have hardly any confidence in the press, and this find-

ing in Ohio is substantiated by other national surveys.  A 

national poll of 800 respondents in 2007 showed “signifi-

cantly declining percentages of Americans saying that they 

believe all or most of media news reporting,” with just 

under one quarter or 24% of respondents saying they 

believe little or none of the reporting in the media.16

Ohioan respondents in our survey believe that govern-

ment is not run with the average citizen’s interests in 

mind.  They understand media to be at best a somewhat 

reliable source of information.  This popular skepticism 

points to particularly tough challenges for those who 

wish to strengthen democratic institutions in the state of 

Ohio.

Most Ohioans say they are not likely to act on issues raised during the 2008 political campaigns after the election is over.  

This finding is cause for concern about the health of our democratic institutions.

Post-Election Activity: Most Ohioans do not expect to be engaged after Nov. 4th

In this report, we have delineated two distinct but 

overlapping types of engagement.  Community 

engagement typically includes activities such as 

volunteering, and political engagement measures are those 

having to do with citizens’ involvement in the processes 

of public life and governing.  Community engagement 

rates in the U.S. and Ohio seem healthy.  Recent federal 

surveys have found that more than 60 million Americans 

volunteer each year, and more than half of all Americans 

are members of at least one voluntary group or 

association—55% according to the 2008 NCoC national 

phone survey and 62% according to the 2004 General 

Election Survey.17   Consistent with historic trends, 

participation in these forms of engagement is expected to 

remain high after Election Day.  Yet political engagement 

rates should raise some concern.  In our online survey, 

Ohioans reported that they will join the many Americans 

in continuing their community engagement activities, but 

their political engagement will be comparatively far less 

active.
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Key Findings of the NCoC’s
Ohio Online Survey cont.

In the online survey, respondents were asked whether they expect to engage after 

the 2008 Election in any of four possible ways:

1 Contacting officials about issues raised in the campaign,

2 Contacting media about such issues,

3 Discussing issues with friends, and

4 Working to change local policies in schools, workplaces, etc.

The Ohio engagement responses can be divided into “Very Likely” and “Probably Likely” categories for each activity.  

For contacting officials the division is 7% and 15%; for contacting media 3%, 11%; discussing issues with friends 7%, 

24%; and working to change local politics 5%, 17%.  There are differences among the four activities with talking to 

friends being the most likely and contacting the media the least likely.

We expected inflated results due to social desirability bias (over-reporting of activities that would be viewed favorably 

by others) and unrealistic expectations of future activities.  However, only 8% of respondents in the Ohio sample 

expect to do all four activities after the election. Seven percent plan to do three; 9% two; 17% one; and 59% were 

either unsure about their plans or did not expect to do any of the four activities. The corresponding levels of activity 

for the national sample are: all four (11%), three (7%), two (10%), one (21%) and zero or unsure (51%).

In each of the four activities, national respondents indicated a greater likelihood of expected participation in future 

civic activities than Ohio respondents.  However, the differences between the two samples are small.  The expected 

activity with the largest difference is discussing issues with friends where Ohioans are at a seven percent deficit.
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Ohioans Favor Policy Change to
Institutionalize Civic Engagement

While our survey found that most Ohioans do not expect to be engaged on issues raised by the 2008 election, we 

saw strong support in the data for laws and other policies that would encourage and institutionalize civic engagement.  

Following the NCoC’s 2008 national survey, the Ohio and National online oversamples gauged support for seven policy 

reforms that would encourage greater civic engagement and closer relationships between citizens and government in this 

area.  The seven policy proposals are:

1 Tuition money for service

2 A national deliberation

3 Service-learning

4 Civic education

The context for these particular policy proposals is provided by the 2008 NCoC Report:

This year marks the 75th anniversary of the Civilian Conservation Corps, an initiative of President Franklin 

Roosevelt that would mobilize 3 million jobless men over a decade to work on improving the nation’s public 

lands.  Since that time, many Presidents and the U.S. Congress have proposed policies and initiatives to increase 

the civic engagement of Americans.  Some Presidents have created opportunities for Americans to serve overseas; 

others have offered tuition or loan assistance in exchange for a commitment of service; others have promoted 

civic education and linked those efforts with new service opportunities; and still others have promoted linking 

classroom learning with community service experiences.  …  To be effective, public polices must meet Americans 

where they are and respond to the real incentives that would engage them in civic life.

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they “favor 

strongly,” “favor not so strongly,” “oppose not so strongly,” 

or “oppose strongly” each of the seven policies to 

institutionalize civic engagement.  We report the favor vs. 

oppose split in Ohio, as well as the two levels of support in 

each instance.  As is seen in Figure 12 there is very strong 

support for six of the seven proposals, each receiving 

substantial majorities, with one proposal reflecting an 

evenly divided sample. These finding are very similar to 

the NCoC’s national phone sample where support for the 

proposals ranged from a low of 52% (Expanding Overseas 

Programs) to a high of 87% (Tuition for Service).  We are 

encouraged by the public support for these proposals 

because we think each has great potential to improve civic 

life in America.

5 Federal support for nonprofits

6 Local control over education

7 Expanding overseas programs
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Tuition Money for Service: 

Among Ohioans in the 2008 survey, the most popular proposal was “offering every young person a 

chance to earn money toward college or advanced training if they complete a full year of national or 

community service.” This idea would mean a substantial expansion of existing education awards, which 

currently provide $4,725 in tuition funds for volunteers who serve full-time for a whole year (most of these 

positions are competitive and scarce). Eighty-six percent favored this proposal (47% strongly and 39% not so 

strongly), while 14% oppose. Support for this proposal (and all the others with one exception) was bipartisan 

and intergenerational (see last paragraph of this section).

A National Deliberation: 

The second most supported option by Ohioans was “involving more than one million Americans in a national 

discussion of an important public issue and requiring Congress to respond to what the citizens say.” This proposal 

had been developed by AmericaSpeaks and was endorsed by John Edwards during the presidential primary 

campaign.18  Eighty-two percent support the idea (39% strongly and 43% not so strongly) and 18% do not favor 

it.

Service Learning: 

The combination of community service with academic study, known as “service-learning,” is offered in half of American 

high schools.19  Recent research shows that the vast majority of high school students, including 90 percent of those 

most at risk for dropping out, want service-learning in their schools.20  Federal support for service-learning, provided 

through the Learn & Serve America program at the Corporation for National and Community Service, is offered on a 

competitive grant basis. There are no federal provisions or laws that require schools to offer service-learning; however, 

some jurisdictions, including the State of Maryland, require a minimum number of service-learning hours to graduate 

from high school. The survey asked about making service-learning universal and mandatory: “requiring all high school 

students to do community service as part of their work for one or more courses.” We put the question this way in 

order to discourage people from responding favorably to the general idea of service without considering possible 

costs or tradeoffs. One-fourth (24%) of those in the sample oppose this suggestion; while an overwhelming three-

fourths majority (75%) favor it (33% strongly and 42% not so strongly).

National (%)

Ohio (%)
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Local Control over Education: 

We asked respondents whether they favored “changing 

the law so that local citizens must take the lead in setting 

standards and choosing tests for students in their local 

schools.” We posed this question because the No Child 

Left Behind Act has centralized control over education 

by increasing the importance of state and federal tests, 

which influence the curriculum. Critics have argued that 

the Act thereby discourages citizen engagement with 

education. Sixty-two percent favored local initiative and 

control (21% strongly and 41% not so strongly) with the 

remaining 39% opposing the idea.

Federal Support for Nonprofits: 

In 2001, the White House created a new Office of Faith-

Based and Community Initiatives, and in 2002, the USA 

Freedom Corps – a national service council and office 

that coordinated community and national service policy 

across the U.S. government. Both efforts worked closely 

with nonprofits across America and the world.  In 2001, 

the White House issued a new report, Unlevel Playing 

Field, that showed the significant barriers that faith-

based and smaller community-based nonprofits face 

in accessing federal support for the delivery of social 

services. We asked our Ohio sample about “providing 

federal money to support nonprofit, faith-based, and 

civic organizations that use volunteers.”  This proposal also 

received affirmative support by sixty-two percent of those 

in the sample (24% strongly and 38% not so strongly) and 

was received negatively by a minority of 38%.

Expanding Overseas Programs: 

We asked about “funding and promoting overseas service 

as a way of improving our relations with other countries.”  

This was the proposal that most evenly divided the Ohio 

sample with a bare majority (52%) opposing the idea and 

slightly less than a majority (49%) favoring it (13% strongly 

and 35% not so strongly). It is also interesting to note 

here the greater support for domestic service-learning as 

compared to overseas service.

The responses in the Ohio and national samples are very 

similar.  While the two change places on specific items in 

terms of the most positive responses, the difference is 

never more than four percent, well within the margin of 

error.  The two samples reveal essentially identical levels of 

support for the seven policy proposals.

With respect to the Ohio sample, all of the proposals 

except Expanding Overseas Programs have bipartisan 

majority support from Republicans and Democrats.  

Among the six proposals with more than majority support, 

Civic Education testing: 

We asked about “requiring high school students to pass a new test on civics or government.” Sixty-nine percent liked 

this proposed requirement (26% strongly and 43 not so strongly) and 31% did not. In 2006, the National Assessment 

of Educational Progress (NAEP) Civics Assessment found that only 27% of high school seniors were “proficient” in the 

subject, and only 5% were “advanced.”21  Such low levels of civic knowledge raise alarms about the future vibrancy of our 

democracy and its institutions, which depend upon citizens and leaders with a thorough understanding of American history 

and government.

Ohioans Favor Policy Change to
Institutionalize Civic Engagement
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Republicans range from a low of 60% for Local Control over Schools to a high of 87% 

for Tuition Money for Service, and Democrats range from a high of 86% for Tuition Money 

for Service to a low of 60% for Federal Support for Nonprofits.  All of the proposals have 

majority support among the four age categories, expect Expanding Overseas Programs which 

received slightly less than fifty percent support from Generation-Xers (49%), Baby Boomers 

(46%) and Seniors (49%).  Millennials, perhaps not surprisingly, were least supportive of a new Civic 

Education test; 52% of them support the idea.

In this section we look more closely at the civic participation of women and men, to investigate whether some 

aspects of public participation are split along gender lines.  Further, we explore other segments of Ohio’s civil 

society, Millennials and African-American Ohioans.  Finally, we look at an emerging factor in public participation – 

“netizenship” or online participation.  We find that online participation does engage some people who would not 

otherwise be engaged in the political process. However, a more significant barrier to overcome is that between 

discussion of issues—whether online or face to face—and political or community action.

Special Opportunities

Women are underrepresented in political activism

Men and women reported similar levels of community 

involvement – slightly over half did at least one community 

involvement activity.  More men were highly involved (12% 

compared to 8%) The same was true for political discussion.  

Around 80% of both men and women participate in at 

least one form of political discussion; men were very slightly 

more likely to be highly involved in political discussion.  

But 5% more women (48% compared to 43% of men) 

reported volunteering in the last year.

In political activism, men were much more involved.  Almost 

85% of women reported they did not do any of the 

activities on the political activist scale; 77% of men were 

inactive.  Men were more likely to be highly involved 

in political activism too; no women at all reported 

they did all four activities.

47% of men, but only 42% of women, reported they 

did not do any online civic activities. But men and 

women were equally represented among “netizens” 

– those who do 5 or more of the nine online civic 

activities we asked about.  More women than men 

are doing a few (1-2) or several (3-4) netizenship 

activities.  This suggests that online engagement may 

help women “clear the first hurdle” to participating 

in one or a few activities.



22 Key Groups Provide Promise: Millennials, African-Americans, and Netizens

Millennials point to a promising future for 

civic engagement in Ohio 

Ohio Millennials (aged 18-29), the next generation of 

Ohioans that will shape our community and political 

life, were found to be positively engaged in their 

communities.  On some indicators they lead the way in 

solving problems in their communities.  Millennial citizens, 

like their national counterparts who responded to the 

online survey, were more likely than other generations 

to attend a club meeting, engage in a community project, 

or work with others in their neighborhood to fix or 

improve something. 

Millennials were also more likely to volunteer among all the 

generations surveyed.  59% of Ohio Millennials surveyed 

having volunteered in their community in the last year, 

as compared with 46% Generation X citizens, 44% Baby 

Boomers, and 32% Seniors.

Millennials build a great deal of social capital in their 

collective community efforts and volunteer work; they 

build networks of cooperation and trust through the work 

they are doing in their communities.  Moreover, some 

Millennials are turning this community involvement into 

political engagement, through their involvement in political 

processes. 
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African-Americans report high levels of engagement 

Consistent with the findings of the national report, African-American Ohioans are at least as involved, and 

often more involved, than White Ohioans in a range of civic activities. More than half of African-Americans 

reported that they participated in at least one community involvement activity, whereas only about half 

of White Ohioans did. African-Americans  also reported higher participation in politically activist activities. 

Levels of participation in political discussion and netizenship were similar for both White and African-American 

Ohioans.22  Slightly more African-American respondents say that they are registered to vote; however almost 

exactly the same percentage of African-Americans and Whites (64%) report having voted in the Ohio presidential 

primary.  

Because African-Americans make up a small portion of our overall sample, the potential for sampling error makes 

it difficult to report specific percentages for Ohio with confidence.  However, the Ohio numbers for African 

Americans’ engagement closely track the national sample, so we report the national results in

the tables below.

campaigns.  We defined netizens as those who said “yes” 

to 5 or more of our 9 questions about online participation.  

Netizens are about as likely as other Ohioans to say they 

had voted in a primary election, but quite a lot less likely to 

say they are registered to vote and much less likely to think 

their vote matters.

Attended club meeting
Worked on a community project
Attended a public meeting
Worked with others to improve something
Wrote letter or sent e-mail to editor

Because Millennials make up a small portion of our overall sample, the potential for 

sampling error makes it difficult to report specific percentages for Ohio with confidence.   

However, the Ohio numbers for Millennials’ engagement closely track the national sample, 

so we report the national results in Figure 13.

Nationally, Millennials were as likely to have participated in at least one political activism activity, 

and were more likely to have participated in at least one political discussion activity. 

79%

Netizenship brings some new people to the 

table - but the challenge is moving from 

discussion to action. 81 people, or 18% of our sample, 

were found to be “netizens” – they have a high level of 

online engagement.  They use email and social networking 

sites to express political views; watch presidential videos 

and debates online; and donate online to presidential 
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Conclusions and Implications

For political discussion, however, the pattern was not as 

evident.  No netizens reported that they did not participate 

in any political discussion activities, and more than half of 

netizens reported they were also very involved in face-to-

face political discussions.

Netizenship shares many characteristics with political 

discussion, so we examined “political discussants’” (those 

who did at least 4 of 5 political discussion activities) to 

see if their levels of community involvement and political 

activism were similar. We found that almost two thirds 

of political discussants did not participate in any political 

activism, and about a quarter of political discussants did 

not participate in any community activism. Therefore, it 

appears that although netizenship brings a small group 

of new people to some form of active civic participation, 

a significant barrier remains between discussing politics 

(face to face or online) and participating in political or 

community activities.

Ohio has some real strengths on which to build as we work to improve our civic health. 

But some of the weaknesses in our civic health profile should raise real concern. A 

concerted state-wide effort is needed to address our areas of weakness. Such an effort 

would encompass three distinct areas of reform.

Education
Educational leaders and organizations, in conjunction with Ohio legislators and the Ohio Department of Education, can 

study these findings to draw up long-term educational objectives regarding how Ohio’s civic education programs and 

curriculum might be enhanced or expanded. Ideas supporting service-learning in K-12 schools and in higher education 

have found wide support in other states and regions of the country, but Ohio’s state standards and curriculum rarely 

We wanted to find out more about netizens – specifically, 

whether netizens were people who were also engaged 

in face-to-face political or community involvement, or 

whether online participation was bringing more people 

into civic activities.  We were interested in this for two 

reasons.  One is because there are few studies about 

online political habits in general, and fewer still that 

include information about Ohio.  Secondly, if online 

political activities do draw in new participants, state and 

local political campaigns may wish to increase their online 

presence.  Our sample size was too small to allow us 

to report specific results with confidence, so we report 

general trends here in the hope of stimulating further 

research. 

We found that over 1/3 of netizens do not participate 

in any of the activities that make up our community 

involvement scale.  More than half of highly engaged 

netizens participated in less than two community 

involvement activities.  Less than a quarter of netizens 

were highly engaged in both netizenship and community 

involvement.  For political activism, the same pattern was 

evident. 

Key Groups Provide Promise:
Millennials, African-Americans, and Netizens
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Policy reform
The national findings from the NCoC 2008 Civic Health 

Report mirror the Ohio report results provided here: 

citizens support various policy proposals that would 

institutionalize civic engagement.  While most of these 

proposals relate to educational initiatives, there are 

organizations and movements supporting initiatives that 

would engage Americans in voluntary service at every age.  

ServiceNation is one such effort, a bi-partisan coalition 

working to enable legislators to take action on this policy 

agenda.24 We would particularly highlight three policies 

that could be acted upon at the state level.  The first is K-12 

service-learning, which is currently absent in public 

education policy in Ohio.  The second is a policy 

providing tuition for national or community service, 

given Ohio’s national rankings in college affordability.  

Third are policy initiatives providing public deliberation 

forums.  The Kettering Foundation is a tremendous 

state resource in this regard, one of the national leaders 

in pioneering public dialogue on important issues of the 

day.  We encourage Ohio legislators, in public discussion 

forums with Ohio citizens, to consider how state legislative 

efforts might take action on these policy initiatives.

Government accountability and integrity
In the 2006 report Reforming Ohio’s Democracy, a number of important reforms are suggested to clean up the corruption 

that has plagued Ohio’s government and election systems in the past decade, a vital step towards restoring Ohioans faith 

in their governmental institutions.25  Laws regarding contribution limits, redistricting, and procedures for more evenhanded 

administration of elections are sorely needed.  Reforms regarding the transparency of lobbying activities and potential ethics 

violations of lobbyists would bring better public scrutiny to the influence of special interests on government. While Governor 

Ted Strickland’s popularity rating (55% approval rating as of June 2008)26 provides some indication that voters are more 

satisfied with the current administration, the findings of this report suggest that there is a deep distrust of government at 

the state and federal level, distrust that the popularity of one governor will not abate.  It will take serious and bi-partisan 

reforms to address the distrust and skepticism that voters feel about democratic institutions.

mention service-learning or other forms of education that 

actively promote community involvement.  Ohio is one 

of only 20 states that does not mention service-learning 

in any state policy, despite high levels of support for such 

policies from our respondents.23 Further, Ohio’s 2-year 

and 4-year colleges and universities must be provided the 

incentives and support needed to help students engage 

their local, national, and global communities through their 

academic and co-curricular work.  The mission of higher 

education in the state of Ohio, too often exclusively defined 

by the economic or 

vocational ends that 

it helps students achieve, 

must be broadened in 

rhetoric and reality.  Programs 

and opportunities for students 

and faculty to build community 

partnerships, combining academic 

learning with community work, should be 

promoted and strengthened.
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Where We Stand:

The National Conference on Citizenship conducts America’s Civic 

Health Index to inform citizens and policymakers about the state of our civil society and 

democracy every year, much as economic studies provide timely reports of growth, inflation, 

and unemployment.  We investigated the state of Ohio’s civic health for identical reasons.  The 

NCoC has documented and tracked 40 civic health indicators that they have categorized in the 

following nine clusters.  Below we report the results of the 2008 Ohio Online Survey followed by 

NCoC’s National Online Survey so comparisons can be made.

Connecting with 
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 Belong to any group or organization: 47% 49% 

 Attend a club meeting: 30% 32% 

 Worked on a community project: 21% 26% 

 Attended religious services at least once a month: 38% 39% 

 Definitely or generally agree that most people are honest: 52% 50% 

 Agree that most of the time people try to be helpful: 58% 61% 

Selected Demographic Characteristics of the Samples (%)
Characteristics  Ohio (N = 437)  National (N = 1,000)

Sex  Ohio (M/F - 49.7/50.3)  National (M/F - 48.3/51.8)

Ohio
18-29 (Millennials) = 16.3
30-44 (Generation X) = 37.3
45-64 (Baby Boomers) = 30.0
65 and Older (Seniors) = 16.3

National
18-29 (Millennials) = 18.0
30-44 (Generation X) = 32.7
45-64 (Baby Boomers) = 34.3
65 and Older (Seniors) = 15.0

Ohio
Republican = 26.0
Democrat = 40.0
Independent = 31.8
Other Party = 2.2

National
Republican = 27.9
Democrat = 38.2
Independent = 29.4
Other Party = 4.6

Sources: 2008 NCoC Online Surveys.

Ohio
Asian = 0.9
Black = 9.8
Other = 2.1
White 87.2

National
Asian = 4.0
Black = 12.0
Other = 3.0
White 76.0

Race Age Party Identification
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The Indicators of Civic Health 2008: Ohio Online Survey

In 2008, we find people involved in the following ways.  This list reflects NCoC’s current working 

definition of “civic health” and is a baseline for future studies.  In this section we utilize NCoC’s 

descriptions of the clusters of indicators.  The first number reported after each indicator is the Ohio 

statistic and the second is the identical statistic as reported in the national online sample. Unless otherwise 

indicated, respondents were asked to describe their participation in the past year.

Connecting to civic and religious groups.  Such groups are the seedbeds of democracy.  They 

recruit and educate citizens, bring them together for discussion, and increase their capacity for improving 

society.  We find the following rates of connection for 2008.

 Belong to any group or organization: 47% 49% 

 Attend a club meeting: 30% 32% 

 Worked on a community project: 21% 26% 

 Attended religious services at least once a month: 38% 39% 

 Definitely or generally agree that most people are honest: 52% 50% 

 Agree that most of the time people try to be helpful: 58% 61% 

Trusting other people.  Trust correlates with associational membership because one must have at least limited 

trust in at least some others before one can work with them voluntarily; and collaborative work often enhances 

trust.

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL



28 Where We Stand: Ohio’s Civic Health in 2008

Where We Stand: Ohio’s
Civic Health In 2008 cont.

Connecting to others through family and friends: Close interaction with families and/or friends promotes health 

and well-being and supports civil society by providing the information, encouragement, and networks that people need to 

engage in larger groups and communities.  Interacting with people who may have different views helps to broaden perspectives, 

so this year we asked about people’s partisan affiliation and whether they had friends of the other party.

 Agreed that their whole family usually eats dinner together: 64% 67% 

 Spent a lot of time visiting friends: 55% 57% 

 Spent a lot of time communicating with friends   
 using a computer, cell phone, or other electronic device: 67% 68% 

 Communicated with friends more than once a day using email,   
 the World Wide Web, instant messages, or phone text messages: 32% 29% 

 Identified with one political party and reported having friends in the other party: 68% 66% 
 Read the newspaper daily: 36% 37% 

 Followed news about the government   
 and public affairs at least some of the time: 72% 72% 

 Used the Internet at least once a week to gather information   
 about politics, a social issue, or a community problem: 22% 25% 

 Watched a presidential candidate’s speech online: 22% 31% 

 Watched an online video in support of  
 or opposition to a presidential candidate: 37% 39% 

 Identified the Republican Party as  
 more conservative than the Democratic Party: 48% 44% 

 Felt able to understand politics and government: 69% 67% 

Citizen-centered engagement: “Citizen-centered” engagement means bringing diverse groups of citizens together both 

to discuss and define an issue and to work voluntarily to address it.  Citizen-centered engagement thus combines deliberation 

with action.

 Attended any public meeting in which there was discussion of community affairs: 19% 26% 

 Worked with other people in their neighborhood to fix or improve something: 24% 30% 

 Both attended a community meeting and worked with other people in the neighborhood: 11% 06% 

 Tried to change local policies in a place like a school, workplace, college, or neighborhood: 17% 21% 

 Volunteered: 55% 49% 

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL
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Where We Stand: Ohio’s
Civic Health In 2008 cont.

 Read the newspaper daily: 36% 37% 

 Followed news about the government   
 and public affairs at least some of the time: 72% 72% 

 Used the Internet at least once a week to gather information   
 about politics, a social issue, or a community problem: 22% 25% 

 Watched a presidential candidate’s speech online: 22% 31% 

 Watched an online video in support of  
 or opposition to a presidential candidate: 37% 39% 

 Identified the Republican Party as  
 more conservative than the Democratic Party: 48% 44% 

 Felt able to understand politics and government: 69% 67% 

Giving and volunteering: According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

nearly 61 million Americans – 26% of the U.S. population 16 and older - volunteered 

in their communities in 2007.  The Corporation for National and Community Service 

reports that these volunteers gave “8.1 billion hours of service worth more than $158 

billion to America’s communities.”   Americans also give more than $300 billion each year to 

charity.   These contributions fund civil society and address essential needs.

Staying informed: Valuable participation requires information, which can be gleaned from other 

citizens, the news media, the Internet, and many other sources.  The following indicators measure 

efforts to stay informed:

 Volunteered: 55% 49% 

Understanding civics and politics: Related to the previous category, these measures measure to what 

degree Americans feel informed.

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL



 Attended political meeting or rally: 9% 12% 

 Gave money to a candidate or party: 10% 16% 

 Made a political contribution online: 7% 10% 

 Been asked to register to vote or to get out and vote: 42% 46%    
  using email: 70% 71% 

 on your own blog: 14% 15% 

 by writing or commenting on someone else’s blog: 21% 25% 

 on a social networking site such as MySpace or Facebook: 28% 34% 

 by making a video, audio, or photo and sharing it online: 25% 28% 

 by commenting on someone else’s video, audio, or photo online: 28% 33% 

 by participating in a chat room, 19%, 20%; with instant messaging: 36% 41% 

 with text messaging: 33% 33% 

 or by voting in favor or against a news   
 story of video on a site like YouTube or Digg: 18% 21% 
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Where We Stand: Ohio’s
Civic Health In 2008 cont.

Trusting and feeling connected to major institutions: Trust in government and the mass media can be understood 

as a subjective attitude that often (but not invariably) correlates with taking voluntary political action.  Trust can also be understood 

as a measure of how trustworthy our institutions actually are.

 Responded that their vote matters: 47% 45% 

 Believed that “People like me” have a say in government: 35% 34% 

 Believed that Government is run for the benefit of a few big interests: 82% 77% 

 Government in Washington generally does what is right: 22% 26% 

 Had confidence in the people who run the press, such a  
 newspapers and news magazines (only some to a great deal): 66% 69% 

 Reported being registered to vote: 79% 76% 

 Voted in a primary or caucus in 2008: 63% 55% 

 Volunteered for a presidential campaign in 2008: 6% 8% 

Participating in politics: Regardless of one’s political views and attitudes toward government, it is important to influence 

democratic institutions.

 Wrote a letter or email to the editor of a newspaper or magazine: 16% 20% 

 Tried to talk to someone about why   
 they should vote for a candidate or party: 34% 38% 

 Wore a campaign button, put a campaign sticker on the car, or   
 place a campaign poster in the window or in front of the house: 23% 21% 

OHIO NATIONAL

OHIO NATIONAL

Expressed opinions about a political or social or community issue



   
  using email: 70% 71% 

 on your own blog: 14% 15% 

 by writing or commenting on someone else’s blog: 21% 25% 

 on a social networking site such as MySpace or Facebook: 28% 34% 

 by making a video, audio, or photo and sharing it online: 25% 28% 

 by commenting on someone else’s video, audio, or photo online: 28% 33% 

 by participating in a chat room, 19%, 20%; with instant messaging: 36% 41% 

 with text messaging: 33% 33% 

 or by voting in favor or against a news   
 story of video on a site like YouTube or Digg: 18% 21% 
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Where We Stand: Ohio’s
Civic Health In 2008 cont.

Expressing political views: Voting is a powerful means of making choices, but 

it communicates the voter’s views very imperfectly.  Fortunately, citizens have other 

opportunities to say more precisely what they believe about public issues.

 Wrote a letter or email to the editor of a newspaper or magazine: 16% 20% 

 Tried to talk to someone about why   
 they should vote for a candidate or party: 34% 38% 

 Wore a campaign button, put a campaign sticker on the car, or   
 place a campaign poster in the window or in front of the house: 23% 21% 

OHIO NATIONAL

Expressed opinions about a political or social or community issue
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Founded in 1946 and chartered by the U.S. Congress in 1953, 

the National Conference on Citizenship (NCoC) is a leader 

in promoting our nation’s civic life.  We track, measure and 

advocate civic participation and engagement in partnership with 

other organizations on a bipartisan, collaborative basis.  We focus on 

ways to enhance history and civics education, encourage national and 

community service, and promote greater participation in the political 

process.

Many distinguished Americans have been involved with the growth and development of 

the NCoC over the years including Presidents Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower 

and Chief Justices Earl Warren and Warren Burger.  The roster of board members, advisors 

and guest speakers at NCoC events represent a diverse spectrum of leaders from across 

government, industry, academia, community and nonprofit organizations and the media; 

people like Senators Robert Byrd and Lamar Alexander, philanthropists Ray Chambers 

and Eugene Lang, authors David McCullough and Walter Isaacson, scholars Robert 

Putnam and Stephen Goldsmith, MTV’s Ian Rowe, ABC’s Cokie Roberts, AOL’s Jean Case, 

Facebook’s Sean Parker, former Clinton Administration advisor William Galston and 

former Bush Administration advisor John Bridgeland. 

The NCoC’s accomplishments are many, ranging from fueling the civic energy of the 

Greatest Generation freshly home from WWII to leading the celebration of our nation’s 

Bicentennial in 1976. The NCoC helped establish the observance of Citizenship Day, 

every September 17, the week in which we were chartered to hold our annual 

conference focusing on building an active and engaged citizenry.  Most recently, the 

NCoC has produced America’s Civic Health Index, the Nation’s leading measure of 

citizen actions and attitudes. 

To advance our mission to better understand the broad dimensions of 

citizenship today and to encourage greater civic participation, the NCoC has 

developed and sustained a  network of over 250 like-minded institutions that 

seek a more comprehensive and collaborative approach to strengthening 

our system of self-government.

For more information, please visit www.ncoc.net
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