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THE BEHAVIORAL CONSEQUENCES OF POLITICAL TOLERANCE
Aaron Joseph Abbarno, Ph.D.

University of Pittsburgh, 2013

Effective and enduring democratic government requires broad public support for basic
democratic orientations. Chief among these are political participation and political tolerance,
which traditionally have been viewed as closely linked: virtuallgryone agrees that democracy
works best when people actively engage in political life and when they do not exclude others
from doing the same. However, empirical evidence to date challenges the idea that political
tolerance and civic engagement are pealy, or even directly, related.

What are the behavioral consequences of political tolerance? Using novel experiments
that randomly assign subjects to tolerate the rights of groups they strongly dislike, this
dissertation finds that political toleranceedttly stimulates participation in specific modes of
civic engagement. | argue that tolerance for political minorities is a highly unpopular position
that orients citizens toward disagreement and dissent and reduces conflict aversion among the
politically tolerant relative to the intolerant. Through this mechanism, upholding the rights of
groups that society prefers to repress independently raises the likelihood of participation in social
modes of action in which the risk of disagreement and conflict @ihibr citizens is high (e.qg.
protests), but does little to facilitate individual modes of action in which disagreement and
conflict are unlikely (e.g. voting).

My evidence is based on two methodel ogi ceé
p er s u a serimentdon which pubjects develop original arguments to convince a discussion
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partner to either per mit (tol erate) or ban (
most disliked group. Second,directly observes u b j e c-test partigpat®rusing overt
measures of subjectsd political behavior rath
i ntentions. Tracing the effects of randomi ze
reveals,in support of my hypothesethat practicng tolerance directly stimulates collective
contentious activism (in this case, signing o
but has no effect on individual action (i.e. making an anonymous donatfarther corroborate

these findingsby applying nonparametric matching techniques to enasi®nal survey data

from the U.S. and Europe, and through cneagonal survey experiments that test my model in

the U.S. and Hungary.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the broad questions and conceptual frameworks addressed in this
dissertation, as well as the specific empirical and theaaetonundrums that motivate further
analysis. This chapter also outlines the contents of each subsequent chapter and summarizes

their contributions to the literature.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

A key contribution of public opinion research to the study of comparaioldics is the
observation that effective and enduring democratic government requires broad public support for
basic democratic valwues. A | iberal democratic
and who is politically tolerant, who holds artaeén amount of distrust of political authority but at

the same time is trustful of fellow citizens, who is obedient but nonetheless willing to assert
rights against the state, who views the state as constrained by legality, and who supports basic
democrat c i nstitutions and processeso (Gibson, D
on balance exhibit such beliefs, they fulfill important cultural and attitudinal prerequisites to

liberal democracy (Griffith 1956; Sullivan and Transue 1999).



The claim that public consensus over democratic values can enhance quality in
democratic regimes at least partly depends on the assumption that citizens who embrace these
norms in principle are also willing to apply them in practice. Over the past two decades, this
observation has become an important theme in research on how democratic attitudes shape
democratic activism across countries. Political behavior scholars increasingly investigate the
consequences of support for democratic values for the individual citemdold them. Can
beliefs in democratic principles explain voting or other forms of civic engagement? Do
circumstances exist under which support for democratic norms directly stimulates political
action?

Scholars generally disagree over the degree tzhwkialues can influence political
judgments and behavior, and the relationship between democratic values and overt political
behavi or is I'ikely Afar from obvious, simpl e,
support for democratic orientationgatters for political behavior remains a core and unresolved
issue in political science research (Finkel, Sigelman and Humphries 1999).

This dissertation further explores the behavioral consequences of democratic orientations
by examining the individudkevel relationship between political tolerance and political
participation in the United States and Europe. These orientations traditionally have been viewed
as closely linked foundations of liberal democracyirtually everyone agrees that democracy
worksbest when people actively engage in their
from doing the same. And more participatory individuals traditionally have been viewed as more
tolerant citizens, and vice versa. This is highly desirable fraanptrspective of democratic
theory. When citizens who are committed to civil libertarian norms in principle and are willing to

apply them in practice also regularly participate in politics, they hamstring repressive public



policy (McClosky 1964) and broadepportunities for political expression for people with views

outside the mainstream (Gibson 1992b). Hence the classic assumption that tolerant activists
Afserve as the major repositories of the publi
democracy (McClosky 1964: 374).

Empirical evidence to date generally does not support this assumption, however. While
the earliest tol erance research consistently
level of political involvement and theirvel of political tolerance, subsequent lines of research
indict that relationship as spurious and point to problems of causal indeterminacy. In the first
place, it is possible that tolerance and participation are not at all directly related. Individyals ma
possess a host of demographic and personality traits (e.g. high education; low psychological
insecurity) that render them, at once, more tolerant and more participatory. It may not be the case
t hat participating i n po handonforndty, or canveseysteas o n e
Aputting up o wi t h odi ous groups facilitates
characteristics of good democrats derive from more primordial contributors to a general
Ademocrati c per sonal irbatively, thdBenrecdnt studiesn suglyest7tial) . A
tolerance and participation may indeed be related, beoricting, rather than complementary,
orientations: tolerance for minority rights is a weak and pliable attitude that conflicts with other
democratic biefs and usually does not yield attitudensistent behavior (Gibson 1998; Marcus
et al. 1995; Peffley, Knigge and Hurwitz 2001; Sniderman et al. 1996). Forbearance also
promotes ambivalent political preferences and can lead tolerant individuals ta dbstai
political activity in general (Mutz 2001, 2005). Tolerant individuals may therefore endure
nonconformity at the expense of vibrant civic engagement; tolerance may fundamentally work

against participatory democracy in plural societies.



These divergat accounts reveal that certain fundamental questions remain unanswered.
Are individuals who Aput wupo with ideas and i
custodians of liberal democracy that normative theory requires? Or does practienagdel
toward odious groups breed the sort of ambivalence and confusion over democratic
commitments that stifle political action even among the most dedicated liberal democrats? Are
these relationships correlational or causal and in what direction ddldia&/In short, what are
the behavioral consequences of political tolerance?

| advance a new theoretical perspective and methodological framework to help address
these questions. Existing accounts give scant attention to the possibility that tolemnce m
positively influence participation rather than, or in addition to, the reverse. And certain
limitations in extant explanations suggest it is worthwhile to investigate tolerance as a driver of
civic engagement. On one hand, the positive relationshipeleetiwolerance and participation is
either assumed to be spurious due to omitted variable bias (e.g. Sullivan et al. 1982) or a
consequence of Al ear ni dagtake inlieeert tins pdlitical laaivismb y t h
instructs citizens in the value of diliberties and thereby generates tolerance (e.g. Pateman
1975; Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003). But it is skalbwn that people who (learn to) value
civil liberties in the abstract often remain unwilling to afford political rights to their political
opponents in practice (e.g. Prothro and Grigg 1960). Even the most recent field experimental
evidence shows that scholastic curricula designed specifically to impart civil libertarian norms
fail to generate support for actual political rights and civil liesr{Green et al. 2011). On the
other hand, the negative effects of tolerance on participation have been more often conjectured

than tested (but see Mutz 2001, 2005; Marcus et al. 1995), and this model of the relationship may



be theoretically underspecifleto the extent that it does not fully clarify what types of
participation political tolerance should influence.
| examine the effects of tolerance on participation by tying it to different avenues of
political action. It is widely accepted in politicalience that different modes of engagement (e.g.
protest, voting) present unique costs for participants, which individuals require diverse sets of
resources and motivations to overcome. Tolerant and intolerant individuals may differ in terms
of the individwal-level resources and motivations that determine which actions#megke, but
| propose that practicing tolerance or intolerance toward an unpopular minority group also
conditions which actions they anglling to take. In particular, political tolenae may be directly
and positively comsste,quemantadntfioau si hfiogrhms of poc
My central claim is that affording rights of free expression to groups with which one
di sagrees strengthens ci t icoremusicate thetowrcpelipcali on t h
views. That is, they will perceive less social disapproval for voicing their views, and perceive
less potential for the government to repress expression of these views (Gibson 1992b). In the
context of heated civil liberteedispute$ such as the controversy surrounding Westboro Baptist
Church rallies at recent U.S. military funerals, the Frehahga ban, or the Ground Zero
Amosqueoi suppserpfartthe political liberty of widely reviled others is a highly
disagreeale and socially risky, minority position that stands at odds with majority intolerance. |
propose that tolerant citizens who incur nontrivial social costs to protect the expressive rights of
unpopularmthersare as a consequence less likely to perceivialsousts as a barrier to thewn
political activism.Psychological theories of consistency provedglausibleexplanatory lever for
this effect, as individuals tend to align their beliefs with their actjertgs Festinger 195&8nd to

behave consistdély across similar types of situations (e.g. Furr and Funder 2088)ughthese



mechanisrg upholding the rights of groups that society prefers to repneependentlyaises

the likelihood of participation irsocial modes of action in which the risk disagreement and
conflict with other citizens and government authorities is high (e.g. protest, boycotts, petitions,
rallies), but does little to facilitate individual modes of action in which disagreement and conflict
are unlikely (e.g. voting, donating)

Political science currently lacks an appropriate methodology for examining the direct
effects of tolerance judgments on participation and its attitudinal drivers. Spuriousness due to
omitted variable bias is the central challenge: extant approachest casily distinguish the
behavioral consequences of tolerant and intolerant judgments from behavioral patterns that owe
instead to preexisting differences between tolerant and intolerant individdetisodological
innovations, like randoired experimenta nd A mat chi ngd techniques
inferences that can be drawn from observational datahelp to clarify to what extent tolerance
as an applied value can influence political behavior independently of such factdilszel
nonparametricmatching methodgo scrutinize patterns of participation among tolerant and
intolerant citizens in the U.S. and Europe, and trace the direct effects of tolerance judgments on
citizen activism through original experiments that randomly assign subjects ndesba
(in)tolerance and permit me tdirectly observeits subsequeninfluence on overt political
behavior.

These new data and methodological innovations considerably strengthen the causal
inferences that can be made about the behavioral effects afgditlerance. And, consistent
with my theoretical perspective, these inferences paint a very different portrait of tolerance, its
consequences for civic engagement, and whether tolerant activists may actually be hailed as

Acarriers of dl deenocaay.eContrary to tonvéntiohad wisdom, 1 find that



tolerance directly stimulates participation in specific kinds of political action. Tolerant
individuals are more likely than intolerant individuals to engage in contentious and collective
actsi and this disparity is attributable in no small part to the practice of tolerance itself. In other
words,extending expressive rights to heinous groups drives tolerant individuals to exketise

ownrightsto political expression

1.2 CONTRIBUTIONS

In one sege, this dissertation argues an old point: Tolerance matters. Forbearance in the
face of nonconformity has long been conceptualized as the lynchpin of plural societies and a key
to democratic competition. Tolerance promotes the free exchange of new anskddeas,
encourages individuality and autonomy, and allows society to progress by helping individuals to
discover the good and bad aspects of different ways ofHite.this dissertation does not aim to
defend or justify political tolerance from a nuative perspective. Rather, it evaluates
empirically how countenancing ideas and interests one opposes affects individuals who tolerate
and draws from this evidence some conclusions about whether and how it might be thought
Agoodo t o t ol ieoffeastseveral domtribwdians. ng s o,

Most basically, it begins to unveil whether, and in what ways, extending basic procedural
rights and civil liberties to offensive groups affects individuals who tolerate. Although tolerance
is often considered the most portant democratic value, its consequences for individuals are
poorly understood. This is so because empirical tolerance research has focused primarily on its
sources, nature, and distribution in mass publics. Only a few studies have examined #s micro

level effects, either on political participation (Gibson and Bingham 1985; Gibson 1987; Marcus
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et al. 1995) or on other attitudes that may influence patrticipation (Gibson 1992b, 2002). This
study explicitly models tolerance as an independent variable ankisspieectly to the question
of whether it shapes political action potential.
Moreover, nearly all extant studies rely on crsestional data that render the directions
of these relationships difficult to decipher, or on (gyasxperimental proceduresathobscure
causal inferences regarding possible downstream effects of political tolerance judgments. My
evidence is based partly on crosstional survey data to which | apply nonparametric matching
techniques in order to isolate and improve inferencestabhe independent effects of tolerance
using observational data. In addition, | offer two methodological innovations to help assess the
direct effects of tolerance -par uadgiicnaex pear
which subjects devep original arguments to convince a discussion partner to either permit
(tol erate) or ban (not t ol er at e-)ikedpgrolp!l This d e mo
procedure more fully simulates the actual application of (in)tolerance insofar astsubjec
cultivate, express, and defend tolerant or intolerant positions via their own unique reasoning.
Second, I di r ect | yudgméns partigipations usibgjvertarneasudres pfo s t
subjectsdé political behavi orytheirdbéhavenal intefitiane. s ur v
Together, these procedures offer unobtrusive measures of participation which can be traced
directly to individual soé applied decision to
More broadly, findings from this studgpeak to major theoretical questions and
normative problems associated with political tolerance in modern democtdciels.empirical
tolerance research suggests that tolerance is of little consequence to democratic politics and
government. Most peopleaintolerant of ideas and interests they oppose; yet widespread mass

intolerance neither catalyzes repressive public policy (e.g. Gibson 1989) nor stifles political



competition (Petersen et al. 2011). Tolerance may be a good in and of itself, but aanmport
intellectual tradition in political science research maintains that it is not a necessary condition for
liberal democracy. At the same time, tolerance increasingly faces objectives in normative
scholarship based on the belief that it carries pernicasequences for individuals and
societies. As | wi || el aborate in the next c
Brown 2006) or at best Ainadequate and obsol e
intellectuals who demand equale spect and recognition for di vg
tolerance. Meanwhile, the cultural right main
on moral, cultural, and religious traditions (e.g. Caldwell 2009). These critiques are mo&l ce
to real political debates. In France, for instance, many proponents of the bhorgas
chall enged tolerance for religious expressio
Religious conservatives in the Netherlands and Sweden have also caime attack for
opposing these statesdé6 commitment to equal roi
Few compelling defenses of tolerance seem available: the liberal democratic value to
which we normally attribute every virtue is deemed unnecessademmocratic theory and
unfortunate in many areas of political philosophy. It is therefore useful to assess empirically
whether tolerance is consequential in ways that suggests it is worthwhile. Indeed, such evidence
may also be useful to governments and MG@o dedicate much effort and resources to civic
education and democratization programs that n
in shortest supply (Finkel 2003, 2006). These efforts currently proceed without a clear

understanding of how lerance affects liberal (and illiberal) democratic citizens.



1.3 DISSERTATION OVERVIE W

In the remainder of this chapter, | summarize the arguments and objectives of each subsequent
chapter and briefly contextualize their contributions in terms of the broderetical,
normative, and methodological questions at the center of this dissertation. The literature review
in Chapter Two provides a more detailed profile of these issues and explicates the specific puzzle

of whether and how tolerance and participatoa related.

1.3.1 Does tolerance matter? Theoretical challenges in Chaptefsand 3

Political science generally lacks a theoretical framework for understanding democratic values as
drivers of actual political judgments and actions (Finkel, Sigelman and Huesd#99). This is
particularly true of political tolerance, for which a generation of research reports that despite
widespread support for abstract civil libertarian norms in principle, most citizens are, in practice,
unwilling to extend basic proceduragints and civil liberties to groups they strongly dislike (e.qg.
Prothro and Grigg 1960). This well established inconsistency suggests that values, as such, have
little purchase over actual political judgments and has been used as evidence to attack the
suitability of democratic rule by suggesting that democratic publics are hostile to a core
democratic obligation.

One outgrowth of this view is the delitis
widespread intolerance is largely innocuduand mass pdlcal tolerance unnecessaryfor
l i ber al democratic government . Early empirici
of (in)tolerance because 1) the intolerant masses tend not to participate and are politically

negligible relative to the smallibset of tolerant activists who influence policy through regular
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civic engagement (McClosky 1964); 2) the intolerant masses cannot agree on which group is
most threatening to society, and therefore cannot mobilize concerted calls for political repression
(Sullivan et al. 1982); and 3) strong institutions exist to protect minority rights in the event that
repressive public policies are passed. Mass public opinion is important to the degree to which it
can be shaped and mo b i | i zeks care generaly Inottdeestly b ut
consequential for politics (Gibson 1992389). Put somewhat more dramatically and precisely:
mass political tolerance does not matter for public policy or political competition.

In response, Gibson (1992b) originated an irtgptd defense of political tolerance and its
relevance on grounds that this attitude matters deeplypdditical culture In particular,
wi despread mass intolerance fosters a fAcul tur
their ability to expresgpolitical views that might conflict with majority opinion. Individuals who
live in intolerant communities or households are more likely to avoid political discussion;-to self
censor their own political expression, and to question their freedom to paetiaipa@olitics
without gover nment retaliation. Political I nt
devel opment of At he attitudes toward pol i ti
competition that are so beneficial for democratictpalic s 6 ( Gi 4 ¢)oBy implidafiod,: 2 3
political tolerance matters because it broadens the opportunities fexpedission for those with
views outside the political mai nstream. Il ndee
it is conneatd to a set of beliefs about the legitimacy and appropriateness ef sgif r e s si on o
(343).

In Chapter Three, | largely follow Gibson in arguing that the political consequences of
tolerance and intolerance are best understood at the indhedhehland Iseek to advance his

arguments about the relationship between political tolerance, political freedom, and political
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expression. In particular, | push his arguments in two directitretween individuals and across
countriesby tying theost o0 tdfe picloictiiadalc participat

Extant explanations of the tolerargarticipation relationship, which | review in Chapter
Two, give meager attention to the fact that different modes of participation vary in terms of the
costs and risks they pose to gpapants and that individuals therefore require specific sets of
resources and attitudinal dispositions to facilitate their engagement. Crucial among the latter are
positive orientations towardriska ki ng, ar gument ati on, maiman conf |
that extending rights to groups that society prefers to repress also presetrigiaonsks to
tolerant individuals because supporting basic rights for widely reviled groups that may be
perceived as a threat to political and societal stgl@hid generally invites social disapproval.

Therefore, | propose that citizens who incur substantial risk to defend the rights and
|l iberties of societyds unpopular minorities s
political activism. | drav on social psychological theories of cognitive and behavioral
consistency to generate causal propositions f
with the belief that there are few siganbdican
(1992b: 343). Tolerance is not merely a correlate of, but also a direct contributor to, perceptions
of freedom and related attitudes toward risk and dissent. In turn, tolerance should more likely
influence highcost forms of political activism, sucls grotest, petitioning, and rallies, which
involve a greater risk of disagreement and conflict with other citizens and government
authorities, than loveost avenues of engagement such as voting and donating.

However, | acknowledge that the costs of pgréiton may also depend on the broader
sociapolitical context in which activism takes place. In particular, countries with a recent history

of authoritarian rule continue to differ substantially from established western democracies in
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terms of their cik ns 6 perceptions, | evel s Chaptdr THhveee adt h
therefore devotes considerable attention to potential differences across the United States and
Western Europe, on one hand, and mashmunist East Central Europe, on the other.

Ultimately, Chapter Three proposes that toleradees matter but not in ways that
conventional theories suggest. | challenge the causal ordering of the theory of democratic
learning as it applies to the toleraruarticipation relationship, and | build aseafor the role
tolerance plays in determining how much liberty people believe they have available to them and,
more importantly, to what degree they are willing to exercise that liberty for themselves.
Tolerance can be crucial to whether and how citipamscipate in politics; this has downstream

consequences for public policy as well as political culture.

1.3.2 Causal inference in the study of tolerance: Methodological challenges in chaptets

5, and 6

The specific puzzle at the core of this dissertationhisther tolerance stimulates, suppresses, or

is unrelated to political participation. Two perspectives can be gleaned from the literature, which

| review in Chapter Two. While a classic view posits positive correlations between political
tolerance and pdical activism, recent studies conjecture that tolerance may exert a suppressive
effect on political engagement. And a several studies suggest that any relationship between
tolerance and participation is spurious due to unobserved factors that influémakebnmcratic
orientations simultaneously. An i mportant met
ability to adjudicate between these accounts of tolerance and participation. These accounts

remain entangled because the effects of tolerant daokkiantattitudesare difficult to separate,
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empirically, from influence of other factors that drive participation among individuals who
possess and express these attitudes.

| address these challenges in two ways. First, Chapter Four examines the bélance
evidence for divergent perspectives of tolerance and participation using the NRwumian
Apotenti al out comeso causal framewor k and d
Specifically, | apply nonparametric matching techniques to aratienal swey data from the
United States and Europe to better isolate the effects of tolerance judgments from effects that are
attributable to other individudével traits that condition both tolerance and political engagement.
This evidence furnishes preliminagupport for the propositions outlined in Chapter Three;
however, these findings remain open to several objections that cannot properly be addressed
using observational data alone.

Ideally, students of political tolerance and its consequences would eexpeyiments
that assign subjects to manifest tolerance or intolerance and, through random assignment,
eliminate differences in antecedents across groups. Random assignment would allow researchers
to observe whether and in what ways attitudinal tolerandeir@olerance independently affect
political outcomes. Chapter Five thoroughly discusses this claim and argues that extant
experimental approaches to manipulating tolerance and intolerance contain certain properties that
may obscure causal inferences relgag the downstream effects of (in)tolerance. It then
introduces a novel e X perpeamesnuadi ocanpop reoxapcenr icnae nl
grounds it in social psychological research, contrasts it with extant experimental approaches in
political tolerance, and tests its effects on attitudinal tolerance and intolerance within the
potential outcomes framework. The findings indicate potent effects of the manipulation on both

political tolerance and intolerance. The magnitude of attitude changetisufarly strong and
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significant among initially tolerant respondents assigned to practice intolerance and initially
intolerant respondents assigned to practice tolerance. Given that previous work has largely
struggled to convert intolerance to tolergnitee seHpersuasion experiment offers an important
advancement in our ability to randomly assign subjects to manifest (in)tolerance and to study
their downstream effects on other political outcomes.

Finally, | employ the selpersuasion methodology inh@pter Six to examine the direct
effects of tolerance on political participation and the attitudinal dispositions that may facilitate it.
Using original surveyexperiments in the United States and Hungary, | first randomly assign
subjects to manifest tol@nce or intolerance via the sekérsuasion procedure and then trace the
direct effects of t h overt polittcal ipgticipaton.i Following the s u b j
manipulation, | present respondents with an opportunity to either sign a petition oramake
donation to a nowprofit group to advance a political cause they deem important. Technologies
embedded within the online survey permit me to directly observe whether subjects did in fact
deliver the petition or make a financial contribution. These wosive measures of political
engagement eliminate measurement error endemic in survey responses, while the experimental
design mitigates concerns over ambiguous directionality of the relationship between tolerance

and participation.

1.3.3 Tolerance as a virtuetolerance as a vice: Responding to normative challenges in

chapter 7

The concluding chapter reviews the main results and defines the contributions of the dissertation

for political science. However, evidence of the behavioral consequences of politicahdele
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also permits an empirical response to several normative critiques of tolerance, which are often
made on consequentialist grounds.

Theorists from very diverse intellectual traditions appear to agree that tolerance carries
pernicious ramifications fandividual citizens and for broader society aliker the Marxist left,
for Il nstance, t olbexausen t e pr es éirrveepsy eandvdortifi
subordinate social status (e.g. Marcuse 1965; Brown 2006). The culturally conservative righ
maintains that tolerance masks an insidious andefarhing attack on traditional moral, social,
and religious values (e.g. Caldwell 2009; Yildiz 201The postmodernist left contends that
tolerance does not go nearly far enough because it restsl @asaimptions about soetaltural
pluralism rather than multiculturalism, which mandates that we move beyond liberalism and
tolerance altogether (e.g. Galeotti 2002; Ramadan 2@E@n Millian liberals contend that
tolerance violates neutrality, acorepcept of | i ber al governance,
autonomy and commitment to their own principles and beliefs (Oberdiek 2001). The sweeping
normative criticisms and divergent empirical accounts of the effects of political tolerance provide
ample rason to scrutinize its consequences more carefidys peci al 'y i ts i nfl u
political action potential.
Empirical evidence from Chapters Four and Six demonstrate that tolerance is positively
consequential in at least two ways. First,itapes t o i ncrease citizens?o
rights by bolstering support for dissent from the majority as a democratic good and by decreasing
the costs associated with contentious and collective action that challenges the status quo. Second,
itappea s to contribute directly to citizenso6 p:e
action. Even if tolerance is normatively HfAant

very desirable, forms of participatory democracy on which succegsigrnance relies. |
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evaluate these conclusions in light of the contributions and limitations of my own work, and

draw from this discussion suggestions for future research.
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2.0 POLITICAL TOLERANCE, POLITICAL PARTICIPAT ION, AND POLITICAL

THEORY

This chapter eviews and synthesizes selected literatures on political tolerance and political
participation in modern democracies. It reveals lacunae in studies of applied tolerance and civic
engagement and provides normative and methodological justifications forssauyethem.

Three major points emerge. First, scholars disagree over how political tolerance and political
participation are connected, whether they are complementary or conflicting orientations and,
ultimately, whether participatory democracy and pluraciety are compatible. Second,
innovative design and statistical controls are necessary to adjudicate between these competing
explanations of the tolerangaarticipation relationship. Third, advancing new accounts of the
relationship requires greater attéon to the dependent variable, particularly the various ways

in which people participate in politics.

2.1 DEFINITION AND MEASU REMENT OF POLITICAL TOLERANCE

In social science researchlical toleranceis conventionally understood as the willingness to
extend basic procedural rights and civil liberties to groups one strongly dislikes, or which
espouse ideas and pursue interests that one opposes (Sullivan et al. 1982: 2). The equivalent

word in political phil osophy amgsablithraugheut this i o n .
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dissertation. It is worth noting, however, that philosophers traditionally distinguish between
itol eranced as an abstract, attitudinal di spc
and At ol er at i o n bresiatanceagainst the impulbeetd repressounsavory ideas
(Murphy 1997).A similar distinction is centralot empirical researciProthro and Grigg (1960)

had great influence by demonstrating that Americans who claimed to hold universal civil
liberties inthe highest regard in fact gave little regard to the rights and liberties of groups they
found particularly odious. This remains perhaps the single most robust finding in political
tolerance research: despite widespread support for abstract civil libeniesciple, in practice,

most citizens in most countries are unwilling to extend basic procedural rights and civil liberties
to political minorities they dislike (e.g. Sullivan et al. 1985; Duch and Gibson 1992; Peffley and
Rohrschneider 2003).

Tolerane exists in the space between indifference and acceptance (Oberdiek 2001); one
cannot tolerate an idea one supports or a group towards which one is positively predisposed.
Tolerance instead requires an nobj eouldnote prec
test a h o s hy&eeinghhovs @ dloseafiiendtisytreated but by how strarigersen
enemiesi are treated (see Miller 1990). For this reason, tolerance is now conventionally
measured using a survbya s e d , Acontent ¢ thnough which respandemse t h o d
first i1dentidyktedeigthenorgsmondédaebattery of questions regarding
their willingness to afford this group certain basic rightssuch as the right to hold a
demonstration, make a speech, run forlipubsfice, teach in public high schools, or exist as a

political entity (Sullivan et al. 1979, 198%).

'Throughout this dissertation, | will use the
interchangeably when discussing content controlled measurement of political tolerance.
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Before Sullivan et al. (1979) introduced this approach, tolerance researchers relied on a
measur ement strategy based iocnan$too uaftfteirtdousd e(sl 9t
groups during the McCarthy Era. A contemporary version of this methodology continues to be
employed in the General Social Survey (GSS) and its global variant, the International Social
Survey Programme (ISSP). Survey responsl@are asked whether they would tolerate a variety
of activities by groups presumed to be widely unpopilsuch as communists, atheists against
all religion and churches, LGBT minorities, militarists who oppose elections and invite the
military to run te country, and racistsrlef er t o thi s measur ement st
AGSSO0 measurement of political tol erance. GSS
not tend to correlate strongl y. ndusians @oubteeon (1
origins of intolerance are insensitive to the index employeda nd ar gues t hat #@Ato
can profitably wutilize either measurement app

on either or both content controlled an8 &measures of political tolerance.

2.2 POLITICAL TOLERANCE AND POLITICAL THEORY

Fifty-five years of empirical research has provided a robust model of the political, social, and
psychological determinants of political tolerance (e.g. Sullivan, Piereson ancisvia982;

Gibson 1992a; Marcus et al. 1995). This model travels well across advanced industrialized
democracies (e.g. Sullivan, Shamir, Walsh and Roberts 1985; Duch and Gibson 1992; Peffley
and Rohrschneider 2003) and can explain sizeable variation izactns 6 t ol er ance at
developing democracies of Africa (Gibson and Gouws 2000, 2001, 2003) ancbpwstinist

Europe (e.g. MarquaRyatt Paxton 2007; Gibson and Duch 1993; Gibson 2002).
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Individuals are generally more tolerant when they peecéieirdisliked groupsas less
threatening, when they more strongly support democratic processes and institutions, and when
they are less dogmatic and psychologically insecure. Recent contributions reveal that attitudinal
tolerance increases with exposuo diverse ideas in heterogeneous social networks (Mutz 2001,
2005; lkeda and Richey 2009) and may be conditional on several additional factors, including
the strength of individual sé commitment to th
temitorial threat (Hutchinson and Gibler 2007), multicultural values (Weldon 2006; van der Noll,
Poppe and Verkuyten 2010) and characteristics of the act, as well as the group, at the center of a
civil liberties dispute (Peffley and Hurwitz 20(Retersen ail. 201).%

One basic conclusion of this sprawling literature is that most people in most democracies
are, in factjntolerant they are unwilling to extend basic procedural rights and civil liberties to
groups they strongly dislike. This findirigan enpirical regularity across both time and context
T undermines the assumption that public support for democratic values is necessary for stable
and effective liberal democracy. How can liberal democracy prosper where most citizens are
hostile to a core libet democratic obligation?

The delitist theoryo of democracy provide
Widespread intolerance may be relatively inconsequential for at least four reasons. First, the
intolerant masses tend to abstain from politgaaticipation. To the extent that intolerant citizens

are politically apathetic, their antidemocratic views are politically negligible (McClosky 1964;

2 Hurwitz and Mondak (2002) demonstrateat the public considers some acts of political
expression so offensivé like burning the American flag that a majority will oppose it
irrespective of their attitudes toward the actor. Peteresen et al. (2011) find that intolerance is
applied most realyi to groups that respondents believe have violent anddantbcratic
tendencies; Danish survey respondents are generally willing to tolerate groups they strongly
dislike, provided that these groups are not violent or@amocratic.

21



Prothro and Grigg 1960). Second, and by contrast, political activists and-pwallagg elites
tend to befar more tolerant than rardndfile citizens (e.g. Sullivan et al. 1993; but see Shamir
1991). These elites sustain liberal systems because they support civil libertarian norms in
principle and are prepared to sep@asythemaem i n
repositories of t he publ i c conscience and a
(McClosky 1964: 374). Third, in most contexts, strong institutions exist to protect minority rights
in the event that activists and elites abdidae liberal democratic creed (Gibson and Gouws
2003). Finally, repressive public policy is an unlikely response to intolerant mass opinion in any
case, because intolerance is fApluralistico (S
agree onwhose rights merit repression. Where these conditions hdsintolerancecould be
largely inconsegential 1 and widespreadtolerance largely unnecessary for effective
democratic government and liberal public policy.

However, empirical research cleges at least two of these conditions. Gibson (1986)
and Sniderman et al. (1989) largely disconfirm the theory of pluralistic intolerance by
discrediting itsunderlying assumption that tolerance is ideologically bound. Tolerance could be
pluralistic whee leftist ideologues prefer to repress rightist groups and vice Jeosaver,
intolerant individuals are just as likely to target groups on the left as they are to target groups on
the right(Sniderman et al. 1989\Ithough this raises the possibilityat citizens may focus their
intolerance on a single nonconformist group irrespective of its ideology, Gibson (1988, 1989a)
finds no evidence that mas s, Aifocused intole
repression largely stems from elitgolerance [Gibson 1988]). Mass political intolerance may
Afset broad constrai nmhakiomg tehlei tbeeshoa v(i 109 8 8o:f 2p9o)l

direct infl uence oinevepwhen itcis facwséd om aespglesgsospi sua ae s s
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Communists during the McCarthy Era (Gibson 1988) or student activists during the Vietnam
War era (Gibson 1989a).Moreover, case studies of intolerance in emerging democracies
validate the reasonable objection that courts and other institutions vary institesigth or
mandate to protect minority rights from political influence (Gibson and Gouws D@8 klitist
theory and its notion thahassintolerance may be politically innocuous thus seem to hinge on
differential patterns of political participation amg tolerant and intolerant citizehsvith highly
engaged tolerant activists on one hand, and apathetic intolerant abstainers on the other.
There is a certain normative opaqueness I
against) widespread pol&l engagement among ordinary citizens. Pateman (1975), for instance,
notes that participation may carry salutary benefits for mass political tolerance such that the more
rank-andfile citizens participate in politics, the better they understand why #eeefixchange of
ideas is important, and hence they will grow more tolerant over time. The point at which one
argues that ordinary intolerant citizens may become more tolerant via participation is the point at
which the theory of democratic elitism ends dhd theory of democratic learning begins. This
perspective does not make strong claims about the relative merits of participation among tolerant
and intolerant individuals, but rather calls for greater opportunities for all citizens to engage in
politics © that they may learn to value those norms, like tolerance, that render liberal democracy
more effective. In this sense, it is very much the antithesis of the elitist theory. Although it is
more an explanatory, social scientific theory, than a prescrjptiwenative one, democratic
l earning fits squarely wi tDbemotratic Parti@patiom and Mi | |
Political Educationi and ideas dating back to Aristofiewhich maintains that more active
individuals are better developed citizens tmaore passive individuals. Much of the empirical

literature on the tolerangearticipation relationship takes the theory of democratic learning as its
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point of departur e: by and | arge, empirici st s
cause, ather than a consequence, of political tolerance. But this work generally seeks to explain
the level and distribution of tolerance across countries at diverse stages of democratization (e.g.
Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003; MarqeRyatt and Paxton 2007)itwout examining the
relative merits of tolerance and without tying it to specific political outcomes of interest. The
theory of democratic learning implicitly acknowledges the importance of tolerance to liberal
democracy, but does not go beyond the elitisory by making claims about precisely how it
matters for democratic politics.

Scholars by now generally accept that mass political intolerance will not spur political
repression because public policy does not depend directly on public opinion (Jad&isapiro
2000; Stimson 1991). But it does not follow that (in)tolerance is politically irrelevant. Gibson
(1992b, 2008) therefore pioneered the view that intolerance nevertheless remains highly
consequential fopolitical culture because widespread massolerance limits the freedom to
sefex pression that ordinary people perceive as
culture of conformityéin which political | 1 be
(1992b: 339). By implicatio and by contrast, political tolerance lays the groundwork for an

expressive society whose members are confident in their political rights and willing, from time to

time, to assert these rights againstrancdoé st at
others is associated with the belief that the
political expressiono; he asserts that #ATol er

about the legitimacy and appropriateness bfsex pr essi on. 0 These c¢l|l ai ms
tested. However, they provide important foundations for empirical studies of whether political

tolerance may in fact spur political participation.
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The claim that tolerance yields positive benefits fortmali culture does not exclude the
possibility that it matters little for public policy. But it contradicts arguments by political
philosophers from very diverse intellectual traditions, who maintain that tolerance carries
perniciousconsequences for inddual citizens and society at largéor the Marxist left, for
i nstance, tol ebeceansed ipy efsregpreess ainded orti fies
social status (e.g. Marcuse 1965; Brown 2068pm this vantage point, governing elites are
selftserving: they act as a repressive force that refuses recognition to weak groups, keeps strong
groups in power, and the uninformed public tolerates this intolerance (Wolff, Moore Jr. and
Marcuse 1965). Brown (2006) echoes this view to argue thattotea hi des fAi neque
regul ationo of political subjects. She believ
superiority that, Aposing as both universal v
as civilized and others as barba ¢ oThe(ciltyrally conservative right maintains that tolerance
masks an insidious attack on traditional moral, social, and religious values (e.g. Caldwell 2009;
Yildiz 2011), such that Ain the name of wuni vier sal I
priority than any of the traditional preoccupations of state and sdcietgler, liberty, fairness,
and intelligibility T and came to be pursued at their expense (Caldwell 2Z008)New, orPost
Modernist Left contendsinsteadthat tolerance does h@o nearly far enough (e.g. Galeotti
2002;Griffin 2010; Ramadan 2010)'he New Left would move beyond tolerance toward values
of recognition and respect for difference: A
rel evant €[ bec aueqdltermd) ieis no orger a mateioohcedingolerance,
but of rising above that and educating oursel
Millian liberals contend that tolerance violates neutrality, a core precept of liberal governance,

and may weaken individual s6 autonomy and com
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(Oberdiek 2001). Their concern is that Adwe | o

We wi || become jaded and r oot | eysthat comEowithr ance
utter commitment to onebds religion, et hnic coc
31).

The consequences of political tolerance therefore constitute an important theme in
democratic theory and in several lines of political plufgs/. But empirical research has not
fully sorted through different claims about whether and how tolerance matters. Whereas a
voluminous literature investigates the determinants, nature, and distribution of tolerance attitudes
in democratic publics, far $8 is known about thepolitical effects of tolerance. This is
particularly true for the question of whether and how tolerance and participation are linked. Few
direct tests of this relationship exist, and problems of spuriousness and causal ambigsity pers
in extant analyses. Whether, and in what ways, tolerant citizens act as participatory custodians of
liberal democracy in intolerant societies thus remain open questions in the literature.

As this chapter will clarify, there is little scholarly consensa the relationship between
political tolerance and political participation. The literature suggests two broadly divergent
accounts of the tolerandee havi or | i nkage. According to wha
account, 0 a pos.i t iolerenceasdspolitical adtivityomay lieexplaieed by
preexisting differences across tolerant and intoleiadividuals That is, individuals may
possess a host of demographic and personality traits (e.g. higher education, lower psychological
insecurity) hat render them, at once, more tolerant and more participatory. Much empirical work
to date falls into this explanatory category since, as noted above, a central question since
Stoufferdés (1955) original study Itiizens taren wh

increase tolerance among the mass publiis perspective alsohallengeshe possibility that
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tolerance is a cause, rather than a consequence, of political acBysoontrast, under what |
wi || cal l t he At r ad e alfadsociaioncesistsnbetyaen talerance gralt i v e
participation due to differences across tolerant and intoleatiitides That is, attitudinal
properties that tend to suppress political action potential characterize tolerance (e.g. ambivalence,
inconsistencyand pliability), while intolerance boasts attitudinal properties that tend to catalyze
political action (e.g. high intensity, consistency, rigidity).

These broad perspectives potot additional difficulties for the theory of democratic
elitism (which asumes tolerant activists and intolerant absta)nensderminesupport for the
theory of democratic learningnd question the notion that toleraativists serve to enhance a
political culture of seHexpression: in brief, the balance of available ew#esuggests that
tolerant citizens may not also be more participatory citizens. And while only a few empirical
studies investigate tolerance as a predictor of less frequent activism, it remains possible that
tolerance for others may fundamentally wagainst participatory democracy in plural societies
in a manner that supports philosophersé conce
conjectures compel greater attention to the tolerpactcipation relationship; particularly the
effects ofpolitical tolerance on political participatiomherefore, my central objective in the
remainder of this chapter is to cull clues from the political tolerance literature about the nature of
its relationship to political participation, and how to conceeahnd model this democratic

value as a determinant of democratic activism

% This chapter doesot provide a comprehensive intellectual history of the study of
democratic values in general or political tolerance in particular; high quality summaries already
exist (e.g. Finkel, Sigelman and Humphries 1999). Nor does it address the political sgasticip
literature in great detail; | rely heavily on that literature to develop my theory, in the next
chapter.
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The sweeping normative criticisms and divergent empirical accounts of the effects of
political tolerance, which | detail in theext sectionof this chapter, provide ample reastn
scrutinize its consequences more carefulys peci al ly i ts influence on
potenti al. However, Il will also |l ay out the <c
ability to adjudicate between the two accounts tdramce and participation. These explanations
remain entangled | argely because of Spuri ous
distinguish behavioral effects that are attributable to tolerance judgpemssfrom effects that
owe instead to ffierences across individuals who choose (not) to tolerate. To make this claim
somewhat more intuitive, | demonstrate, in the fosehtionof this chapter, that many of the
most robust, individudlevel predictors of political tolerance may also shapeap ond6s deci s

about whether and how to participate in politics.

2.3 TWO EMPIRICAL PERSPE CTIVES ON POLITICAL TOLERANCE AND

POLITICAL PARTICIPAT ION

A central tenet of the elitist theory of democracy is that widespread mass intolerance will not
necessarilyhreaten democratic viability where the intolerant majority abstains and the tolerant
majority engages in political activity. Similarly, the salutary effects of tolerance for political
culture (Gibson 1992b) may manifest themselves in individuals who sseniding to censor

their own political expression and, presumably, are more willing to participate in politics.
However, at least two broad perspectives on tolerance and participation can be gleaned from the
empirical literature, and neither strongly popts the notion of a more participatory tolerant

citizenry.
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According to the first view, tolerant citizemsay beno more or less l#ly to participate
in politics than intolerant citizens. If a positive association between tolerance and politiaal actio
exists, it is only because individuals possess a number of characteristics that simultaneously
increasetheir tolerancefor nonconformityand their potential for political action. For instance,
operrminded thinking renders people more willing to accejgagreeable views as valid
(Sullivan et al. 1982) and more flexible in situations that require collaboration and compromise
(Gi bson 1987), whil e higher education strengt
and Licari 1989; but see Green et allPPand also increases their engagement in the political
process (Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995). Positive correlations between tolerance and levels
of political activism (McClosky 1964; Stouffer 1955) should wash out at low levels of education
and highlevels of dogmatism (Sullivan et al. 198Zhe relationship is thus doubly conditional.

It requires the right constellation of individdalel traits, which in turn can develop only in
contexts where democratic values and institutions are sufficietdgdan society.

From this perspective, tolerant individuals are not necessarily more likely to participate in
politics than intolerant individuals, and neither tolerance nor participation exerts much
meaningful influence on the other. This view calliguestion two challenges to the elitist
theory of democracy the first positing that mass tolerance will increase as ordinary citizens are
afforded more opportunities to participate (e.g. Pateman 1975; Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003);
the second suggesy that tolerance helps legitimate and perhaps also encourage greater
participation (Gibson 1992b). In order to answer questions such as whether participation causes
tolerance, whether tolerance causes participation, or whether some positive feedbasistsop

whereby these orientations are mutually constitutive, one must first rule out the claim that any
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positive relationship is spurious due to unobserved differences between tolerant and intolerant
individuals.

By contrast, and for quite different reasp the second view posits that tolerant
individualsmay in fact bdess likelyto engage in politics than intolerant individuals. Disparities
in the attitudinal attribute®f tolerance and intoleraneecount for this difference. Tolerance is a
weak, plidle, and internally inconsistent position (Gibson 1998; Gibson and Gouws 2003;
Peffley, Knigge and Hurwitz 2001) that breeds ambivalence and abstention from political
activity (Mutz 2005). Intolerance is instead strong, and can be justified with myriaacosm
beliefs that render it rigid and increase the probability that intolerant individuals will act on
behalf of their beliefs (Gibson 1998; Marcus et al. 3995

Attitudes that are held with greater intensity tend to correlate strongly with intetdions
act in a manner consistent with those attitudes (Petty and Krosnick 1995), which suggests greater
activity among the intolerant than the tolerant. Not only is tolerance generally weaker than
intolerance in this regard, but Gibson (1998) also reportsetfen strong tolerant attitudes are
susceptible to persuasion to intolerance through counterarguments. Although we still lack
evidence concerning the strengjtinence, behavioral potentiadlof t hi s ficonverted
among initially tolerant individals, the factors that render tolerance pliable are also known to
decrease the likelihood of political action. Tolerance is pliable to the extent that it is embedded
within a broader set of democratic beliefs, like equality (Sniderman et al. 1996), aniftt spe
social goals, like antiacism (Bleich 2011j. These values and beliefs offer legitimate

alternatives to tolerance and can be rendered accessible to individuals through counterarguments

* Even so, it is important to note that strong tolerant attitudes are generally pliable, regardless of
their level of crystallization (Gibson 183
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(Gibson 1998). In this sense, tolerance is more dissonantrit@darance. Such valusonflict
and ambivalence can decrease participatory potential (e.g. Guge and Meffert 1998; Levine
2001) . Mutz (2005), for i1 nstance, shows that
network leads to ambivalent politicalrgberences that in turn decrease political activity.
Moreover, heseat t i t udi nal properties of tolerance ar
polities as diverse as the United States and Canada (Sniderman et al. 1996), Russia (Gibson
1998) and Sout Africa (Gibson and Gouws 2003)herefore, liis view conjectures a causal
relationship between tolerance and particgratvith few contextual caveats:direct, negative
effect of tolerance on civic engagement owing to attitudinal, rather than indiehed,
asymmetry should therefore hold across countries.

Hence, two basic and competipgopositionsemerge from the literature. While the
classic view posits that greater tolerance and regular participation constitute a syndrorae of pro
democratic orietations (thesyndromeaccounj, the modern view holds that greater tolerance
and regular participation constitute a tradeoff betweerdproocratic orientations (tHeadeoff
accounj. The syndrome account has its foundation in the regular finding tlodérawice is far
more widespread than tolerance, and subsequent debates over what fespesally education
and participatiori might serve to increase tolerance among future generations of citizens. The
tradeoff account can be assembled from two ndwert er at ur e s: studies of
tolerant and intolerant attitudéswhich propose that tolerant attitudes are less likely to compel
tolerant actions (i.e. actions to uphold the rights of disliked groups) than intolerance will drive
peopletorst ri ct gr oupso0o riandstudies Efeolegnce aBd polgicalractidn9 9 8 )

in heterogeneous discussion networks, which find that exposure to diverse political opinions

31



increases tolerance and decreases political participation (Mutz 20@%lyeka each literature in

turn, below.

2.3.1 Evidence for the syndrome account

Early tolerance research reports positive associations between political tolerance and political
participation. Comparing responses of community leaders with those of ordinary sgitizen
Stouffer (1955) finds strong relationships between political involvement and support for
democratic norms. On nearly every question relating to tolerance, community leaders
demonstrated greater support for civil liberties than the public at large. Ownesall scale of
tolerance, Stouffer reports that about 60 percent of the community leaders could be classified as
Amore tolerantd compared to only 31 percent o
Prothro and Grigg (1960) and McClosky (1964) further argued that iatdleitizens are
relatively inactive citizens. Prothro and Gri
principles in response to questioning but are too apathetic to act on their undemocratic opinions
in concrete situations. And in most casestunately for the democratic system, those with the
mo s t undemocratic principles are -4)hSinslely, who a
McCl osky (1964) concluded that ADemocratic vi
those who aremost confused about democratic ideas are also more likely to be politically
apathetic and without signifi canmakingprbdesssnc e .
so small t hat t hei r -opimdnsthpeeilitdeepdacticaloogaequence fors o r
stability. If they contribute little to the vitality of the system, neither are they likely to do much

harmo (376).
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These arguments offered a glint of hope for democratic societies given an otherwise
dismal portrait of democratic publics. B and Grigg (1960) had great influence by
demonstrating that Americans who claimed to hold universal civil liberties in the highest regard
in fact gave little regard to the rights and liberties of particularly odious groups. This
inconsistency challengehe suitability of democratic rule by suggesting that democratic publics
would be hostile to a core democratic obligafiofhe elitist theory of democracy emerged in
part due to these findings (see also: Schumpeter 1943; Converse 1964; Sartori 13®7lidbu
concern with whether and how publics might grow more tolerant over time. The positive
association between tolerance and participation suggested to some that political tolerance could
be learned and would increase among individuals who regulatigipate in politics.

This argument is couched in terms of @Ademo
citizens become increasingly tolerant as they are more regularly exposed to thedjaiee of
real democratic politics (e.g. Pateman 1975; |IBgeffand Rohrschneider 2003). Political
participation not only provides such exposure, but should also teach citizens about the value of
different points of view, the importance of bargaining and compromise, and the utility of civil
libertiesi especially feedom of speech and association (Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus 1982:
196). Insofar as the toleranparticipation relationship has been tested empirically, tolerance has
been most often conceptualized as a learned Vatue to which citizens grow more@mmitted
as they more regularly participate in politics.

At least at high levels of policymaking, participation in politics seems to achieve these
ends. Sullivan et al. (1993) show that debating and generating public policy as a member of

parliament soci&es adults into greater support for the norms of democracy, like tolerance, over

> |t also suggested that values, as such, have little purchase over actual political judgments.
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and above the demographic and personality traits that lead individuals {eelself into

professional political life (and tolerance). These effects, however, are mdsgt ihkiaect 1

N
~

medi at ed t hrough t he enhanced ability t o
groupsé[ which] may in turn |l ead to | ower | eve
Policymakers work closely with strongly opinionated pdditienemies; this permits elites to

more readily uncouple feelings of threat from desires to repress the rights and liberties of
political groups they deem dangerous to society.

However, this sort of political participation is not available to, much lessepred as
desirable by, most ordinary citizens (Hibbing and Thi#ssse 2002). Sullivan et al. (1993)
gualify that political participation must be
in electoral politics is not sufficient to promotedimidual growth or attitudes of tolerance.

Indeed, the relationship between participation among members of the general public varies from
cont ext to context and i s seldom very strong
substantiate even the baslaim that regular participatiomer secontributes to greater tolerance

among ordinary citizens.

Nunn, Crockett and Williams (1978) examined tolerance among community leaders and
ordinary citizens approxi mately 2heir rgseltar s af
corroborated Stoufferdos findings, with 83 per
ordinary Americans i n the Nunn et al . sampl
established an important caveat, however: significant diffesebetween the two groupanish
when controls are introduced for education, gender, region, news media exposure, city size, and
occupation. Jackman (1972) similarly concluded that differences in tolerance between active and

inactive citizens would wash ay after controlling for differences in education.
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Sullivan et al. (1982) build on this framework and conclude that the relationship between
participation and tolerance is probably spur
because they diffefrom nonact i vi st s in other rel evant c hart
education, political information, and dogmatism are important moderating variables in the
participationtolerance relationship. To begin, the authors replicate previous resbgrch
demonstrating that individuals who are more participatory (i.e. those who engaged in at least five
of the following political actions: contributed money, worked in a campaign, attended meetings
or rallies, contacted public officials, belonged to pddticorganizations, or voted) are
substantially more tolerant than the rest of
toleranto compared to only 12 percent and 17
categories, respectivefy.

However, thg also report that relationships between education and tolerance are stronger
than those between participation and tolerance, that levels of tolerance increase more rapidly and
more steadily moving from the lowest level of education to the highest lewsluchtion, and
that the relationship between dogmatism and tolerance is characterized by similar patterns and
strength. These patterns seem to overwhelm the influence of participation on political tolerance
(Sullivan et al. 1982: 197 200 ) . Thextehtdedsdmultivariate e
political involvement has only minimal impact on political toleraiicéhe same as political
ideologyi and is not statistically significanto (2
other major predictor®f tolerance, such as perceived sociotropic threat or support for the

general norms of democracy (220). Political involvement therefore appears to lack even indirect

® Note that these findings are based on Sailliv, Piereson and -dddrolledu s 6 (1
measurement strategy; hence, their analysis providesrem raore conservative test of the
bivariate relationship between tolerance and patrticipation.

35



effects on political tolerance. TheistasgdmBor s ¢
not to reflect participation itself but rather other characteristics of these people. Hence, increased
participation, in conventional forms of political activity, will probably not make citizens
significantly more toleranto (201).

These conclusins form the core of theyndrome accourdf tolerance and participation.

Any positive association between these two democratic orientations is attributable to other
individuallevel factors that render people, at once, more tolerant and more particiggtohy
confounders present difficulties both for individdebel studies of democratic learning, which
posit that participation increases mass political tolerance, and also for the proposition that
tolerance may instead positively influence participation.

Peffley and Rohrschneider (2003), for instance, seek to identify heterogeneous effects on
mass tolerance across different modes of participation in politics; they argue that ordinary
citizens learn to value civil liberties when they themselves engag®testactions that expose
them to tamdée umbrloaudg h of democratic politics. T
participation increases political tolerance among individuals in longstanding democracies,
controlling for the influence of education, psytdgical conformity (to proxy for dogmatism),
support for free speech as an abstract value (to proxy for support for broader democratic values
and procedures), and interest in politics. They deserve much credit for both thematrosal
study of a largy U.S-based subject, and also for introducing nuances of the political
participation literature into their theoretical model (I follow them in both regards in this
di ssertation). Neverthel ess, the authdrsdé an

particul ar, their study does not adequately
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effects of participation on tolerance may not be attributable to actp&snse but may instead
owe to underlying factors that could promote both protest\aehand political tolerance.

Peffl ey and Rohrschneider i ntroduce Apr o
demonstrations, nationwide strikes, and occupation of buildings), as opposed to more
conventional political actions, as their central explaryatelement. But they omit several
variables from their model that have been shown to increase political tolerance and which may
also lead individuals tselfselectinto contentious political activity. For instance, Brehm and
Rahn (1997) and Benson and Ron (2004) report on one hand that interpersonal trust is a
strong predictor of protest behavior insofar as it increases the perception that protest participation
is safe and worthwhile, reduces uncertainty that there will be a stable base for the mavement
that it will be likely to succeed. On the other hand, Gibson and Gouws (2000) have shown that,
to the extent that individuals trust others in general, they may be less likely to develop the
particularistic group attachments that can give rise to wmisoeral ougroup antipathy, stronger
perceptions of threat, and greater intolerance. The relationship between tolerance and contentious
participation that Peffley and Rohrschneider identify may nevertheless remain spurious due to
one or more unobserveddtors for which neither their statistical model nor identification
strategy accounts.

Endogeneity also remains problematic in this study and similar analyses by Marquart
Pyatt and Paxton (2007) and Guérin, Petry and Créte (2004), which model toleraace as
consequence of democratic learning through participation. First, tolerance is among the most
difficult democratic values to learn (e.g. Gibson and Duch 1993). Sullivan et al. (1993)
emphasize that such learning is only likely to occur through particip#tiactivism is regular

and intensé as it is commonly among policymakers, but not among-earddile citizens.
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Recent evidence from a field experiment designed to increase tolerance through specialized
educational curricula (shaped specifically torgase knowledge about the nature and value of
civil liberties) reports no direct effects of this training on support foratttaal political rights
and civil liberties of others (Green et al. 2011). These curricula did increase knowledge about
civil libertarian principlesjearning did occur But this learning did not translate into tolerance.
This finding, then, lends further support to the fact that even citizens who (learn) to value civil
liberties in the abstract are often unwilling to afford thesertibs and political rights to their
most disliked groups in practice (e.g. Prothro and Grigg 1960).

Second, Gi bson (1992b) finds that tol er anc
perception that they are free to express their own political vieasdver unpopular these may
be) and is tied, at least as a bivariate association, to less frequergnsafship in political
expression. Assuming a positive relationship between tolerance and participation is not spurious
requires allowing for the podslity that tolerant attitudes can influence political behavior rather
than the reverse. Indeed, the standardized coefficients in MaRy#gitt and Paxton (2007)
illustrate that participation has only a weak effect toleranespecially outside the U.5.while
Guérin, Petry and Créte (2004) conclude that the relationship between tolerance and protest
activities may in fact be reciprocal (390).

Even fully accounting for syndromtgpe confounders, the theory of democratic learning
does not confront the psibility that tolerance may more powerfully influence participation than

vice versa, or that some positive feedback loop exists whereby these democratic orientations are

" Guérin, Petry, and Créte do not resolve the question of reciprocal causality; theifi chetiites
certainly plausiblég are based on a poor modeling strategyhich tolerance is first regressed
onto participation and then participation onto tolerance using similar predictors in both multiple
regressions with OLS estimators. Proper, mulipéeve panel data designed to test reciprocal
causality between toleraa and participation are not currently available.
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mutually dependent. But no study to date has properly addressed the problem ofvadobse
confounders behind the tolerangarticipation association. The syndrome account therefore
should not be dismissed.

However, an alternate model of the tolerance participation is also avdilaise in
which tolerance helps to predict participatioather than the reverse, because of its attitudinal
attributes instead of the individulgvel traits particular to tolerant individuals. These models,
whichlcol | ect i vteatepff accautil otfhet oA er ance and partici
bodiesof recent enpirical work. The first reveals that tolerance and intolerance are not opposite
poles on the same attitudinal continuum, but are rather characterized by unique psychometric
properties that imply different consequences for political behavia.sBlcond ties tolerance to
heterogeneous political discussion networks and less overall political participation. | address

each literature below.

2.3.2 Evidence for the tradeoff account

Recent research suggests that tolerance may in fact decrease politicgbatiami. In
particular, citizens may base their choice to engagelitics not only on notions of duty to their
democratic society, but also on particular sensitivities within their personal social networks.
Mutz (2001, 2005) reports that individuals @#e social networks are characterized by greater
diversity of political opiniori’ that is, whose members hold views and preferences about politics
that diverge from their owin more readily acknowledge that disagreeable opinions can be valid
and are, hengemore attitudinally tolerant. However, this increase in tolerance may come at a

cost to vibrant civic engagement. The same eposssures that lead one to entertain greater
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opinion diversity may also generate conditions thippresspolitical action poéntial (Mutz
2002, 2005).

|l ncreasing exposure to different political
convictions, which in turn has been associated with less certain political judgments (Guge and
Meffert 1998), delayed formation of voting intens, and unstable candidate evaluations
(Lavine 2001). Moreover, Mutz (2005) argues that individuals who tolerate greater diversity of
opinion will experience discomfort if they manifest their own preferences through political
action, because they riskisrupting social harmony in their own networks. It is common for
At hose wi th h-ultihg ekpesure ih their mdtwor&srtm puitsoff political decisions
as long as possible or indefinitely,uz20085s mak
108) . The fact t hat I ndi vidual s I n such net
opinionated constituencies generates ambivalence regarding political preferences, which further
suppresses political action potential. Although individualsquae sensitivity toward
disagreeable views through discussion and deliberation, they are not necessarily more likely to
participate in politics thereafter.

Certain properties of attitudinal tolerance may also directly constrain political action
potentid among tolerant individuals. Investigations into the nature and pliability of tolerance
attitudes reveal considerable asymmetry between tolerance and intolerance. Tolerance and
intolerance are no longer understood merely as opposite poles on the saieattontinuum;
they are rather separate attitudes with distinct underlying properties (Gibson 2006). For instance,
intolerance is generally a more intensely felt position than tolerance. Intolerance is highly
responsive to 0socakoetsr opalci ttihcraelati, ot oMhe rcahn cne ,

fa soci al, not i ndi vi dual attitudeélntol eranc
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own security is at risk, but rather when they perceive a threat to the larger system or group (or
normate communi ty) of which they are a parto (2
more easily intuited than principled commitment to liberal democratic norms like tolerance in the
face of such threats. Moreover, tolerance is generally out of sync whiér cherished
democratic values. For many people, it is psychologically easier to reconcile intolerance (i.e.
repressing a threat to democracy) watpportfor the democratic system; public order and
security are legitimate concerns for political stayilitor instance, especially in fragile new
democracies. It is also easier to square political intolerance with l@ecell norms to which

many (western) publics now subscriie anttr aci s m, womenos rights,
(Sniderman et al. 1996). Tokerce, by contrast, generally conflicts with these value
commitments. Indeed, Gibson (1998) reports that individuals who cannot align their tolerance
judgments with their broader beliefs about democratic institutions and processes are more
persuaded to abdon their tolerance for intolerance (837Jhis asymmetry between tolerance

and intolerance has been evinced in contexts as diverse as the United States and Canada (Gibson
1996; Sniderman et al. 1996), Russia (Gibson 1998) and South Africa (Gibson awd Gou
2003).

The unequal psychometric properties of tolerance and intolerance suggest that these
attitudes will carry different consequences for political behavior. Strong attitudes tend to be
stronger predictors of behavior than weak attitudes (Petty andniCk 1995). Attitudinal
tolerance, which is not only weaker than intolerance, but also more ambivalent and inconsistent

with other democratic beliefs (Sniderman et al. 1996) should produce less attihsigtent

® Gibson also reports that tolerant attitudes are more readily convertible into intolerant attitudes
in general: irrespective of their level of internal crystallization (1998: 837).
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behavior than intolerance (Gibson 19%&ffley, Knigge and Hurwitz 2001). More pointedly,
this means that tolerance may not only lead individuals to disengage from political participation
in general (Mutz 2005), but it may also be unlikely to drive political action on behalf of groups
whose ridnts society prefers to repress. Attitudinal intolerancevhich is strong, internally
consistent, and rigid is by contrast more likely to produce attituctensistentbehavior.
Intolerant attitudes will more likely leaddividuals to takedirect action @ repress the rights of
nonconformist minority groups than tolerance
(Marcus et al. 1995).
Beyond this, tolerancss ofenunder st ood as a dl ai ssez fair
Brill 1983).° Gibson (1987)escribes the low rate of activism among tolerant individuals during
a real civil liberties dispute in Houston, as highly regular: the tolerant course of action is to do
nothing. This has intuitiveappeal for Marcus et al. (199%vho posit thatpeople whoare
intolerant of a group and its beligié wi | | act to I imit or restrain
people hate the group, do not want it to spread its message, so do what they can to keep the
group from espousing its hated doctrine. Tolerance, hewvas different. The behavioral
component of tolerance is often considered inherently passive: we will not take steps to prevent
the group fromdoingwdnt it i s |l egally allowed to doo (20
Marcus et al. (1995) take important steps toward evidencisgctaim. Using a survey

experi ment al design, the authors first measur

° This view certainlyped at es empi ri cal tol erance -quetedear c h.
|l etter to the Hebrew Congregat i ohe Gawvdrnméheovp or t
the United Stateségives to bigotry no sanctio
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vile group (e.g. a fictitious organization of white supremactStg)iven varying levels of
threatening or reassuring information tlla¢ researchers randomly provide about that group.

Respondents are coded alowthigparticelar group to holWdipublic t hey

rallies, and ni nnotallowralleesy ¢his gréup. Subjecys weve theh dsked
about them nt ent to act on behalf of, or in opposi
rall vy. Based on their responses to the toler:

issued an orddorbidding (tolerant responggallowing (intolerant responsgthat group to hold

a public rally in your communityo and were as
1) vote against the judge in the next election; 2) join a peaceful demonstration supporting/against
their right to hold a public rally;)3oin an effort to appeal that decision and try to reverse it; 4)
sign a petition objecting to the judgebds deci
create a behavioral intentions scale.

A oneway between groups analysis of variance showed intolerant respondents
expressed significantly greater intention to
respondents did intention to defend the grou
individuals are more likely to act in amclance with their beliefs as the intensity of their
intolerance increases. Tolerant action, by contrast, is conditional on intense commitment to

democratic principles and tolerance, and assurance that the noxious group does not pose a real

19 Marcus et al. retain the contenontrolled measurement approach by generating fictitious
counterparts for each of the real life groups that respondents select as their lealted

group. For i nstance, respondent sleastliked greaup | ect e (
confronted a civil |l i berties scenario invol vi
was described @asp fntamatexévelmved fgrom t he Ku K|
course, this direct reference to thetualgroupn t he fi ctitious groupods
weakens the experimentodés internal wvalidity in
meant to prevent in the first place (p. 68).
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threat to the ammunity (2045). As the authors hypothesized, it takes much more to compel the
tolerant citizen to act.

These results suggest that tolerance may directly suppress political action, though |
suspect that omitted variable bias plays a nontrivial role ipshag t he aut horsodo f
central behavioral intentions question invites respondents to oppose a local judge who issued the
order to permit or ban the hypothetical demonstration. This question therefore introduces
Apol itical t r u $otnder. idges and gaurtsanmgerierall enjoy bigh levels of
public legitimacy (Caldeira and Gibson 1992yreater than that afforded any other office in the
United States (Hibbingand Theissor se 1995) . I ndividuals who su
to demonstraté or, as McClosky (1964: 376) might put it, individuals who are least confused
about democratic idedsmay also be more likely to accept the legitimacy of a eisstied ban
on that groupb6s r al | ngecttdlerahce dbpanciplenmay moredjuickly d u al s
and more strongly question the legitimacy of institutions or political actors who put their
community at risk. This is necessarily an empirical question, but one that cannot be resolved
with the author sod dsaomia impomhotrpedctoes rof politichl ectiocmu t h o
propensity in generdl such as past political participation, education, political interest, and other
key determinants of civic voluntarism (e.g. Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995). Finally,
behavioral intenbns measures are by no means always strong predictors of actual political
behavior (Aronson 1999; Cooper 2007).

Evidence from survep ased case studies of tol erant
reported action on their beliefs demonstrates the impoeteof such factors. Gibson and
Bingham (1985) and Gibson (1987) surveyed citizens involved in real civil liberties disputes

over the proposed march by Neo Nazis in Skokie, IL and a planned demonstration by the Ku
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Klux Klan in a gay community in HoustonXT respectively. In both casastolerant individuals
were generally more likely to take action to oppose these-wighihg gr oups O speeé
assembly rights than tolerant individuals were to take action to protect those rights. Yet the
percent aigvei safs ofnaocnt ei ther side of the dispute
percent (10 of 235) of members of the Houston Gay Political Caucus reported that thayytook
action to support the KKKO6s right ibdyidudl€ monstr
16 percentt mobilized to stop the KKK from demonstrating. Similarly, Gibson and Bingham
(2985)f ound that the percentage of fAtolerant aci
intolerant participants.

For both tolerant and intoleraimdividuals, (in)tolerant behavior emerged as a function
of issue salience, a general propensity toward activism (predicted by high education and low
dogmatism), and expectation of violence at the rally (Gibson 1987). Intolerant activists in
Houston were lao less trustful individuals, which may suggest tbatitted variable biass
indeed problematic for the Marcus et al. (1995) study. Importantly, Gibson (1987) identified
certain Acontradictionso i n -mndesnesd, adtivs, andHe no't
education typically contribute to political tolerance, when subjects have intolerant opinions,
these variables facilitate the translTaisi on o
appears consistent with the tradeoff account. Howewgmeétic thinkers were found to be more
likely to oppose the demonstration, but also less likely to take aagainst it. Gibson alludes to
the syndr ome accountdogmatsm is &ssociated with lintoldrense, buth a t
also with inaction. Thosevho are dogmatic thinkers are probably too rigid to be able to work
with others in political causesThus, dogmatism promotes the political paralysis of the

politically intole,anegmpiasibs oinn 1®8i7gi mMal4) . T
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data suggest additional need to adjudicate between tradeoff and syndrome accounts of tolerance
and participation.

The fAtradeoff accounto of tolerance and peé
tolerance work against political activism, while tia¢her distinct features of intolerance promote
it. Tolerance is a more conflicted, pliable, and ambivalent attitude than intolerance, and is hence
characterized by less attitutbehavior consistency. Moreover, tolerance for others is the
lynchpin of divese political discussion networks; but tolerant individuals also tend to forego
civic engagement to preserve harmony in these networks.

But the direct effect®f tolerance on participation remain cloudy. We have seen that
Marcus et al. (1995) attempt teolate the effects of tolerance on activism, thay do not
effectively control for those individudével factors that Gibson (198&hd dhers (Sullivan et al.
1982) find to drive one to tolerand also take actioffe.g. low dogmatism, high education)
Peffley and Rohrschneiderodés (2003) design 1is
objections form the core of the fAsyndr ome acc
these divergent syndrome and tradeoff explanations suggest thatghbasic question remains
unresolved: What are the consequences of political tolerance for political participation? The next
section argues that difficult empirical and methodological problems must be resolved before we

can redress this question.
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24 METHODO LOGICAL DIFFICULTIES IN STUDYING THE BEHA VIORAL

EFFECTS OF TOLERANCE

Clarifying whether and how judgments about tF
political participation requires careful attention to the difficulties of causal inference.
Empirically, extant research does not separate the behavioral effects of tolerant and intolerant
attitudes from effects that owe instead to differences between tolerant and intolerant individuals.
This interconnectedness is particularly pernicious becasseargue below, many of the same
factors that contribute to political (in)tolerance also help to determine how likely individuals are
to participate in politics and society. To demonstrate this claim, | summarize the effects of
several variables on bopolitical tolerance and political participation in the following sections.
Psychological Insecurity

Psychological insecurity manifest mainly in low selésteem, authoritarianism, and a
tendency toward dogmatic thinkingis a major predictor of politi¢antolerance. Individuals
who are insecure and who interpret the world in bipolar terms of good and evil tend to be
intolerant of nonconformity because their rigid thought processes render uncertainty difficult to
confront, and increase the likelihood thgerceived threat will activate intolerant attitudes
(Feldman and Stenner 1997). Stouffer (1955) initially found that individuals who support rigid
categorization as well as authoritarian and conformist childrearing values tend to be intolerant
toward conmunists and atheists. More generally, Stenner (2005) demonstrates that various kinds
of intolerance originate from authoritarianism and intolerance is reinforced by a perceived
Anor matived or societal t hreat Kehg@alO)basalsoi st s
demonstrated that psychological insecurity manifest through authoritarianism inhibits social

learning and the acquisition of democratic values such as political tolerance. Finally, Gibson and
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Duch (1993: 292) a tbabe tohredted o dimisished eagnitiveyskillmpand a
virtually everyone is in agreement that tolerance is extremely demanding cognitively (e.g.
Mc Cl osky and Bril | 1983). 0

Psychological insecurity has also been tied to political participation. Sniderr@as) (1
catalogues myriad ways in which high se#teem (i.e. low psychological insecurity) serves to
facilitate political involvement. Compared to individuals with low ssfeem, those with high
selfesteem are more attentive to political communicatibester able to understand political
messages, more knowledgeabl e about politics,
the modal values of the political cultére ( S n i d e)rBeyeond thés® indrect influences on
political action potential, ilgh seltesteem exerts a direct effect on participation because it better
prepares individuals for involvement in polit
in politics is to become invol ved meretithsaot her ¢
species of social life that demands a considerable measure efosstiousness and
assertiveness. It throws a man into close contact with other men, including men who are
unfamiliar to him, differ considerably from him, whose motives maybstile ofi much more
frequentlyir unf at homab | e2). 8nidérhad Teports ti#abiddividuals with high self
esteem are more participatory than individuals with low-estéem, and that these differences
are largely driven by disparities in inpersonal competence.

Similarly, psychologically insecure individuals who manifest low-ssteem, dogmatism
or authoritarianism may be less likely to engagspacifictypes of political behavior. Gibson
(1987: 444) reports that dogmatic thinking in@esiintolerance, but decreases the likelihood of
action on behalf of those beliefs because ri

others in pursuit of political objectives. Mo
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desire to ava conflict with others and thereby limit in fateface and contentious actions,

such as political discussion and protest (Ulbig and Funk 1999). Thus there is ample reason to
expect that psychological insecurity may at least partially account for anyweasiationship

found between tolerance and participation.

Support for General Democratic Values

Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus (1982), Sullivan e{2885), Gibson (2002) and many
others have found that commitments to abstract demoaratims and proeduresi e.g. a
general commitment to civil libertiesupport for multiparty competition angluralistic media
are fairly strong predictors of citizenso6 wi
leastliked political group.Support for sah abstract democratic principles has been tied both
directly and indirectly to political participation in emerging and longstanding democratic
societies. Examining mass opposition to the Soviet Putsch of 1991, Gibson (1997) concludes that
active resistareto the coup through protest was a function of support for democratic institutions
and processes, and that this effect operated independently of several common causes of protest
participationi including the perceived success of protest opposition, tloeiged importance of
oneds own contribution to the protest effort
behind taking action. Similarly, Smith (2009) finds that support for representative government
tends to increase protest activity amongdi\Bans.

Beyond broad system support and legitimacy, specific democratic values have also been
tied to political activism. Benson and Rochon (2004) report that generalized socialarnstt
accepted element of democratic political culture (e.g. Ingll®0; Putnam 1993) facilitates
protest participation insofar as it acts as an exogenous influence on key determinants of the

choice to act, including the expectation of low expected costs and high expected benefits of
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participation. Brehm and Rahn @B also find that civic engagement and interpersonal trust are
in a tight reciprocal relationship.

Democracy promotion programs have also been shown to influence political participation
by fAteachingodo democratic val ueX03)wlh asetiesbfhey a
studies, Finkel and colleagues report that individuals who are exposed to civic education
wor kshops in developing democracies in Africa
on democratic processes within their social nekwero  ( Fi nk e | and Smith 2¢C
result increase their own participation in politics and that of their close contacts (Finkel and
Smith 2010; Finkel, Horowitz, and Rejdendoza 2012). These patterns again point to
spuriousness as a central impeelinto isolating the effects of tolerance on participation, as
both may depend upon support for broader democratic norms and procedures.
Threat Perceptions

It is nealy axiomatic that individuals wh@erceive greater threat frotheir political
opponets are also less likely to tolerate them. The threat that drives intolerance is sociotropic,
not egocentric: intolerance is a response to perceived challenges to the society and its way of life,
but not anticipated peril to the individual. Moreover, soopic threat perceptions are largely
exogenous to other determinants of tolerance attitudes. Hence, citizens who believe that a group
poses danger to their society and its mores will be less likely to tolerate it, even if they are open
minded thinkers whgenerally embrace democratic norms and processes.

According to Gibson (2006), t hat Asociotrc
than =egocentric threatésays somet hing about
intolerance is a socialp ot i ndi vi du a lit,alsoashys isametHireg caboljt Zhe ) .

participatory potential of intolerant individualSelfinterest fails to predict attitudes in many
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issue areas (Sears and Funk 1990; Stoker 1994). But threats to social group intereats have
stronger effect on behavior than attitudes. This may be the result of policy proposals that directly
spur political activity by highlighting the potential for loss (Campbell 2003; Hansen 1985;
Walker 1991), or political environments that indirectly encauge acti vi sm when
feelings of anxiety that in turn motivate peo
and Segura 2003) . Marcus et al . (2000) ©posit
expressing feelings ofaiety during political campaigns display greater interest in the contest,
care more about the political outcome, and more actively follow media coverage of the
campaign. In short, a context where individuals perceive threat will induce anxious people to
engage in activities that raise their overall levels of political awareness and, indirectly, their
political participation.To the extent that threat perceptions also strongly influence tolerance, it
becomes difficult to rule out that a relationship betwederance and civic engagement cannot
be attributed to underlying concerns about groups at the center of civil liberties disputes.
Demographic Factors

Education is amonthe most cited demographic factors believed to increase attitudes of
tolerance amonghe mass public. Bobo and Licari (1989) find evidence for their rather
straightforward argument is that education increases cognitive sophistication Stouffer (1955) was
optimistic that tolerance would increase over time, in part because of the incrgaarsgof
education younger cohorts were receiving. Nunn, Crockett and Williams (1978) replication study
reported slightly stronger effects of educat
increasing levels of education contributed 4 percent tootrexall change of 22 percent in
tolerance between Stoufferds survey in 1954

1971. Others have argued that education also increases the consistency of application of general

51



democratic principles in concret&usations. Prothro and Grigg (1960) argued that education
Aprovides greater acquaintance with the | o0gi
(291). Lawrence (1976) found that the highly educated were more likely to apply general norms

of tolerane to groups they disliked.

However other evidence challenges the notion that education carries salutary effects for
political tolerance. Some argue that schooling and the educational process are ineffective at
passing on democratic values (Bowles andi&ib®76). Zellman and Sears (1971) conclude that
political socialization of attitudes toward the specific civil liberty of free speech does occur in
late childhood, but that school children are taught the abstract principle only in slogan form.
Even strongr evidence is provided by Green et al. (2011), who test the effect of scholastic
curricula designed to teach the value of civil libertarian norms explicitly by randomly assigning
school students to receive this instruction or a control curricula which mtweemphasize civil
l' i berties. They find that exposure to the cur
that this knowledge had no effect on actual support for civil liberties.

Scholars have found more consistent evidence that educati@ases political action
potential. Education and its augmenting effect on cognitive sophistication and the inculcation of
cul tur al mores tends is a primary Aresourceo
1987; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 198Grba, Schlozman and Brady 1995). These effects are
direct and indirect. In school, students acquire communication and organization skills, as well as
perhaps an interest in politics. Level of education has a strong influence on the type of
occupation one W have, which in turn determines the type of civic skills one will use and hone,
the type of social networks in which one will mingle, and the degree of free time one will have at

her disposal (Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995).
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These effects, moreovenave been demonstrated across most political contexts. Even
basic educatioii such as literacy and numeracy skillsncreases the likelihood that one will
engage in politics through many of the modes of action available to them (on Senegal, see
Kuenzi 20®). Indeed, this has been the major conclusion of research on civic education in
developing democracies (Finkel 2003, 2006; Finkel, Sabbatini and Bevis 2000; Finkel and Smith
2010; Finkel, Horowitz, and Rojdlendoza 2012), which consistently reports ugickpolitical
engagement among those individuals who attend brief but intensive civic education workshops.
Overall, the balance of evidence suggests that education serves to increase both tolerance and
participation and may therefore account for any i@kship between these two democratic

orientations.

2.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The conclusions to be drawn from extant research on tolerance and participation do not quite
satisfy the normative prescription that tolerant citizens should also be more participaenscit
If a positive association between these two democratic orientations exists, it is only because
individuals possess a number of demographic and personality traits that render them
simultaneously more tolerant and more participatory. Alternativdireaioce itself may suppress
political action potential.

Neither account supports the elitist theory of democracy, which posits that tolerant
activists shield liberal democracy from intolerant majorities and weaken their contributions to

public policy outomes via more regular participation. And the tradeoff account bodes especially

il for Iiberal political culture. Gibson (19
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political opposition, those outside the centrist mainstream have fewcabsitistems. Ultimately,

the political system | oses its democratic vi
this culture, and the tradeoff account suggests that tolerance lacks the potential to stiemdate

may even suppress the sort ofactivism that could repair it. Moreover, scholars positing a
positive relationship between tolerance and participation give little attention to the possibility
that tolerance shapes participation rather than the reverse. The democratic learning theory does
not squarely confront the fact that it tolerance is extremely difficult to learn, or evidence that
citizens who learn to embrace democratic norms in principle may never actually apply them to
odious groups in practice.

But the behavioral consequencespolitical tolerance remain obscure. The overlap in
factors that generate tolerance and contribute to political action potential poses a difficult
challenge to identifying the effects of political tolerance judgments on civic engagement.
Consistent with thesyndrome accounthe standard determinants of tolerance tend to increase
participation while the classic drivers of intolerance reduce civic engageBugnin line with
the tradeoff account, the main predictor of intolerancciotropic threat percaphsi may
also tend to compel political action.

On one hand, specialized methodological techniques are needed to better separate the
effects of tolerance judgmentger seon participation from effects that may owe instead to
factors that drive individualto (not) tolerate in the first place. In other words, we must isolate
tolerance decisions in order to determine whether tolerance affects behavior over and above the
major predictors of civic engagement. Chapter Four of this dissertation applies nagtparam
matching techniques to survey data to approximate this with observational data. And Chapters

Five and Six introduce and app#n innovativeexperimentthat enhances our ability to draw
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scientifically validcausal inferences about the downstream tffet tolerance and intolerance
for political participation.

On the other hand, it is also important to push theoretically beyond the syndrome and
tradeoff accounts of political participation. Both offer insights into how tolerance does or does
not matterfor the likelihood that individuals will engage in politics. But neither generally
predictshow people choose to participate. Different modes of civic engagement require unique
resources and motivations; tolerant and intolerant citizens may not only idifferms of the
resources that determine which actions they can take, but also on attitudinal dimensions that
condition which actions they are willing to take. Hence, Chapter Three culls from the political
participation literature propositions about whesthandin what waystolerance for political

minorities stimulates, suppresses, or is largely irrelevant to political action potential.
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3.0 THE COSTS-CONSISTENCY THEORY OF TOLERANCE AND

PARTICIPATION

This chapter proposes an alternative theory of whether amd gaditical tolerance matters for
political participation. It begins with the wedistablished proposition that different modes of
participation pose unique barriers to action and individuals require diverse sets of resources,
motivations, interests, andispositions to overcome them. It then elaborates how practicing
tolerance can influence these barriers to action independently of the classic predictors of civic
engagement. The central claim is that tolerance renders individuals more likely to engage in
contentious and collective forms of action, but has comparatively little effect on the propensity to
participate in conventional, individual modes of civic engagement. It argues that applied
tolerance judgments cul ti v atam suppord fordissgnt, aids 6 p e
reduce conflict aversion among tolerant individuals relative to intolerant individuals. Through
this mechanism, upholding the rights of groups that society prefers to repress independently
raises the likelihood of participatiom social modes of action in which the risk of disagreement
and conflict with other citizens is high, but does little to facilitate individual modes of action in
which disagreement and dissent are unlikely. Finally, this chapter also proposes cavedts base
on the political context in which political participation takes place. In particular, it suggests
substantial differences in the tolerangarticipation relationship across countries at diverse

stages of democratization.
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3.1 INTRODUCTION

There is little schlarly consensus over whether and how political tolerance and political
participation are linked. The previous chapter gleaned two distinct perspectives from the
literature; both run counter to the classic ideal of tolerant activists as custodians aif liber
democracy. According to the Atradeof f account
action potenti al (Mutz 2005) . According to th
are not at all directly related democratic orientations (Jacki®75; Sullivan et al. 1982).

Divergent explanations of the tolerargarticipation relationship remain entangled for at
least two reasons. On one hand, it is particularly difficult to rule out spuriousness because many
of the personality and demographattributes that shape toleration also tend to influence
participation. The methodological challenge is how to distinguish behavioral consequences of
tolerant and intolerant judgments from effects that owe to other characteristics of tolerant and
intolerant individuals. | address this issue in Chapters Five and Six. On the other hand, past
Atradeoff o i nvest i-gadidipatomnsay abscare heterbigeneousoelffexts af n ¢ e
tolerance across different modes of action because political participstnot a unidimensional
concept (Milbrath 1965; Verba and Nie 1972; Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995), while
democratic | earning accounts struggle to over
fully examined the possibility that tolerance may gateparticipation, rather than the reverse.
The theoretical challenge is how to connect what we know about the nature of tolerance
judgments to what we know about the nature of different forms of political engagement to
conceptualize toleration as a cohtrior to participation.

Toward that end, Gibson (1992b) provides an important point of departure. Gibson

suggests that tolerance for political expression by unpopular minorities may itself influence how
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individuals calculate the potential costs associatgd their own political activism. He reports

that tolerance and intolerance are closely ti
the belief that one may express her viéwmarticularly antimajoritarian viewd without fear of

governmen retribution or constraint. Not only do tolerant individuals perceive greater political
freedom than intolerant individuals, but they are also less likely tacep#for their own political
expression. Gi bson mai nt ai nbke beliéf ghatthefetae Ifeevr an c e
significant costs to be pai d1l1P@82bon8&8d8, owmph:
however, the microfoundations of this relationship remain understudied.

This chapter connects tolerance and participation in tefrtiee social costs they pose to
individuals as political actors. | will argue that tolerance is often a riskier and less socially
desirable decision than intolerance, and will build a case for why individuals who bear nontrivial
social costs to enable lgacal expression by widely disliked others will be less likely to perceive
social barriers to their own political action. | will draw on social psychological theories of
consistency to argue that tol er anceioncwhich f aci |
are cooperative and contentious in nature, b
participation, which are not. Two microfoundations of this connection are possible.

First, i ndividual sd6 behavitoarther is asaosiatesit e n c y
with similarities in those situations (Furr and Funder 2003) and may account for a direct effect of
tolerance on participation. Tolerant citizens likely confront disagreement, conflict, and other
social costs when they uphold thghts of groups that are generally reviled and perceived as
dangerous to political stability or social integrity. Like tolerance, public activism is also-a high
cost enterprise: individuals who join protests, attend rallies, or sign petitions, challersgattis

guo through noranonymous or faeto-face means and expose themselves to the possibility of
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disagreement, criticism, and conflict. Private actions, like voting or donating, come with few
such costs. To the extent that the social costs of toleemrcgmilar to the social costs of public
participation, practicing tol erance may [
contentious and collective action.

Second, cognitive consistency may account for an indirect effect of tolerance on public
participation. Tolerance is known to be a more internally conflicted position than intolerance
because tolerant individuals usually also embrace alternate values like equality, beliefs-like anti
racism, or concerns with public order and security thatfineyr ump 6 t ol er ance (
its own, valueconflict of this sort may impede political action potential (e.g. Peffley, Knigge and
Hurwitz 2001). However, such inconsistency also has the potential to produce a distressing

psychological state that indduals are motivated to rectify by aligning their beliefs with their

nc|

Gi

actions (Festinger 1957; Cooper and Fazio 1984; Cooper 2007). To the extent that tolerance is a

more dissonant position than intolerance (Gibson 2006), tolerant individuals may dewelop
enhance corollary attitudéssuch as perceived political freedom, support for dissent, and risk
acceptancé that are consonant with the application of democratic principles to unsavory groups
and which, in turn, facilitate contentious activism. Unlikere conventional forms of action, the
social costs of public, contentious activism are generally not mitigated by resources like
education or income, but rather by positive orientations toward risk (Kam 2011) and conflict
(Hayes et al. 2005; Ulbig and i/ki 1999). People who are generally acceptant of risk and
conflict will attribute less weight to the costs of collective and contentious action when deciding
whether to engage in politics than individuals who are risk and conflict averse. Agradoygt

of retrieving cognitive consistency after extending rights to highly unpopular groups, tolerance

may Yyield psychic benefits that indirectly raise the likelihood of participation in public modes of
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action in which the risk of disagreement and conflict witheotcitizens and government
authorities is high (e.g. protests, boycotts, rallies, petitioning). But it may do little to facilitate
individual modes of action in which disagreement and conflict are unlikely (e.g. voting,
donating) and whose costs to act@an be overcome largely by material resources and political
interesti over which tolerance carries little plausible influence.

Whether effects of tolerance on participation exist, and whether these may be
characterized as fAdioraet¢t coakcfisttenaeaydaer besbeseh
ef fectso facil i tpeotuetsl of Iprgserving togritivedconsistdncy, base the
empirical questions | address in Chapters Fou
that individuals who incur nontrivial costs to protect the expressive rights of others will be less
likely to perceive costs in their own political expression. | aim to establish this claim in three
steps. The next section provides a framework for my arguments; usdisearieties of
participatory acts, differentiate them by the
identify factors scholars believe facilitate engagement in different modes of participation. | then
merge findings from recent researctoi the social psychological determinants of participation
with Gibsonds account of tolerance and percei
in social psychology to generate expectations about the -heieed relationship between
tolerance angbolitical action. Finally, |1 consider what maelevel factors could also shape how
individuals perceive barriers to action across different types of democracies and establish
predictions concerningvhether and where tolerance may stimulate, suppressver rio effect
on political participation. | conclude by discussing the particular case countries on which | will

base the analysis in subsequent chapters.
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3.2 A POINT OF DEPARTURE: MODES OF PARTICIPA TION AND THEIR

SOCIAL -PSYCHOLOGICAL DETERM INANTS

There are mveral means through which individuals can communicate their interests, preferences,
or demands to policymakers. Scholars generally accept that these acts are not interchangeable.
Rat her , they are ndifferent I n ntieterms of thé t he
processes that bring people to activity, diff
Nie and Kim 1971: 10).

Different forms of political action therefore attract citizens with unique motivations and
disparate sets of regrces, skills and mobilization networks. And individuals tend to prefer
certain forms of actions over others, sometimes with little or no overlap (Verba and Nie 1972;
Dalton 2008). One important reason for this grouping is that political expressioreszqore
than strong issue preferences; it also obliges citizens to face down certain barriers to action that
each form of expression entails. In particular, how citizens choose to act (i.e. which barriers they
deem surmountable) may depend on whether iddals believe thatonflict and cooperation
are bearable costs of action.

According to Verba, Nie and Kim (1971: 14)
refers to the extent to which individuals are opposed cbynterparticipants(sic). The
coopeg ati ve di mension refers to the extent to wi
generally enhance the difficulty of performing certain political actions because they introduce
additional considerations i ntndhow todartcipateua | s 0
politics. Whereas political interest and free time may compel someone to vote, protesting
requiresmore than this: participants will potentially encounter heated debate with counter

protesters, may face arrest, and can expect rawagtee of anonymity. Indeed, conflict in
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participation is enhanced when activities involve plblic expressiomf beliefs, as opposed to

when such expression is private (Ulbig and Funk 1989ba and Nie 1972). As Milbrath notes,
ASome p ol netakemiafull pablkictview wath exposure to the possibility of criticism and
acclamati on, whil e other actions are essenti
beliefs provides more opportunity for conflict with other citizens who hold coumbery
viewpoints and with government authorities that represent the status quo.

For simplicity, I hereaft er -dollettiveemodesndfi at e
action and fAprivate, o0 individual helitesture. Thi s
According to canonical accountgtivate mode®f participation include those actions a citizen
may pursue on her own, with little contact and hence little conflict with others. For instance, one
need not struggle with government authoritegsdisclose to other citizens that they donate
money to a political cause. Although donating money may involve some associational
connections that encourage such gifts, the act itself may be kept largely private. Contacting
elected officials shares similéeatures; though it may become litigious when citizens oppose the
status quo. Web politicé or joining causes on the internietinvolves minimal conflict with
other actors and is cooperative only through a virtual network of collaborators to whomyne ma
forward political content or help support a political objective. Voting is the quintessential private
political action; casting a secret ballot requires no cooperation and-isondictive.

Public actionsby contrast, involve some fate-face contactand cooperation and are
more likely to involve conflict with countgarticipants or government authorities. Volunteering
for political campaigns or organizations entails participation in highly coordinated activities that
may become conflictive if, fomstance, one canvasses neighborhoods of hostile swing voters.

Petitioning is commonly understood as a fAprot
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cause that is contentious by virtue of the fact that it seeks to alter the status quo. Bogcotts an
rallies require much coordination among participants and, depending on their particular objective
or location, may incite conflict with other citizens or the authorities. Protest demonstrations are
the quintessential public political action in that thene highly cooperative and necessarily
contentious.

Differentiating betweernpublic, contentiouscollective actions angrivate, individual
actions is useful because these dimensions reflect unequal social costs of performing different
political acts (Verh, Nie and Kim 1971, 1978). They also suggest a host of-deamgraphic
and social psychological prerequisites for participation, i.e. factors necessary to bear such costs.
Verba, Schlozman and Brady (1995) famously catalogued and analyzed the fornferein r A ci v
voluntarism model o (CVM) of political activis
pose unique hurdles and identifies the resources, skills, and motivations are required to overcome
these barriers. For instance, education and pallititerest contribute to the tendency to vote,
but these are far less relevant than income to patterns of financial donations to political causes.
Far greater civic skills (e.g. public speaking and letter writing), stronger interest, and often
vibrant aseciational networks are required to mobilize citizens into public participation through
volunteering, boycotts, and protests, precisely because such activities demand much more from
individual participants.

The main conclusion from thi&ccountis that peple participate in highesrder, public
modes of action because they have assets at their disposal that enable political action, because
they are sufficiently interested in political matters, and because they are in a better position to be
called into aabn (Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995). Still, cooperation with others and conflict

with countefparticipants and government authorities (e.g. the police) are uniquely daunting
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barriers to action. In rational choice terminology, the potential for publiosexp, arguments,

and even | oss of freedom constitute significe
potenti al benefits of <civic engagement, such
collaborate and socialize with others, perfaorngg oneds <ci vic duty, and

policy outcomes (Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1995).

Recent models of newoting participation highlight an important role for social
psychological factors in determining how individuals will evaluate thests.cm particular, risk
aversion (the unwillingness to put oneself in a position to incur loss) and conflict avoidance can
play a central role in shapinghetherindividuals participate through public political actions.
Kam (2011) advanaksrat iipsymbdoehgsia which #dAd
subjectively perceived risks of an action against the subjectively perceived returns from the
actiond to determine the opt i Hefindingsestablisba f or ¢
general relatinship between risk attitudes and political participation: risk acceptant individuals
are more likely to participate across a variety of acts, especially public, contentious or collective
activities. By contrast, risk tends to be unrelated to voting, tireepsential private action, and
negatively related to financial contributions (826 an isolated, individual action.

Il n a similar vein, Ul big and Funk (1999)
avoidanceo: a me a s ur aoidanterpersordli conflict, whidh sséstrongly s i r e

related to a willingness to do things that differentiate oneself from others, including expressing

"Kamés account and, for t ha thaptes mayée distingulshed a c c o
from both hard and fisofto rational <c¢choice mod
act as a unique factor that counterbalances costs in the participation function. (To put it more
visually, t hRax et ewonu | edandbsetle afitbe padidipation calculus). Rather,

risk acceptance constitutes a weight on co8ison the lefthand side of the equation, such that

C is smaller for riskacceptant individuals than for rislverse individuals, presumgb
independently of the concrete benefits or selective incentives associated with participation.
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dissenting opinions (e.g. Maslach et al. 1987; Whitney et al. 1994). Ulbig and Funk find that
conflict avoidant individuals are less likely to participate in contentious, public actions relative to

more conflictacceptant individuals. Hayes et al. (2005) similarly found that individuals who are

more tolerant of argumentation approach conflict with less hesitatid often look forward to

the opportunity to express their own positior
Gottweis (2007) further suggests that individuals who are more tolerant of argumentation are

also more likely to participate in tip®litical process.

It is important to recognize that, although these factors have been tied closely to
personality traits, they do not themselves constitute immutable characteristics of individuals.
Psychologists recognize that risk assessments are Igtrefaged to attitudes toward uncertainty,
but they ultimately tend to vary according to the perceived negative consequences of a specific
situati on (e. g. Mandri k and Bao 2005) . Rohr
convincing evidence that [ris&version] is a general trait (rather than a state, or a demain
specific attitude, e. g. di stinct for physica
Perhaps for these reasons, Kam (2011) finds that effects of risk aversion on participaiom tha
independent of personality traits that shape attitudes toward uncertainty but also influence
participation, such as Openness (Mondak 2010; Mondak €0&0), and Extraversion, which
strongly relates to public activism (Gerber et al. 2010; Gerbeal.eR011). Moreover,
argumentation, and its related construct of 0
able to be acquired over time, through exposure to countervailing opinions and unpleasant

situations.
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3.2.1 Summary

Political participation schars acknowledge several avenues of civic engagement. These modes
of action are not interchangeable, in particular because they differ in terms of the social costs
they pose to potential participantublic political actionsi like protest, boycotts, raéis, and
petitioning i involve high social costs, such as cooperation with other citizens and potential
conflict with countetparticipants and government authoriti€sivate political actionsi like

voting, donating, and contactirig do not. Although sockalemographic and resourbased
models of participation explain private political activism, citizens require certain social
psychological dispositions to overcome the high social costs of public political activism. In
particular, low risk aversion and cdinf avoidance lead individuals to view collaboration and
conflict asless costlyand hence predict engagement through public, contentious and collective
actions. This more nuanced view of civic engagement raises important questions about the
tolerancepaticipation relationship. Does tolerance serve to raise or lower barriers to political
participation? Which barriers might it influence and to which forms of political action might it
therefore be relevant? And how might tolerance be consequest&l and above the

constellation of individualevel traits that leadne to tolerate in the first place?

3.3 POLITICAL TOLERANCE, CONSISTENCY, AND BARRIERS TO CIVIC

ENGAGEMENT

How citizens choose to participate in politics depends upon how they perceive thef@sts o

particular political action. How does tolerance for nonconformity influence this process?
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According to the syndrome account, the individieakel factors that lead citizens to
tolerate should also lower the barriers to their participation. But thisdveeem to apply only to
private modes of political action, and then only in the weakest sense. Resources and motivations
like education and political interest contribute to the tendency to vote, but are far less relevant
than income to patterns of finaacdonation to political causes (Verba, Schlozman and Brady
1995). Apart from education, resources appear inconsequential for tolerance, while political
interest does not preclude interest in repressing minority rights. In general, however, private
forms of action present such low social barriers to action that differences between tolerant and
intolerant individuals should be muted or insignificant.

Vi brant associational Il nvol vement -Pgaty 1 nc
and Paxton 2007), buwccording to tradeoff accounts, it will also suppress political behavior.
Mutz (2005) argues that individuals whose interpersonal networks entail greater diversity of
opinion will experience discomfort if they manifest their own preferences through glolitic
action because they risk disrupting soci al h ¢
with high levels of crossutting exposure in their networks to put off political decisions for as
long as possible or indefinitely, thus making their polltigarticipation unlikely (Mutz 2005:
108). Moreover, the major points of attitudinal asymmetry at the core of the tradeoff hypothesis
are known to influence private modes of behavior. For instance, ambivéleviueh is related

to the fact that tolerands an internally conflicted position (Gibson 1998; Sniderman et al. 1996)
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T is associated with delayed formation of voting intentions and unstable candidate evaluations
(Lavine 2001). Indeed, Mutzodés (200%) stronges
The syndrome and tradeoff accouritswvherein tolerance is unrelated or negatively

related to participation, respectively appear largely divided over whether tolerance affects
conventionalprivatemodes of participation. | argue that practicing tolerameg actually help

to facilitate engagement in more costpublic actions. This is because, like public forms of
activism, tolerance is also a costly enterprise; tolerance may directly shape contentious activism
because they share similar costs, or it nmajrectly facilitate public activism by strengthening
attitudes that lower the perceived costs associated with contentious and collective avenues of

civicengagement cal | t RGOosn stihset efinCoys tTsheor yo of tol era

3.3.1 The social osts of political tolerance

Tolerance requires that <citizens fAuncoupl eo
allocate liberty to unsavory groups (Sullivan et al. 1993). These threat perceptions stem most
directly from characteristics of theayp whose rights are contestedroups that presumably
endanger society and social norms. But to the extent that tolerance is the minority position
among opponents of a target group, the intolerant majority also poses certain risks: tolerant
citizens will likely confront disagreement, conflict, and other social disapproval when they

protect the rights of groups that most of society prefers to repress.

12 Mutz (2001, 2005) also supports her theory with an index of overall activism that includes two
public actiong working for a campaign and wearing a campaigtton or sticker but she does
not provide results by individual mode of participation.
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Consider first that tolerance is a highly disagreeable and unpopular judgment. It is the
minority positionamong people who strongly dislike a disputed group, and who are threatened
by its ideas. Intolerance is instead a more natural first response to a dangerous political minority
(e.g. Marcus et al. 1995; McClosky and Brill 1983; Kuklinski et al. 1991f themajority
opinion among people who dislike an offensive political minority. Second, upholding the rights
of a group that so many fellow citizens find
individual . I n t he rdxtkrse me ,s uicth pp®s essu pfpma tt @ rniga

demonstration that might lead to property damage or violence. More commonly, it poses risks to

the Anormative communityo (Stenner 2005): adh
violate broaly accepted social norms such as-ana c i s m, womenos rights,
2011; Mudde 2010; Snider man et al . 1996) . To
tolerant individual s principled fdcespbcefarmanc e

vile group (e.g. white supremacists), or overt support for its beliefs.

Such dimensions of conflict and risk are often reflected in experimental vignettes that
vary situational features of civil liberties disputes to render toleranceasingdy difficult (e.g.
Gibson and Gouw2001 Marcus et al. 1995). The normative literature also reflects these ideas.
The tolerant individual may not only come into conflict with intolerant opponents of a group
who would repress ndofar agytolevange dsspremised ont tise, negétivet i
judgment of a group (e.g. Muslim women are permitted to wear headscarves in France, though
this is widely viewed as an affront to French norms of secularism and as a threat to
AFrenchnesso) , ,vidhal t al s ot odtfefrieamndcise faacnctoimmo d at i
would urge respect and understanding rather t

Ramadan 2010).
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Toleration might therefore be understood as an unpopular act of dissent from mtolera
majority opinion and a socially risky position that may expose individuals to social disapproval
and other nottrivial costs. Intolerance, by contrast, is consonant with majority opiraoa
exposes individuals to few social costs. It is possible thatance contributes to public activism
because tolerance implies disagreement and dissent, whereas intolgnascgpposes
fundamental limitations on difference and dispute that rendeflict less desirableBut this
could still reflect a spurious relahship: tolerant individuals might already be more supportive
of dissent and be more risk acceptant than intolerant individuals and therefore participate
because of these predispositions. Instead, social psychological theories of consistency suggests
two mechanisms through which the act of toleration could either directly lead to participation
through public means, or indirectly promote civic engagement by strengthening attitudes that

moderate the perceived social costs associated with public avenuescgigteon.

3.3.2 Consistency theories and tolerance as a contributor to public activism

First, behavioral consistency across similar situations could account for a direct effect of
tolerance on public modes of political engagement. The psychological litenadlicates that
situations are important determinants of what peoplé situations, for instance, that have been
characterized in terms of the demands they make on actors (Shoda et al. 1993), the emotions they
elicit from actors (Pervin 1977; Tomkins D6 and the behaviors deemed appropriate of actors

in these situations (Price and Bouffard 1974). Importantly, situations that are similar on one or
more of these dimensions tend to compel similar rates and types of behavior from the actors that
encounterthem. Shoda, Mischel and Wright (1993, 1994) found evidence for a relationship
between behavioral consistency and situational similarity, with similarity defined by the degree
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t o whi ch situations wer e rat ed as maedi ng S |

competencies. Furr and Funder (2003) report that similar situatiorgardless of whether

similarity is defined subjectively by participants albjectively by researcheiis tend to elicit

similar behavior among individuals across over 60 types d¢fawders. Crossituational

consistency in behavior is walbcumented even though people may not be consciously aware

of a situationds contextual el ements or of th
Extending rights of free expression to broadlyidiele d gr oups and exer ci

expressive rights through public means pose similar social costs to individuals. To the extent that

tolerant individuals can effectively manage the high costs of enabling broadly disliked e r s 6

participation, they mape more willing to face down the costs to th@im political participation

i especially collectv&e ont enti ous Apublico actions which

participants to disagreement and conflict with other citizens and government authBritiate

political actions, like voting or donating, are not associated with costs of this sort; rather, barriers

to this type of activism can be surmounted given sufficient free time, interest in politics,

education and income (e.g. Verba, SchlozmanBuadly 1995). Therefore, while it is possible

that tolerant and intolerant individuals differ in terms of the resources and motivations that

determine which private political actions they can take, practicing tolerance exposes individuals

to high social cas, which in turn conditions their willingness to engage in contentious and

collective activities whose barriers to action standard resources gnerally cannot overcome alone.

Therefore,

Proposition 1 Tolerant individuals are more likely than intolerant imduals to engage in
public modes of political action
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Second, theories of cognitive consistency point to a mechanism through which practicing
tolerance could indirectlynove citizens to engage in more contentious and collective political
actions. One ofthe mostrequently demonstrated phenomena in social psychology is that people
who act in a way that is inconsistent with their attitudes experience a motivational state that
causes them to alter those actions or attitudes (Festinger 1957; Cooper 2@015.balsed on
the principle of cognitive consistency, and assumes that an aversivelildrigéate is aroused
when people either experience inconsistency between their beliefs or inconsistency between their
attitudes and behavior (Gawronski 2012). Atdi¢ or behavior change follows as a means of
restoring this consistency (Scher and Cooper 1@8@per 2007).

Tol erance judgment s i mpl vy i nconsi stency
precondition, 0 tolerance i s tltimatelyrcleossa betweeaf h ov
conflicting attitudes toward civil liberties and toward political minorities they find offensive
(Sullivan and Transue 1999: 643). And scholars accept that tolerance is a more internally
dissonant position than intolerance (Gibsk#98; Gibson and Gouws 2003) because political
tolerance attitudes are fAimore highly integrat
Gouws 2003: 145). Toleration thus readily comes into conflict with other legitiniatend
often more viscerafl felt 1 values (Sniderman et al. 1996), beliefs (Bleich 2011), and social
norms (Mudde 2010).

Although one line of social psychology research shows that this type ofa@hfiect
and ambivalence may, on its own, impede the translation of attitudeactito (e.g. Petty and
Krosnick 1995; Mutz 2005; Peffley, Knigge and Hurwitz 2001), research in the cognitive
consistency tradition (e.g. Festinger 1957; Cooper and Fazio 1984; Cooper 2007) would suggest

that tolerant individualsvould be motivated to réify such inconsistencies by aligning other
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beliefs with their tolerance decision. In particular, tolerant individuals should develop attitudes

that are logically related to the tolerance decision to minimize doubts they would otherwise
experience (e.g. Rean and Kil duf f 1988) . This Abehavior
Mills 1965) of consistency restoration provides an indirect pathway through which tolerance may
influence public political participation: in shotblerance can be justified witkttitudes that in

turn facilitate participation in contentious and collective, public actions.

Some evidence already indicates that attitude change follows political tolerance. Using
two-wave longitudinal data, Gibson (2002) demonstrates that Russidis atho extended
tolerance toward their most disliked groups in the first wave of the survey were less likely to feel
threatened by this same group two yearslaierv en contr ol ling for respc
threat and changes in economic outlodither research suggests that tolerance reflects
i ndividual sé ability to fAuncoupledo threat fro
groups (Sullivan et al. 1993). That is, tolerance requires individuals to compartmentalize the
risks of toerance, separate them from and perhaps render them subordinate to other relevant
considerations, such as the merits of liberal democratic norms in principle and the value of
applying them in practice. In this sense, tolerance may render individuals éess avrisks and
other social costs in their own decisioraking.

Moreover, extant research suggests that to
the legitimacy and appropriateness of ®ek pr essi ondo (1992b: 339) ;
maintenance may help account for this relationship. Gibson unveils bivariate associations
between tolerance and selpression, such that tolerant individuals 1) perceive themselves as
Aimore freedo than intolerant i ndiemmedtuvdlhos i n t

restrict or otherwise infringe upon their right to dissent, and 2) are less likely than intolerant
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individuaksasboofnsbhefr political expression wh
lead to disagreements with others. To clardonsidetGi b s oigir@alssuney data in Tables
and2, whichreveal these associations in bditle liberal democraticAmerican context (Gibson

1992b, 2008) and th#iberal Russiarcontext (Gibson 1998, 2002).

Table 1 Perceptions of Available Freedom in the United States and Russia

Percentagés
U.S. U.S. Russia Russia Russia
1987 2006 1996 1998 2000
Believe government woulallow:
Speeches criticizing government actions 64.5 68.9 48.9 (B.2) 44.8 (14.9) 49.3 (15.1)
Public meetings opposing government 54.8 58.9 32.3(19.5) 35.1 (16.3) 34.9 (16.7)
Protest marches opposing government 59.1 66.7 29.8 (24.5) 35.9 (16.4) 25.2 (17.4)
Tol erance and pol it 0.49* 0.34* 0.11* 0.12* 0.11*
Observations 1218 995 1959 1635 1330
APercentages reflect respondents who believe gover nment i dwol

knowd whether the government waomghtbe legitinhalwinctudee with thase believing thae thely wo
not be allowed to do so. Since uncertain respondents in the U.S. never exceed 2.5 percent of any sample, they arecadpioexeussiar
data, they appear in parentheses.

y Entries are bivariate correlation coefficients between corteatn t r ol | ed t ol erance index and av

Beyond mere rights consciousness, perceived political freedom reflects confidence in
oneds rights to f rcenmgeseof the poputaiion m.bothL cuntgies are e
skeptical about their expressive rights, though Russians perceive far less freedom as available to
them than Americans (Gibson argues that it ho
would allow them tcengage in the activity might be legitimately included with those believing
t hat they woul d not be all owed to do so00)
highlighted, penultimate row of Table suggest that tolerant Americans tend to perceigatgr
liberty for themselves than their intolerant counterparts. Significant associations between

tolerance and perceived freedom are also apparent in Russia, though the correlations are weak.
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Table 2 Self-Censored Expression the United States and Russia

Percentagés
u.S. u.S. Russia Russia Russia
1987 2006 1996 1998 2000
Unwilling talk about politics because:

They might create enemies 39.8 n/a 33.4(19.1) 32.6 (17.6) 45.1 (14.9)
Their views night not be understood 23.7 n/a 24.8 (21.8) 25.1(19.1) 255 ( 9.4)
People might think poorly of them 15.4 n/a 37.9 (19.5) 44.6 (15.6) 44.7 (14.9)
The government might find out 7.5 n/a 16.1 (20.3) 17.2 (19.9) 17.2 (17.3)
Toleranceandsef e nsor shi py -0.21* n/a -0.09* -0.09* -0.08*
Observations 1218 n/a 1959 1635 1330

"ercent ages reflect respondents who would restrict tdulédemsoro
themselves might be included witiose who would under some circumstances. There are extremely few such individuals in the U.S. s
and they have been excluded. For Russian data, they appear in parentheses.

y Entries are bivariate correlation coefficients between com@ntrolledtd er ance i ndexcamsoravieirpge fig

Table 2 demonstrates a similar pattern among tolerant and intolerant individuals with
regar d-ctem s d s erhthepnilingness to talk about politics when one holds highly
unpopular viewsAmong Americans higher tolerance for nonconforniitgs measured by the
willingness to extend basic procedur al rights
opponenti i s connected to a willingness twer expre
unpopular they may be.

Gibson infers from these associatibits h dtjolerdnce is associated with the belief that
there arefew significant costs o be pai d fodi tboaebs evrpnepsi ono
emphasis added)Gi bs on s e viodlevarate assosiatidng soehd interprets it with
cauti on: AWhet her tolerance flows from some s
express my views, others should be allowed to express theirs) or individuals are projecting their

owntolerac e ont o ot hers ¢ ann848. Hb eiterdtestthesrrastraimtandad ( 1 9

Bspecifically, those represented in the first colunfitablesl and2
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follow-up study, noting that Aithe nature of t he
perceived political freedom] cannot be dissedtgrerhaps because they peveethemselves as

not having freedom, it is easier to justify denying freedom to ofhdrst a close connection

exists between perceptions that the governraatild denyivil liberties to disliked groups and

that itdoes denyivil liberties to groupstavhi ch one i s favorably pred
10671 7).

Cognitive consistency provides a mechanism through which tolerance may be
conceptualized as an actual driver, not merely a correlate, of perceived political freedom. To the
extent that tolerances a riskier and more dissonant position than intolerance, practicing
tolerance may catalyze individuals to strengthen or develop new attitudes that help justify
toleration. They may not only fAcomparteental.
al. 1993), but tolerant individuals may also rationalize their tolerance with the belief that dissent
from majority opinion is useful to democracy, with the belief that government will not punish
dissenting opinion, and with less overall aversion toflmrand risk in their own decisien
making. In short, to maintain cognitive consistency, tolerant individuals may validate the
application of civil libertarian principles to unpopular groups by bolsteringdproocratic
orientations:

Proposition 2 Practicing tolerance carries positive psychic benefits for individuals in the form
of decreased risk aversion, increased support for dissent, and incrpasagptions opolitical
freedom.

As | demonstrated in section 3.2, scholars of political participdtave recognized these
attitudes as fundamental determinants of contentious and collective action. Through a cognitive
consistency mechanism, upholding the rights of groups that society prefers to repress may thus

indirectly raise the likelihood of partmation in public modes of action in which the risk of
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disagreement and conflict with other citizens and government authorities is high (e.g. protest,
boycotts, rallies, petitioning), but do little to facilitate individual modes of action in which
disagreenent and conflict are unlikely (e.g. voting, donating). Individuals who incur nontrivial
costs to protect the expressive rights of others may be less likely to perceive costs in their own
political expression.

Behavioral and cognitive consistency theomesvide unique microfoundations for the
positive, causal effect of tolerance on participation proposed in this dissefntaBonather
different portrait of the tolerangearticipation relationship than the syndrome and tradeoff
accounts offer. Accordingtthe former, tolerance should be largely irrelevant to how citizens
weight the costs associated with different avenues of participation; according to the latter,
tolerance may lead citizens to attribute greater weight to the overall costs of particiBation
tolerant and intolerant individuals do not differ only in terms of the resources or associational
networks that determine which actions thean take; practicing tolerance or intolerance may
also directly and/or indirectly condition which actionsytrege willing to take. Tolerance is a
minority position through which one incurs substantial costs to defend the rights of offensive
others. To the extent that tolerant individuals face disagreement, dissent, and conflict to ensure
of fensi ve tgfre@gpgech@ndmassanbly, they may be more likely to confront similar
social costs associated with exercising these same rights for themselves (Proposition 1). And to
the extent that toleration yields stronger perceptions of political freedom, suppdiddent, and
risk acceptance (Proposition Rpttitudes which mitigate the social costs of public activisiin
may indirectly facilitate contentious and collective political engagement.

This -dicmsitstency theoryo restlkm tenmp ofnits nov el

predictions for political behavior, however, it occupies the space between the syndrome and
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tradeoff accounts. It is therefore possible that these three perspectives are not necessarily
mutually exclusive at the individuédvel. Tolerane maylower the perceived costs of public

forms of action while increasing (tradeoff account) or remaining fundamentally irrelevant to
(syndrome account) the costs individuals associate with private forms of action. Empirical
analysis is required to asseb® balance of evidence for each accoutitthe systerrevel,
however, these models may not apply to all political contexts equally well. The following section
considers the generalizability of each theoretical perspective, and develops expectatibns abou

their applicability across countries.

3.4 TOLERANCE, PARTICIPA TION, AND DEMOCRATIC CONTEXT

A simple idea underlies the perspective developed above. The choice to uphold a political
minorityods rights interacts wi shhpe howedivedealsi al ¢
participate in politics. But the costs individuals associate with civic engagémeotts that

deter mi ne an 4 anay tbeméeles e dorftingenu updnythe broader political
context. It is possible, for instance, that thstinction between highost public actions and lew

cost private actions may be less relevant in illiberal polities where real constraints on political
opposition exist. Similarly, individuals may
guandaries where that threat is more real than perceived and toleration may likewise carry few of

the psychic benefits discussed above which facilitate participation. More basically, whether
individuals will drawany connections between democratic orientagitike tolerance and civic

engagement depends in the first place on the availability of these values in the public.
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These contingencies have footing in theories of polisoalalization, which | discuss in
this section with respect especially to poathmunist democracies nipirical research generally
suggests that the success of democratic government and the breadth of public support for
democratic values are@be pendent and develop simultaneous|
experience with democrage.g. Bratton and Mattes 2001; Mattes and Bratton 2007; Muller and
Seligson 1994; Whitefield and Evans 2001). Th
long-term differences across publics in established and new democracies: while ciizens i
longstanding democracies have learned to unconsciously support and accept liberal democratic
norms as they are socialized into them throughout their lives, broad swaths of the population in
new democracies have often been socialized into illiberal ordaniocratic norms (Dalton
1994; Finkel, Humphries and Opp 2001; Klingemann, Fuchs and Zielonka 2006; Mishler and
Rose 1996) . I n new democracies it is [vlbssi bl e
differ significantly from Western democraticipciplesi such as majority rule, minority rights,
individual liberties, multp ar t y syst ems, or representative g
To this list we may add political tolerance and political participatidioth of which tend to
differ subsantially across established democracies and those with a recent history of
authoritarian rule.

A countryds experience with authoritarian
dimension of political context that may limit whether, where, and hohtigad tolerance and
political participation are connected. New democracies in general tend to differ in significant
ways from longstanding democracies in terms of civic engagement. In particular, where
democracy has flourished for long periods of timemdcratic institutions are more deeply

rooted and publics are more strongly committed to democratic norms of civic duty. For instance,
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East Central Europe continues to suffer weaknesses in civil society (Howard 2004) because
much political interaction renmas grounded in informal village community structures, extended
clans, or other less formalized types of social networks (Immerfall et al. 2010; Mondak and
Gearing 1998). Attitudes toward the government and toward participation also remain marked by
suspicon. Communist regimes often forced their citizens into mass engagement i state
controlled activities and organizations (Coffé and van der Lippe 2009; Howard 2004; Letki
2004),while simultaneously suppressing autonomous forms of civic engagement (Flatada

1993). As a result, a deep general distrust in political and civic institutions emerged after
communism (Mishler and Rose 1997; Rose 1994)

While it is tr«eoemmuat simbe gradmafipgst oses i
passing year (Howar2002), legacies of the communist experience still tend to promote different
patterns of participation across East Central and Western Europe. More than twenty years later,
researchers still find lower rates of active participation in East central Euoogeaced to the
rest of the continent, as well as differences in various aspects of civic resources, interest, and the
Adensityo of C i Vv i Hetweero most@mimuynist candgVeesterrz Buropeo(e.G
Haskins 2009; Wallace, Pichler and Haerpfner 20TRese resilient differences are especially
remarkable considering that newly emerged regimes of the 1990s often compelled their citizens
to Arelearno ci vic and egducdtiandl reformd to facktdtearevisions t hr
to political ©cialization (Coffé and van der Lippe 2009; Tortayrta 2002).

Not only is participation less widespread in new democracies (Wallace, Pichler and
Haerpfner 2012), but evidence also suggests that overall levels of political tolerance are lower in
these cotexts than in the west. In one of the few comparisons of tolerance across Western and

postcommunist publics, MarquaRyatt and Paxton (2007) find that citizens in East Central
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Europe are generally less willing to extend basic procedural rights antibgviies to their least

liked groups than citizens in the United States and Western Europe. The authors couch this
finding in differential patterns of political
simply had less time to internalize demdiraorms and values and may not yet have learned to
transl ate democratic principles iIinto democrat
been applied explicitly to the toleranparticipation relationship (Peffley and Rohrschneider

2003). In sbrt, postauthoritarian citizens should be not only less likely to grant rights and
liberties to offensive groups, but those who do tolerate may be less likely to infer that their own
rights and liberties are more secure as a result.

Socialization theor® therefore suggest that a relationship between democratic
orientations is unlikely where democratic orientations are not widely embraced by the public.
This caveat can be viewed through the lens of the syndrome account of tolerance and
participation. Thesyndrome hypothesis maintains that tolerant citizens are no more or less likely
to participate in politics than intolerant citizens; rather, any association between the two
orientations is attributable to other characteristics of individuals that simoltsiyeinfluence
their levels of tolerance and potential for political action. This account is doubly conditional if
we consider political context: positive associations between tolerance and activism require the
correct constellation of individudével traits and these traits are only likely to develop in those
countries where democratic values and institutions are deeply rooted in $aniédpgstanding,
western democracies. Thus, the relationship between tolerance and participation in new
democraciesnay be far more tenuous, such that:

Proposition 3 Controlling for individual differences in resources, motivations, and

psychological dispositionsplerant citizens are no more or less likely than intolerant citizens to
participate in politicsn postcommunistdemocracies
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Alternatively, political context may have a more nuanced effect on the tolerance
participation relationship, which reflects behavioral and cognitive consistency arguments |
develop above. Differential political socialization offersuperficial and paternalistic view of
postauthoritarian publics that ignores the possibility that citizens in these contexts may believe
they have good reason not to tolerate or not to participate.

| have arguedon one handthat citizens who defendhé basic rights of others at great
cost should, as a result, be mékely to endure the costs associated with exercising their own
rightsto public political expressiofThis squars with the idea that tolerance requires citizens to
Auncoupl e d ofptteaatcfm ddcisians abouthether to grantiberty to disliked
minority groups( Sul I i van et al . 1993) . However, tol er
manager so than intol erant nonidminentldrach polliciaisn| y wh
who perceive a rather real threat of political disruption and state destruction from all sides, tend
to be less tolerant than national policymakers elsewhere (Shamir 1991; Sullivan et al. 1993).
Similarly, Hutchinson and Gibler (2007) find that tleal risk of territorial threat from irredentist

groups or state actors significantly increases intolerance. Shamir and Sullivan (1983: 916)

gualify that #Ain the absence of a strong thre
specificing ances i n which citizensd tolerance is te
will override these abstract beliefs. o

Democratic transition in some formerly repressive regimes generated considerable
political uncertainty, facilitated corruptioand crime, and aggravated ethnic and linguistic
divisions in society (Pétry, Guerin, and Créte 2004). Such factors generate considerable threat
and undermine civil society in ways that can fundamentally alter the risks individuals associate

with tolerane@ and with their own political engagement (Howard 2004; Mondak and Gearing
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1998. Context has the potential to alter the costs of participation with which the costs of
tolerance are consistent.

In extreme cases, such as South Africa in 1994 (Gibson and/sG2@03) or Kenya in
2007 (Finkel, Horowitz, and RojMendoza 2012), merely casting a secret ballot could pose
mortal risk to participantsCitizens under communism often se#nsored their political
discussion due to fear of constant surveillance andtororg by police forces and their secret
informants (Mondak and Gearing 1998). In cases like Hungary under Viktor Orban (e.g. Mudde
and Jenne 2012) and Romania under Vittarel Ponta, media freedom, opposition rights, and
free assembly by arnjovernmat protesters have been circumscribed as recently as this year
(Freedom House 2013). While a fAculture of sus
remains in many postommunist states (Howard 2004; Mishler and Rose 1997; Wallace, Pichler
andHaegpf ner 2012), some governments thus conti ni
citizens who object to its actions or express views outside the mainstream.

In these cases, the distinction between {ugst public political actions and leeost
private political actions loses some traction and the social psychological dispositions toward risk
and conflict conventionally associated with public, contentious political acts in established
democracies may become relevant predictongrivhite, individud political participation in the
postauthoritarian context. If private political actions are indeed more costly in new democracies
T such that standard resource models cannot sufficiently account for civic engagetmemt
postauthoritarian citizens whoonfront the difficulties of tolerance may also be more likely to
participate in individual, private avenues of engagement than intolerant citizens:

Proposition 4 Tolerant individuals are more likely than intolerant individuals to engage in
privatemodes of political action in postommunist democracies.
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There are additional reasons speculate that toleration breeds private, rather public
activism in the postommunst context. Recall from Table above that, compared to the United
States, the conneotis between tolerance and perceived political freedom are far more tenuous
in illiberal Russia. This may be a function of the fact that the Russian government does not in
fact guarantee citizenso right toethatgasesat , or
ceiling on how much liberty people believe is available to them (Gibson 1992b), or of some
combination of the two. Whatever the case, to the extent that risks associated with public actions
are heightened in illiberal contexts, it is unlikéhat tolerance can generate sufficient confidence
in onebds ability to chall enge ¢gadleceve, rpubken t act
actions.

Tolerance may also do little to increase support for dissent whergnajatiitarian
opinion may ealistically be punished. Moreover, even where no such risk is perceived dissent
and disagreement may not be viewed as intrinsically useful to democratic stability in fragile new
political systems. Gibson (2002), for instance, finds that Russians whooaeesopportive of
abstract democratic values tend also to be more threatened and less tolerant. Citizens in former
socialist countries are familiar with the concepts of democracy and democratic values (Gibson,
Duch and Tedin 1992; Whitefield and Evans 200ibwever, socialization theory predicts that
their understanding of the role of these values is likely to differ (cf. Neundorf 2010). Hence, it is
possible that tolerance contributes to perceptions of freedom and support for dissent to a lesser
extent inpostcommunist democracies than in longstanding democracies. These arguments lead
me to speculate that if a relationship between tolerance and participation exists in the post
communist context, it will manifest as a positive association between toleaanc@rivate

avenues of engagement.
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Finally, it is worth mentioning that, in contrast to these contlextendent propositions,
the fAtradeoff o account of tolerance and part
context. From this perspective, @ohnce is too weak, too pliable, and too dissonant a position to
compel attitudeconsistent behavior (e.g. Gibson 1998; Peffley, Knigge and Hurwitz 2001) and
generates ambivalent preferences that can lead to abstention from politics (Mutz 2005).
Intolerane is rather strong, rigid, and consonant with other democratic beliefs and therefore may
be more behaviorally efficacious than tolerance (Gibson 1998; Marcus et al. 1995). Importantly,
attitudinal properties of toleerean ®e azmadsbEntp
diverse as the United States (Gibson 1996), Canada (Sniderman et al. 1996), Russia (Gibson
1998) and South Africa (Gibson and Gouws 2003). The direct, negative effect on civic

engagement owing to attitudiri@vel asymmetry shoultherefore hold across countries.

3.5 CASE SELECTION

The universe of cases in this dissertation includes Western ardgmostunist Europe and the
United States. Chapter Four relies on survey data from the United States and 16 European
countries whose populatis are sampled for the International Social Survey Prograinme
Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United
States. Thse countries exhibit a wide range of experience with democracy and authoritarianism
and are generally included in crasational comparisons of tolerance (e.g. Margéamatt and

Paxton 2007) and participation (e.g. Wallace et al. 2012). They therefoné pditmus test of
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propositions 1, 3 and 4, which predict differential patterns of participation across tolerant and
intolerant individuals and across established Western and newgqostunist democracies.

Special attention is given to two cases grtjgular: the United States and Hungary.
These cases are rarely paired for comparison; but there are important methodological and
theoretical reasons to rely on them in this study. The American population is the traditional target
of political tolerance esearch, which has its roots in the McCarthy Red Scare Era of the 1950s.
Methodological debates over the definition and measurement of political tolerance, which
continue to this day, have produced highly reliable explanations of the predictors of ®leranc
and instruments for its measurement that have been subjected to much validity testing (e.qg.
Gibson 1992a). The United States therefore constitutes a crucial case for this analysis, since
researchers generally fAdo a tommamcdin thecaredseofthej ob ¢
gl obe where tolerance has been most intensive

With the exception perhaps of the United Kingdom, the United States is also an
exceptional case among western democracies irstefrts institutional protections of illiberal
expression. As Eric Bl ei chods (2012) compar a
demonstrates, the US affords uniquely broad protections for illiberal speech and assembly
compared to most other countriesthe world. While the Supreme Court of the United States
vigorously defends the First Amendment and its libertarian principles, most countries in Europe
T east and west provide legal character to specific limitations on speech and assembly that is
racist, antiSemitic, or that otherwise may be perceived asdartocratic.

Among the European countries studied here, Hungary provides the other exception.
Vi ktor Orb8n and his Acenter righto Fidesz P

electims of Apr i | 2010 and many observers agree that
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liberal democracy existing in Hungary since 1990 and has smoothed the path to a populist
autocracyo :(208.nimsttwtional éheclkis3and balances on the exeruave
practically disappeared in Hungaryhe previous Hungarian constitution was amended ten times
during the governmentos first year in office
2012, it was replaced by an entirely new constitutiat tannot be amended save for a-two

thirds majority in any subsequent parliament. Since then, Orban has replaced independent agency
staff with his personal supporters (Lendvai 2013: 218) and has substituted Constitutional Court
justices at will.

In March2 0 1 3, Fi desz passedialhmagefdécomentthdt wigesme nd m
out more than 20 years of prior Constitutional Court precedent and which, according to US State
Depart ment spokesperson, Victoria Nulomnd, i c
i ndependence and checks and balances that ar.
Fourth Amendment establishes the M@ANational J
through which the chief public prosecutor may select which Constitutiooatt justice will
hear which case. The head of the NJO, Tuene Hando, holds her position for nine years; she is
president of the Budapest Labour Court and married to the principal author of the 2012
constitution (Lendvai 2013).

The Fourth Amendment alsestricts media freedom via the newly established National
Media and Telecommunications Agency (NMTAhe NMTA restricts the press during election
campaigns; bans all political advertising during campaigns except for ads in the public media,
which in any ase has been purged of employees that sympathize with the opposition (Schepple
2013). The NMTA reviews all bids for broadcast frequencies, which require that political parties

gat her signatures from all over t Beurretyunt r vy
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extremely difficulty for opposition parties to achieve. Moreover, the NMTA is equipped with the

right to review the compliance of all public and private media coverage with vague standards of
Abal anced and fApr oper 0 Orb&vasd his Bides martg \ertuallywidlli ¢ h a
control over media content (Freedom House 2013).

Beyond this, Orban has legitimized righiing intolerance by working closely with the
neofascist Jobbik Party one of the most successful extremist parties irogei(Mudde 2009).

As recently as 2012, Orban officially decorated three extreme right leading figures: journalist
Ferenc Szaniszlo, known for his diatribes against the Jews and the Roma people who he
compares t o J{senitio&rehgeslagist Karmdakav, who blames the Jews for
having organized the slave trade in the middle ages; and artist Petras Janos who strongly
supports the Jobbik party and its paramilitary militia that has been implicated in several hate
crimes against the Roma minority.

Moder n Hungary is an il | i bé&withtegudreleciasbatcy si
without a legitimate opposition. For more than three years, the Fidesz government has eroded
constitutional freedoms and has promoted a culture of intolerance that stestdrk contrast to
the United States. Hungary therefore provides the sort of illiberal context in which to test
predictions regarding the toleranparticipation relationship where a real threat of government

retaliation against dissent exists.

3.6 LOOKING AHEAD TO THE EMPIRIC AL CHAPTERS

Two basic perspectives emerge from the extant literature on political tolerance and political

participation. From the first, tolerance and participation are not directly related; they are
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associated as a-deriosrgtio drirerdatiom® Franf the psecond perspective,
tolerance has attitudinal properties that are antithetical to vibrant civic engagement; they are
related as a i tdenoadaticoofiehtations.et ween pr o
This chapter introduces a third alternatiVelerance is positively consequential to some
forms of actions, but not others. Whether and how tolerance matters for civic engagement is a
function of the social costs of participation, as defined by the difficulty of performing a given
political actionand the broader political context in which participation occurs. This view is
consistent with early arguments by Gibson a
propensity (1. e. attitude) wi || result i n be
performing the act. Strong propensities will only be blocked by high hurdles, whereas weak
propensities may be blocked by relatively low hurdles. The strength of the propensity interacts
with the situational context in producing beh
| have arguedhat, in established democracies where democratic norms are deeply
rooted, political tolerancéwers hurdles to collective and contentious public action, but does
little to facilitate the propensity to engage in private, individual modes of behavioraoder
above the standard, resoutm@sed predictors of civic voluntarism (Proposition 1). This is
because the costs of tolerance and the costs of public forms of engagement are similar and people
tend to behave consistently across similar situations. Moreopholding the rights of a group
t hat society prefers to repress cultivates i
perceptions that their own rights are protected (Proposition 2). To the extent that these attitudes
mitigate the perceivedosts of public participation, tolerance will indirectly increase contentious

and collective action through its bolstering effect on these beliefs. To echo Sniderman et al.
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(1989), AThe more tolerant citizeaterightseof of t
all, their own included. 0

In new democracieg in particular those of postommunist Europé two caveats are
possible. According to standard theories of political socialization, the influence of tolerance on
participation is blocked becariscivil libertarian and participatory norms have not been
internalized by the public. In poeauthoritarian contexts, tolerance and participation may be
unrelated as the syndrome account predicts (Proposition 3). Alternatively, given the resilient
culture of suspicions and, in cases like Hungary, real threat of government retaliation against
dissenting behavior, the attitudes toward risk and conflict that predict public forms of activism in
established democracies may become important considerations riasiegeeven basic rights to
vote, donate, or engage in other private actions in thegublsoritarian context. Hence, context
vitiates the dichotomy between public and private actions such that the high costs of tolerance
are consistent with the higtods of privateactivism in illiberal democracies (Proposition 4).

The next three chapters offer various tests of these propositions. | begin, in Chapter Four,
with a broad evaluation of the syndrome, tradeoff, and@mssistency theories of tolerance and
participation. | apply coarsened exact matching procedures ter@btesal survey data from the
United States and Europe, to better isolate the effects of tolerance and participation and improve
the strength of causal inferences that can be made aloouttdlerance influences civic
engagemeniChapterFive builds a case for a randomized experimental analysis of the tolerance
participation relationship. As a first step | introduce, develop, and test a novel approach to
randomly assigning individuals to miéest tolerance or intolerance, such that the independent
effects of these judgments may be assessed. Chapter Six then reprises the analysis of tolerance

and participation using two original experiments, conducted in the United States and Hungary.
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Using hie method developed in Chapter Five, | randomly assign subjects to manifest tolerance or

intolerance andirectly observeheir overt, postest political participation.
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4.0 CROSSNATIONAL PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION AMONG

POLITICALLY TOLERANT AND INTOLERANT C ITIZENS

What are the behavioral consequences of democratic orientations? Although early classics and
recent studies of democratic learning find positive associations between tolerance and
participation, the HfAsyndr ome reaspuoswuettomiteai nt ai
variable bias: tolerant individuals possess demographic and personality traits that render them
simultaneously more tolerant and more partici
consequences of political tolerance fpolitical participation because attitudinal properties

unique to tolerance suppress political action potential. The amstsistency theory | advanced

in Chapter Three maintains that tolerance poses high costs to individuals, which are similar to
thecoss associated with contentious and <coll ect
confront risk to enable political expression by reviled minorities should be more likely to face
down social barriers to their own engagement through public means. Tdieale between

these accounts, | apply coarsened exact matching procedures to U.S. and European survey data
to isolate the effects of tolerant and intolerant attitudes from effects attributable instead to
differences between tolerant and intolerant ingdiingls. Findings lend preliminary support to the
costsconsistency theory: attitudinal tolerance stimulates certain types of participation

independently of individudével factors that drive tolerance and activism.
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chaptercomparesonwentional accounts of the toleranrgarticipation relationship against

the costconsistency theorgroposedn Chapter Thre¢o begin to reveal how tolerance matters

for political engagementn doing so, it begins to confront the central methodologicdlesige

at the core of this dissertatioAs | have argued iprevious chapterdifferent perspectives
remain entangled because it is difficult to separate the effects of tolerance judgments on
participation from effects that owe instead to individiead factors that generate tolerance
attitudes and also shape participatidreasing out the independent effects of a tolerance
judgment from the individual who passes that judgment requires rather sophisticated techniques.
In Chapters Five and Six, | introde, evaluate, and employ a new approach using randomized
experiments to identify the direct effect of tolerance judgments on overt behavior and the
attitudes that facilitate it. However, most political tolerance research is based on survey
evidence; thisifst empirical chapter seeks strengtherthe causal inferences that can be made
using observational data. To do so, | apply nonparametric matching techniques to U.S. and
European survey data to better isolate the effects of tolerance attitudes oal@atticsm from

the resources, interest, and mobilization networks that shape civic voluntarism.

Given certain disparities in the cresational data which are discussed below, this
chapter offers only a preliminary assessment of the possible reldtipasoutlined in the
previous three chapters particular, this chapter only tests the syndrome and tradeoff accounts
against Propositions 1, 3 and 4 offered in the previous cham®amine more nuanced causal
mechanismselating to risk, conflict, ash perceived political freedom (PropositionGhapter 3)
using crossnational experiments in I@pter Six. Moreover, although this chapter employs a

sophisticated means of isolating the effects of tolerance on participation, it nevertheless relies on
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crosssectional data; appropriate three wave longitudinal studies for analyzing tolerance and
modes of participation are not currently available. Therefore, this chapter cannot examine the
possibility of a positive feedback loop between political tolerance aliticpl participation.

Still, this chapter contributes to the literature in twgortantways. First, it begins to
unveil whether and in what ways extending basic rights and liberties to offensive groups affects
individuals who tolerate. Although tokmce is often considered the most important democratic
value, its consequences for individuals remain poorly understood. This is so primarily because
tolerance research has focused largely on its sources or determinants. Only a few observational
studies lave examined its mictevel effects, either on other attitudes (Gibson 1992b, 2002) or
on political participation (Gibson 1987; Gibson and Bingham 1985). This chapter explicitly
models political tolerance as an explanatory variable and speaks diret¢tlig tpuestion of
whether forbearance shapes political action potenBatond whereas existing analyses of
observational data have not effectively addressed the criticism that the relationship between
tolerance and participation is spurious, tthapterappliesnonparametric matching techniques
crossnational data, which increasbeththe power and the generalizability of causal inferences
that can be made about whether aad Ipolitical tolerance matters.

The next section develops operational hypets and explains the coarsened exact
matching procedures used to test th&wllowing adiscussion othe data, measurement, and
model specification, thenexamine the effects of tolerance on both levels of participation and

modes of participation acro4g countries.
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4.2 OPERATIONAL HYPOTHES ES

Two empirical accounts challenge the theoretical ideal of tolerant activists as custodians of
liberal democracy. They assume different microfoundations, predict opposite directional
associations, and respond to pohticontext in unique ways. According to the first, if a positive
association between tolerance and political action exists, it is only because individuals possess a
number of characteristics that simultaneously increase tolerance and their pote piodikited

action. Hence, greater tolerance and regular participation constitute a syndrome- of pro
democratic orientations, shaped by similar underlying indivitkia! factors:

Syndrome Hypothesis Tolerantindividualsare no more or less likely to pasipate in politics
than intolerantindividuals

By contrast, the second account suggests that tolerance and participation are conflicting,
not complementary, orientationstom this perspective, tolerance and participation constitute a
tradeoff betweerpro-democratic orientationdMoreover, this perspective conjectures a causal
relationship between tolerance and participation with few contextual caveats. The attitudinal
properties of tolerance and intol earsansctlee ar e
United States and Canada (Sniderman et al. 1996), Russia (Gibson 1998) and South Africa
(Gibson and Gouws 2003). A direct, negative effect of tolerance on civic engagement owing to
attitudinal, rather than individudével, asymmetry should thefore hold across countries and
should be robust to the inclusion of various control variables
Tradeoff hypothesis Tolerant individuals are less likely to participate in politics than
intolerant individuals

It is not clear from either of these startl@ccounts which forms of political action, if

any, political tolerance shud influence. As | argued in @pter Three whether and how
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tolerance influences participation depends on the difficulty of performing the political act. The
hurdles posed by défent modes of political expression may be understood as contextual
determinants of whether tolerance stimulates or suppresses political action potential.

Private political actions (e.g. voting, donating, contacting) pose low huridlasually
loss of tine, energy, or monely which civic skills and material resources serve to overcome.
Public political actions (e.g. protest, boycotts, rallies, petitioning) pose high hurdles because they
involve cooperation with other citizens and potential conflict witlunterparticipants and
government authorities. Beyond resources, interest, and mobilization networks, these high social
costs requireertain positive dispositions towatddsagreement, risk, and conflict.

To the extent that tolerance is a more unpopulsagreeable, and risky position than
intolerancejt poses nottrivial social costs to the tolerant individual which are not unlike those
cost s associated with expressing oneods own
correspondence is important bhese social psychologists have demonstrated that individuals
tend to behave consistently across similar types of situations, e.g. situations that make similar
demands on actors who encounter them (Furr and Funder 2003; Shoda et al. 1993). Individuals
who endure weighty costs to protect political expression by nonconformist groups may be more
willing to confront similar costs to their own political expression. Hence, a direct relationship
between tolerance and political activism is conditional on paratielseir relative costs to the
individual actor:

Behavioral ConsistencyHypothesis Tolerant individuals will be more likely to participate in
high-cost, public forms of political action than intolerant individuals.

Importantly, the connection betweenn di vi dual sé applied suppor

their willingness to participation through contentious and collective public action may be far
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more tenuous in certain political contex¥/hether individuals will draw any connections
between democratiorientations like tolerance and civic engagement depends in the first place
on the availabilities of these values in the public. Theories of political socialization expect broad
disparities in the distribution and support for democratic norms acrossriesuat different
levels of democratization. Past studies find persistent differences acrosmpostinist and
Western democracies in levels of both tolerance (e.g. MarByatt and Paxton 2007) and civic
engagement (Wallace, Pichler and Haerpfner pOR&ffley and Rohrschneider (2003) also fall

to identify connection between tolerance and participation in relatively new democracies.
Political socialization therefore may account for:

Political Socialization Hypothesis:Tolerant citizens are no more &ess likely than intolerant
citizens to participate in politicgr postcommunistdemocracieswhile they are more likely to
participate in established democracies.

Still, citizens in possocialist democracies do nehtirely lack democratic values (e.g
Gibson, Duch and Tedin 1993; Whitefield and Evans 2001); however, their understanding of
democracy may differ significantly from West
Democratic transition in some formerly repressive regimes generated consideodibical
uncertainty, facilitated corruption and crime, and aggravated ethnic and linguistic divisions in
society. Tolerant citizens in these contexts may be less likely to view dissent and disagreement as
intrinsically useful to democratic stabilitynd, in some cases, may continue to view the
government and political actions taken in full public view with suspicion. For similar reasons,
the costs ofrivate participation may be perceived as higher in these contexts. Therefore, to the
extent that conraions can be drawn between tolerance and participation iraptsdritarian

systems,
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New DemocracyHypothesis Tolerant citizens arenore likely to engagen private modes of
participationthan intolerant citizens in pesbmmunist democracies.

4.3 ANAL YTICAL STRATEGY

One reason explanations of the tolerapadicipation linkage remain entangled is that scholars
have not been able to separate the direct effects of tolerance attitudes on participation from
effects that owe instead to individdalel fadors that generate tolerance attitudes. Fortunately,
researchers using observational data can now minimize differences between tolerant and
intolerant individuals on a host of observable traits that drive (in)tolerance and may also shape
differences in pdicipation (e.g. education, dogmatism, support for democratic norms and
institutions, discussion network heterogeneity). Through coarsened exact matching (CEM)
procedures (lacus, King and Porro 2012; Ho et al 2007), it is possible to balance and pair
individuals on such dimensions as completely as possible and constrain analysis only to
respondents who mirror one another on all observable dimensions except tolerance.

Statistical matching designs have their basis in the NeyRudrin causal framework
(Neyman 1990; Rubin 2006), which increases the power of causal inferences i non
experimental settings where selectammfounders pose problems for analysis. In bretfy be
the potential outcome for thigh individual if she receivea treatment (e.g., aam-smoking
program), andjo if she does not. The causal effect of treatment thén3syi; T Y. However,
the Afundament al probl em of <casual i nferenceo
not treat individual; Yi; andYj, cannot both belzserved

Instead, we treat some but not others aberve differences across the groups.

Experiments use random assignment to ensure that observed differences between the groups
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result from treatment exposure rather than other factors. Nonrandom designsely on the
assumption thatedection into treatment depends onlyXnbservable covariates and on no other
observable or unobservable characterisfidgat is conditional onX, the potential outcomes of

receiving treatment or control aoethogonato the particular treatment assignment{®rL Yy,

Yo} X. In the present analysis, conditioning on the set of observable factors that drive the choice
to tolerate oneos -goops factods ithat havekbeah theocelicaipundead | out
and shown to be empirically robust over a fwahtury of empirical researdahpermits me to
assess the independent effects of tolerance on levels of participation.
There are several matching methods for improving covariate balance betweent tolera
and intolerant individuals. Mahalanobis Distance Matching (MDM) and Propensity Score
Matching (PSM) Afchoose a fixed number of obs
number of treated units) and hope for imbalance reduction [between treatnterdontrol
groups] as a result of the procedure. In contrast, Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) and caliper
based approaches choose a fixed level of imbalance ex ante and hope that the number of
observations |l eft as a rle&Blult is sufficiently
However, two advantages of CEM over PSM are that the former makes no functional
form or distributional assumptions about the relationship between treatment and outcome, and

that its statistical properties enable CEM to further reduce imbglamodel dependence,

* This is typically called the Selection on Observables Assumption (SOA), which is
assuned by most causal approaches in observational social science (Rubin 1974). The SOA
requires that there are no unobserved or excluded characteristics that drive selection into
treatment after conditioning o Therefore, SOA must be assumed to hold afoeditioning.

In practice, there is no direct way to assess whether SOA is reasonable in a particular study.
However, balance and sensitivity tests can provide information about how strong the selection
assumption will be in a particular research design.ifistance, se€able 5in this chapter.
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estimation errors, bias, and variance between treatment and control respondents on most
i mportant covariates. By contrast, the bal anc
samples and even then only by assuming a set ofallyr unverifiable assumptions about the
data generation process. In any application, a single use of [PSM] techniquesrease
i mbal ance and model dependence by 2.aMogoveaa,mount C
CEM can be applied to any modelistgategyi such as OLS regression or maximum likelihood
estimationi as a simple weighting of respondents to render their values on selection confounders
statistically balanced. This makes interpreting estimates derived from models in which CEM has
been aplied relatively straightforward; akin to conventional standards.

The principal difference between nparametric (i.e. prestimation) matching methods
and statistical controls using multiple regression is that the former restricts analysis to a
reasonabe comparison group. That i s, a group in
approximately equivalent on factors that could predict their selection into the treatment or
contr ol categories. For i nst areatrment tslarange,ans e t h a
this casei based only on their level of dogmatism and support for democratic procedures.
Through CEM, the researcher stratifies tolera
of each underlying variable to facilitate pag a tolerant individual of moderate dogmatism and
strong support for democratic procedures with an intolerant individual of moderate dogmatism
and strong support for democratic procedures. Where differences between dogmatism and
democratic procedures goort have been balanced across tolerant and intolerant respondents,
any disparity in these respondentsodé | evels of

respondent in the matched pair is tolerant while the other is not.
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As a consequence this type of procedure, matching sacrifices large sample sizes in

order to furnish unbiased effects of tolerance on participation; this approximates the assumption

of no omitted variable bias in linear regression (Zanutto 200&) assumption that is ofte

violated according to the syndrome account of tolerance and participation. Matching techniques

are generally wunnecessary when

covariate

Acontr ol 0 Dehejia and ¥/ahhael99§;.Rubin 199This will not be the case where

tolerance is employed as an independent variable, because tolerant and intolerant individuals

tend to differ substantially in terms of their basic psychological orientations (e.g. dogmatism,

insecurity), broad democratic orientatiofgsg. support for procedural norms), and concern for

the normative community (e.g. sociotropic threat).

| therefore employ CEMproceduresto conducta basic operational test of the

perspectives developed here. If tolerance and participation constitaygdaome of pro

democratic traits, positive and significant bivariate correlations between them should vanish

when tolerance is conditioned on individlevel selection confounders that cause tolerance and

may also influence participatiqithe syndrome hgothesi$. If instead theradeoff hypothesis

accurate, tolerance should exert a significant but negative influence on participation after

controlling for observable antecedents that cause it. Alternativelyp#émavioral consistency

hypothesisexpects toleranceto stimulate participationi but only through collective and

contentious, public meanand only in established democracies.

4.3.1 Data, measurement, and model specification

Analysis relies on the 2006
and t he 2004 Al nternati onal
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European countries.Coarsened exact matching requires a dichotomous explanatory variable to

allow each tolerant individual to be matched with her ggblerant counterfactual o first

generate tolerance indices for each dataset and then split at the index mean to create a grouping
variable in which tolerant I ndividual s are fr
i ndividual s atham thé $sam@esmeanoDividingain thi@ manner sacrifices no

observations and allows for a more conservative test of betsudgect differences by not

limiting comparison to extremely (in)tolerant individuals. In the USCID, tolerance is measured

asresporent s6 mean willingness to allow Apublic d
communi sts, and religious fundamentalists. To
per mit Apublic meetingso by r elThegeiitemssare Box t r e mi

i c ond emttr 6 that ésd @spondents formulate tolerance judgments about preselected
groups rather than a particular group that they strongly dislike. Cectatrolled tolerance
items are available only in USCID data andntlude results based on these measures for
comparison throughout the analy¥isQuestion wording for these and all other variables is
presented in the appendix Chapter Four

The theoretical rationale for CEM is to minimize differences across responutents
those individualevel factors that predict (in)tolerance but may also shape participation. As |
discussed inChapter Two individuals are generally more tolerant when they perceive their

political enemies as less threatening, when they more strongpog democratic norms and

> These are Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland,
Latvia, theNetherlands, Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
16 Alternative crossiatioral datasets, such as the World Values Survey (1995) and
Eurobarometer (1997) offer content controlled tolerance items but lack extensive or even similar
participation items. The European Social Survey does not include tolerance items in any wave.
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procedures, and when they are less dogmatic and psychologically insecure. These same factors
may account for variation in levels of participation across tolerant and intolerant citizens

Dogmatism represents the propensity flasedmindedthinking and is measuredith
five items: that there is only one correct philosophy in the world, that it is better to pick friends
who share oneb6s beliefs, t hat people in the
compromise wit political opponents is dangerous. Sociotropic threat is measured as the extent
to which respondents perceive their target group is dangerous, unwilling to follow the rules of
democracy, wAmer i can, or | i kely to #fAchanSugportdorer yt hi
democratic norms and procedures i s a composi
freedom over public order and security and a firm belief in multiparty competition. Social
network heterogeneity indicates the average opinion diyersa mong r espondents
discussion partners who are friends, neighbors, or coworkers.

Among thesgdiscussion network heterogeneity and sociotropic threat measures are
unavailable in ISSP data. To proxy for network heterogeneity, | match Eurcggsgmndents by
population density. This cannot ensure that they do in fact discuss politics with people who hold
different views, but research consistently reports higher network heterogeneity in terms of race,
religion, income, occupation, and educationoag individuals who reside in urban areas (e.g.
McPherson, Smitthovin and Cook 2001). To the extent that such factors influence political
views, greater opportunity for ideologically diverse discussion partners will exist in urban areas
than in the counyside. Threat measures are not offered in the ISSP, but these are not
conventionally included in models that do not employ contentrolled measures of tolerance

(Gibson 1992a).
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Statistical models will compare the effects of tolerance on participati@m wolerance
has been ficonditionedo on these factors throu
also significantly influence political actior
voluntarismo (Verba, S ¢ h diogztonstandard acdouni,r peape 1 9 9
participate because they have assets at their disposal that enable political action, because they are
sufficiently interested in political matters, and because they are in a better position to be called
into action. Indictors of these three dimensiohsesourceqeducation, income, and free time),
psychological engagememwith politics (political interest and efficacy), anchobilization
networks(involvement in civic association$)are included in the vector of contraanables in
all models. Additionally, since education and associational involvement have been found to also
increase tolerance (Bobo and Licari 1989; I gl
functi on. Respondent 9006 6, and attcha poleorapreseptyne formala n g e
schooling and completed pegtaduate degree, respectively. Free time is the weekly hours
respondents do not spend working, and their income is categorized by decile. Efficacy is
measur ed as r ethap theydgeaspt polidical matlers erfd that politicians are
concerned with their political opinions. Pol i
political discussion and general interest in political matters, while associational involveraent is
count of 0i 17 memberships in voluntary organizations.

Finally, 1 control for a variety of demographic and other predictors of political
participation through simple regression adjustment. Previous research shows that using
conventional controls to adjtifor remaining covariate imbalances is robust against violations of
the linear model in matched sampl@ubin 1979; Rubin and Thomas 200QGenderhas an

important and variable influence on voting behavior windee carries mixed but nontrivial
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effects especially for notvoting participation (Leighley 1995). Dichotomous measures of both
traits are incorporat ed agenBeyondtdénmeograplocd, ¢ dostrol a s
for strength ofparty identification interpersonal trust(the belief tlat people are fair, helpful,
and trustworthy), andhstitutional trust(average confidence in the legislature, political parties,
constitutional court, and legal system). Whitely (1995) finds that strong party identifiers are
more likely to be activists, le social trust increases participation especially in public actions
like protest (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Benson and Rochon 2004). Pihstaltional trust is
expected to decrease the probability of civic engagement Kaase (1999).

| examine the effeadf political tolerance on participation in several activities, including:
voting, contacting elected officials, donating to political candidates or causes, volunteering for
campaigns or other political work (USCID only), petitioning, boycotting prodwattending
political rallies (ISSP only), protest, and joining political causes via the internet. To assess
whetherpolitical tolerance influences participation, initial models will examine the effects of
tolerance on overall levels of participation usinfylhcount of political activities, ranging from
071 8 in both datasets. This serves as a preliminary test of the syndrome and tradeoff accounts of
tolerance and participation, which do not predict heterogeneity across modes of action. | then
examine how political tolerance matters for participation using a series of ordinal logistic
regressions to compare segnational patterns of participation through public and private forms
of action. This serves to test the revisiorasstsconsistencyhypothesisand new democracy

hypothesigproposed here.

105



4.4  POLITICAL TOLERANCE AND LEVELS OF PARTIC IPATION

According to thesyndrome hypothesispolitical tolerance and political participation are
positively associated because tolerant and intolerant citizens differ omlaen of individual

level characteristics that influence both tolerance and political activism. Operationally, this
relationship should manifest as positive and significant bivariate correlationgasiatoutonce
tolerance is conditioned on individdiavel differences through CEM. By contrast, tinedeoff
hypothesigosits that tolerance will suppress political action potential because attributes unique
to tolerance render preferences weak, pliable, and ambivalent. This relationship should emerge
wheretolerance has been conditioned on individeakl selection confounders through CEM.

The results in Tabl8 do not support either claim. Positive and significant bivariate relationships
between tolerance and participation do not become insignificant@ntbt change direction

when coarsened exact matching is applied. Instead, tolerance exerts a consistently positive effect
on participation levels, whose magnitude surges as additional control variables are introduced.
Political tolerance appears tocrease political activity over and above the conventional

predictors of political participation.
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Table 3 Political Tolerance and Levels of Participation in the United States and Europe

Tolerant
Education
Income

Free time
Political Interest
Efficacy
Associational involvement
Institutional trust
Social trust
Strong Pawy ID
Black

Female

Age

Cutl

Cut 2

Cut 3

Cut4

Cut 5

Cut 6

Cut7

Log pseudolikelihood
Observations
PseudeR?

United States EuropeA
r CEM CEM with Controls r CEM CEM with Controls
0.137 0.600 (0.218) 0.889 (0.216) 0.049 0.149 (0.056) 0.182 (0.042)
0.193 (0.079) 0.293 (0.020)
0.022 (0.043) 0.011 (0.021)
-0.012 (0.011) -0.001 (0.001)
0.864 (0.161) 0.599 (0.049)
0.256 (0.152) 0.371 (0.039)
0.357 (0.066) 0.403 (0.024)
-0.143 (0.066) -0.073  (0.023)
0.009 (0.067) 0.116 (0.035)
0.238 (0.205) 0.431 (0.138)
-0.973 (0.305) - -
-0.170 (0.211) 0.054 (0.060)
-0.006 (0.007) -0.001 (0.002)
0.001 (0.177) 1.834 (1.635) -1.697 (0.053) 2.719 (0.247)
0.714 (0.181) 3.049 (1.650) -0.717  (0.034) 3.878 (0.249)
1.424 (0.193) 4.004 (1.644) 0.070 (0.035) 4.833 (0.246)
1.947 (0.200) 4.781 (1.649) 0.814 (0.039) 5.746  (0.249)
2.603 (0.198) 5.572 (1.651) 1.558 (0.041) 6.645 (0.243)
4.008 (0.343) 6.601 (1.644) 2.363 (0.042) 7.577 (0.239)
5.093 (0.583) 8.258 (1.689) 3.302 (0.078) 8.603 (0.233)
-557.788 -303.489 -29921.922 -26493.567
928 714 454 18528 16995 16430
0.008 0.178 0.069 0.146

Resultsirom CEM-balanced ordered logistic regression. Standard Errors in parentheses. Boldfaced entries signifizant ab 5

AStandard
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This is an important finding. Tolerance is, according to previous work, an ambivalent
and weak position compared to intolerance. Yeippears tstimulateparticipation in both the
American and European contexts even after controlling for the most widely accepted and potent
determinants of civic voluntarism. And the effect is not trivial. Exponentiation of the coefficients
reveals thatjn the United States, tolerant individuals are likely to take part in nearly 2.5
additional actions than intolerant individuals, while Europeans will engage in at least 1.2 more
actionsi a 31 and 15 percent increase in participation, respectively. ldriited States, this is
roughly half of the cumulative effect on participation of resources, psychological engagement,
and mobilization potential.

Such influence merits additional robustness and specification checks. netestthe
significant loss of U5. observatins in olumn three of Tabl8. This loss is partially attributable
to the CEM procedure itself (214 observations are lost from column 1 to column 2) and further
attributable to the inclusion of additional control variables for which theréoar response rates
(namely, network heterogeneity and strong party identification). Since it is not theoretically
defensible to exclude these latter controls, | address this problem by employing an alternate
matching procedurd Propensity Score kernel &afching. PSM tersl to preserve more
observations. Bt it retains themat the expense of greater and sometimes random imbalance in
other covariates and increased model dependence (lacus, King and PorroH20ldyer a
similar pattern of results across CEiMid PSM models would increase confidence that the results
are not modetiependent.

PSM using the kernel algorithm usak observations from the control, i.e. intolerant,
group and weights them. The <c¢cl oserctbetlerint i nt ol

T that is, the more similar each intolerant individual is to a tolerant individual in terms of their
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threat perceptions, dogmatism, support for democratic value$, te.higher their weight. By
contrast very low weights are given to ilei@nt observations that differ significantly from
tolerant observations. Therefore, PSM using kernel matching retains more observations because
each tolerant individual is matched with several intolerant individuals, and during estimation,
weights are ap@d which are inversely proportional to the distance between tolerant and
intolerant observations on selection confounders.

The outcome of estimation represents the ¥
ATT, which in this case is the differencetlween the levels of participation between tolerant

individuals and the levels of participation of tolerant individifaisey were instead intolerant

Equation 1
ATT=EAD=1)=E(v1jx.D=1)-E(vyx. D =1)
where D = 1} represents Atr eatiadividualy and Kkn t hi s
represents confounding variables sociotropic threat perceptions, dogmatism, support for
democratic procedures, network heterogeneity, and education. The last term of Equation
E(yo|X, D = 1), is a counterfactual condition that mainbe observed, as we wish to know what
the outcome would be for the tolerant if they had not in fact been tolergntRsopensity score
matching provides a good approximation of this term by strongly weighting observations of
intolerant individuals wh very similar underlying characteristics as tolerant individuals in the
data set, such that these matched pairs share similar propensity scores {p(x)} for being tolerant,

but in reality differ in their observed levels of tolerance:

Equation 2

ATT=EApx).D=1)=E(v/p(x). D=1) — E(vy/p(x). D =1)
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Table 4 presents the results for the United States using Propensity Score kernel
matching. As can be seen in the first column, this method retains fully 871 observations. In the
second column, we see that the average effect of tokeram participation is 0.477, which can
be interpreted as the percent change in number of participatory actions in which an intolerant
individual would engage if she had instead been tolerant. Given our underlying scale of 8
participatory actions, toleraaccontributes to an increase of approximately 3.8 participatory
actions over intolerance where threat, dogmatism, democratic procedures support, education and
network heterogeneity are equivalent across these groups. This suggests that the results are not

methoddependent.

Table 4 Tolerance and Levels of Participation in the United States using Propensity<ecoe¢Matching

Bootstrapped
N ATT Standard Error t-score
Tolerant 480 0.477 0.123 3.881
Intolerant 391

Notes: Propensity score weighting on dogmatism, threat, democratic procedures support, education, and ¢
network heterogeneity. Additional controls: institutional and social trust, income, free time, political interes
gerder, age.

A second possible objection to the findings Tiable 3is that CEM did not fully
eliminate statistical differences across tolerant and intolerant groups and failed to minimize the
influence of selection confounders on the relationship betvpeditical tolerance and political
activism.In Table 5 | report the degree of imbalance between tolerant and intolerant groups on
the main covariates before and after matchifige table shows that substantial differences
between the groups on meanlues of main covariates were largely eradicated after CEM

procedures were implemented. This helps confirm that the observed difference between tolerant

110



and intolerant groups is not an artifact of preexisting disparities in the major predictors of

toleranceand participation.
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Table 5 Imbalance between Tolerant and Intolerant Groups on Main Covariates, USCID and ISSP

Pooled ISSP USCID USCID contervcontrolled items
Pre-Matching PostMatching Pre-Matching PostMatching Pre-Matching PostMatching
Tol. Intol. Tol. Intol. Tol. Intol. Tol. Intol. Tol. Intol. Tol. Intol.

Sociotropic threat -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 5.754 6.093 5.768 5.844
Dogmatism 5.504 5.570 5.719 5.736 2.691 2.974 2.725 2.720 2.606 2.985 2.684 2.704
Support for democratic

values and procedures 5.592 5.501 5.631 5.642 3.758 3.545 3.706 3.654 3.883 3.486 3.767 3.728
Network heterogeneity 2.697 2.656 2.577 2.556 3.864 3.673 3.744 3.636 3.917 3.668 3.862 3.979
Education 2.858 2.738 2.871 2.869 3.421 3.035 3.521 3.529 3.681 2.904 3.665 3.549
Income 3.352 2.862 2911 2.910 5.371 5.301 5.455 5.766 5.662 5.083 5.565 5.629
Free time 140.22 140.75 142.83 142.27 126.63 125.86 126.50 125.79 125.94 126.55 126.45 126.13
Political interest 2.427 2.455 2.405 2.412 2.818 2.682 2.780 2.795 2.936 2.615 2.823 2.709
Efficacy 2.874 2.816 2.825 2.827 2.794 2.681 2.823 2.817 2.895 2.622 2.899 2.737
Associational involvement 1.363 1.215 1.153 1.161 1.382 1.131 1.419 1.427 1.504 1.083 1.402 1.082

Boldfaced comparisons indicate significant differences at .10 level between tolerant and intolerant groups
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A third source of bias may relate toviatolerance is measured. The tradeoff hypothesis is
based on evidence that tolerance and intolerance are qualitatively different attitudes when
measured in relation to groups thaspondentsselect as their most disliked (i.e. content
controlled measureemt). The evidence herein that challenges the tradeoff hypothesis is based
instead on measures of tolerance toward groupsrésaarchersselected, which respondents
may not necessarily oppose (i.e. GSS measlté®wever, the same patterns emergdale
6, which repeats the analysis in the United

disliked group as the independent variafle.

17 See Chpter 2, Section 2.1 for a review of these measures of political tolerance.
18 Results are presented for U.S. respondents only; alternative telétems are not available in
the ISSP.
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Table 6 Tolerance for MosDisliked Group and Levels of Participation letUnited States

r CEM CEM with Controls
Tolerant 0.129 0.466 (0.187) 0.468 (0.254)
Education 0.236 (0.090)
Income -0.026 (0.077)
Free time -0.004 (0.014)
Political Interest 0.713 (0.191)
Efficacy 0.149 (0.196)
Associatimal involvement 0.500 (0.081)
Institutional trust -0.049 (0.084)
Social trust -0.034 (0.086)
Strong Party ID 0.278 (0.271)
Black -0.887 (0.366)
Female 0.031 (0.274)
Age -0.010 (0.007)
Cutl 0.050 (0.154) 2.207 (1.960)
Cut 2 0.838 (0.162) 3.303 (1.968)
Cut3 1.477 (0.183) 4.227 (1.991)
Cut4 2.145 (0.184) 5.147 (2.014)
Cut5 2.881 (0.179) 6.006 (1.990)
Cut 6 4.269 (0.314) 7.529 (1.982)
Cut7 4913 (0.427) 8.382 (2.033)
Log pseudolikelihood -937.540 -504.396
Observations 928 611 376
PseudeR? 0.005 0.137

Results from CEMbalanced ordered logistic regression. Standard Errors in parentheses. Boldfaced entries si¢
at p O .05

Tolerance remains positively consequential for political partiopatwhere it is
conditioned on sociotropic threat, dogmatism, support for democratic values, discussion network
heterogeneity, education, and associational involvement. Respondents who extend basic rights to
their most disliked groups participate in In@re actions than respondents who do not (b=0.468;

pO. 05) . A g aadjustedr GEN! rsaxidices a large number of observations; however,
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Table 7presents thesame pattern of outcomesing propensity score kernel matching where

tolerance is measured uginontentcontrolled methodology.

Table 7 Tolerance and Levels of participation in the United States using CeDtenitolled Measures and
Propensity Score Kernel Matching

Bootstrapped
N ATT Standard Error t-scae
Tolerant 371 0.499 0.129 3.863
Intolerant 458

Notes: Propensity score weighting on dogmatism, threat, democratic procedures support, education, and «
network heterogeneity. Additional controls: institutional and social tisbme, free time, political interest, rac
gender, age.

Finally, pooled European analysis in the ISSP may bias findings toward statistical

significance given the large number of observations. Moreover, applying matching procedures to

a panEuropean ample ignores real variation across countries in both tolerance and its

predictors. For instance, completing the highest level of education in the Netherlands and in

Latvia may not produce identical knowledge effects across Dutch and Latvian citizerfinas a

robustness check, | disaggregate the ISSP data, match tolerant and intolerant respondents within

each country, and run unique models for each country sample. The third coluhablef8
presents the marginal effects of tolerance on participatased on CEMalanced ordered

logistic regression estimates.
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Table 8 Marginal Effect of Political Tolerance on Participation Levels, by Country

Coefficient Standard Error Marginal Effect N
New democracies
Bulgaria -0.200 0.196 0.819 667
Czech Republic 0.533 0.163 1.704 726
Hungary -0.395 0.198 0.674 835
Latvia 0.100 0.163 1.105 671
Poland 0.238 0.145 1.269 1129
Slovenia 0.299 0.178 1.349 542
Slovakia 0.048 0.135 1.049 842
Old democracies
Austria 0.476 0.179 1.610 623
Denmark 0.304 0.175 1.355 560
Finland 0.318 0.189 1.374 515
France 0.018 0.136 1.018 930
Ireland 0.373 0.172 1.452 589
Netherlands 0.314 0.139 1.369 895
Norway 0.477 0.162 1.611 746
Sweden 0.286 0.142 1.331 851
UK 0.439 0.200 1551 450
USAA 0.889 0.216 2.433 454
USA (contentcontrolled [ec ] ) A 0.468 0.254 1.597 376
Results from ordered | ogistic regression with CE

AEstimates for U.S. b a kother estimates/dervédBrom ISP R60%) s ur vey

The evidence again casts doubt on conventional syndrome and tradeoff accounts of
tolerance and participation. Tolerarstenulatespolitical action in 11 of 17 countries studied by
an average of approximately5 additional actions among tolerant over intolerant respondents.
The effect is not entirely limited tdongstanding democracies, as tolerance stimulates
participation in the Czech Republic and Slovenia. But the effect is far weaker in the post
communistcontext and, in the case of Hungary, suppresses political participation as the tradeoff

hypothesis suggests.
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The findings thus far challenge conventional notions of how tolerance and participation
are linked. The increase in political activity that accamps tolerance cannot be understood
merely as a symptom of a broader constellation of democratic traits, as the syndrome hypothesis
maintains. Matching procedures successfully isolate tolerance and intolerance from these factors
(cf. Tade 5, meaning hat the observed differences between individuals are likely to have
resulted from differences in toleranedtitudes This in turn poses new questions for the
Atradeoffd between greater tolerance and mor ¢
tolerant facilitates exposure to the kinds of croafting political talk that sinks confidence in
oneds own views and makes <citizens socially a
(Mutz 2005), or because tolerance is too weak and too dissamersition to stimulate political
action. The unexpected regularity emerging here is that attitudinal toleragie®rced from
those individualevel characteristics that lead one to tolerate in the first plaoecreases
political engagement.

Of course the skeptic may still be skeptical: limitations in the USCID and ISSP survey
data prevent me from examining the influence of additional variables that | argue in Chapter
Three are crucial to public participatidnnamely attitudes toward conflict and siémt. Having
matched on all important observed factors, these remaining unobserved factors could still
account for the positive relationship. Matching reduces the degree to which the telerance
participation is spurious due to other observed variableseirstifitistical model. And while it
cannot perfectly render unobserved factors inconsequential, the effects of such factors can be
simulated empirically and ruled out theoretically (see section 4.6, below). | more fully address
these factors using originaliey-experiments in Chapter Six. Moreover, without longitudinal

data, it is not possible to address whether a positive causal feedback between tolerance and
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participation accounts for the relationship demonstrated above. However, the next section will
ted certain implications of both these perspectives by evaluating the influence of tolerance
across different modes of participation, and across different countries. These analyses cannot
conclude beyond a shadow of a doubt that only tolerance causespp#iditirather than the
reverse, but they will provide a bevy of support for the heretofm@erstudiedoehavioral

consequences of political tolerance.

4.5 POLITICAL TOLERANCE AND MODES OF PARTICI PATION

In what sense does being willing to extend expressivesig disliked groupsirive the tolerant
individual to embrace thosmame rights for herself? | have proposediibkavioral consistency
hypothesigo explain this outcomeélolerance is an unpopular, disagreeable, and risky position
that dissents from maijity intolerance and may be misconstrued as overt support for a widely
reviled group and its nonconformist ideals. In this sense, tolerance is not unlike public activism,
which seeks to challenge the status quo throughamomymous actions taken in fypublic

view. On one hand, people tend to behave consistently across situations that make similar
demands of the actors engaged (Shoda et al. 1993). On the other hand, previous research
suggests that tolerance has the capacity to reduce perceptions ofGilvean 2002) and risk in

a manner that may directly facilitate their engagement in-tagh forms of political activity.
Individuals who endure weighty costs to protect political expression by nonconformist groups
may be more willing to facdown similr barriers to their own political expression. Hence, the
relationship between tolerance and political activism is conditional on parallels in their relative

costs to the individual actofhe important contextual caveat, however, is that this relationship
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may be reversed in new democracies wlikrep seated suspicion of government and collective
political activities persists (Wallace et al. 1995) and where citizens may perceive very real risks
of government reprisal should they publicly challenge the statio In the postuthoritarian
context,l therefore speculate thetlerant citizens may be more likely to engage in private, rather
than public, forms of actiofthe new democracy hypothegis

As evidence for these proposition$able 9 illustrates he marginal change in
participation in each particular action from intolerant to tolerant individuals within each country
in the data. The entries reflect the increase or decrease in likelihood of taking each form of action
that corresponds with a shifiofn intolerance to tolerance. The marginal change coefficients are
grouped into quadrants so it is easier to visualize clusters of private and public activities among
respondents in pesommunist and longstanding democracies. Boldfaced entries are sighific

at p O .05.
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Table 9 Marginal Change in Participation, Intolerant to Tolerant

Private Actions Public Actions
Vote Donate  Contact Internet Petition Boycott  Rally Protest

New democracies

Bulgaria -0.083 -0.003 0.000 0.000 -0.024 0.001 0.015 0.019
Czech Republic 0.013 0.049 0.014 0.003 0.106 0.035 0.032 0.015
Hungary 0.008 -0.034 -0.034 0.000 0.000 -0.004 -0.010 -0.006
Latvia -0.074 0.032 0.026 0.012 -0.026 -0.010 -0.012 -0.039
Poland 0.024 0.068 0.009 0.011 0.027 -0.002 -0.001 0.046
Slovenia 0.002 -0.004 0.029 0.000 0.052 0.023 0.024 0.044
Slovakia -0.017 -0.015 -0.023 0.001 0.043 0.028 0.045 -0.014
Old democracies

Austria 0.027 0.020 0.028 0.006 0.079 0.142 0.122 0.114
Denmark -0.018 0.111 -0.018 0.014 -0.001 0.059 -0.011 0.096
Finland -0.007 0.110 0.081 -0.003 0.112 -0.016 0.093 -0.024
France -0.023 0.039 0.016 -0.009 0.056 0.070 0.006 0.022
Ireland 0.025 0.056 -0.021 0.010 0.056 0.152 -0.034 0.075
Netherlands 0.004 -0.013 0.112 0.010 0.036 0.079 0.052 0.063
Norway 0.006 0.059 0.087 0.021 0.016 0.113 0.061 0.065
Sweden 0.001 0.063 0.094 0.008 0.054 0.013 0.060 0.004
UK -0.021 0.079 0.030 0.000 0.005 0.143 0.039 0.074
USAA 0.006 0.055 0.080 0.14% 0.231 0.116 0.003 0.000
USA (cc) 0.007 0.029 0.058 0.107 0.214 0.112 0.096 0.015
ResultsfromCEMb al anced | ogistic regression. Bol df aced en-

AEstimates for U.S. based on steBvedfdmISIPAIDB). survey;

The clearest results, in the lowgght quadrant, support the hypothesis that tolerance
stimulates participation in contenticasllective, public actions in longstanding democracies. A
shift from intolerance to toleranceisas the likelihood of at least one activity in every country in
the sample. In Austria, tolerant citizens are more likely than their intolerant countrymen to
engage in every public activity. The pattern is weakest in Denmark, where tolerant Danes are
neaty 10 percent more likely to protest than intolerant Danes, but not significantly more or less

likely to petition, boycott, or attend rallies.
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In general, the magnitudes of marginal change in each public mode of participation from
intolerance to tolerancer e moder ate to small in size. But
public participation is far broader than it is on private modes of action. In the leftvguadrant,
it is clear that tolerant citizens in someespecially Scandinaviaih countries will also tend to
take more private actions than intolerant citizens. The effects are mostly confined to contacting,
however, which has the most potential for conflict and may in some cases invohte-face
encounters. Taken together, the lower half Table 9 supports the liberal commitment
hypothesis: tolerance stimulates more participation through public rather than through private
political actions.

The new democracy hypothessnot supported, however. Tolerance in paehmunist
democraciesloes not tend tocrease the likelihood that citizens will engage in private political
activities. In Bulgaria and Hungary respectively, tolerance instead decreases the likelihood of
voting and contacting officials, and is otherwise inconsequential. argl€oles are 6.8 percent
more likely and tolerant Czechs 4.9 percent more likely than thterant compatriots to
donate to political parties or causes. But in these countries, and in Slovenia, tolerance also
increases the probability of involvememt certain public acts as well, though the effects are
generally small. These states experienced rather smooth transition to democracy and are
characterized by low corruption and little etHimgguistic heterogeneity. The positive influence
of democratic aentations on activism may be taken as a sign of democratic consolidation in
these countries.

The core idea behind thHeehavioral consistenclgypothesidgs thattolerance as a high
cost decision, has the capacity to increase the degree to which iniadeiavilling to confront

costs associated with public political action. In that sense, tolefanitigates public political
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action in the same way that resources, psychological engagement with politics, and mobilization
potential lowers barriers to e¢ovengagement in general. Does tolerance truly help lift citizens
over the high barriers to public political action? A strong test of this proposition would show that
tolerant individuals at thedwestlevel of resources, psychological engagement withtipsland
mobilization potential are nonetheless more likely to engage in public political activities than
intolerant individuals at theighestlevels of these factors. Using the most conservative, centent
controlled measures of tolerance for responderdst isliked group in USCID dat&jgure 1
depicts the marginal increase in probability of public action among tolerant and intolerant
individuals at the minimum and maximum levels of associational involvement, political interest,

and education.
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Figure 1 Public Participation among Tolerant and Intolerant Citizens at Polarized Levels of Civic
Voluntarism Predictors
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The effects of associational involvement make the point most clearly. Public actions,
which require much cooperaticand may involve conflict, require connections to organizations
that create both the opportunity for actions like protest, volunteering, and boycotting (e.g. Diani
and McAdam 2003), and also the encouragement to get involved in such activities. Yat tolera
individuals with the lowest levels of associational involvement remain more likely petition,
boycott, volunteer, or demonstrate than the most involved intolerant individuals. Similarly, less
educated tolerant citizens (i.e. those who have completedbrstiman a higischool education),
remain more likely to engage in contentious and collective political actions than the most
educated intolerant individuals (i.e. those who have completed at least some college). Although
intolerant individuals who are meiinterested in politics appear slightly more likely to engage in
public political activities than tolerant individuals, the difference does not achieve conventional

levels of statistical significance.

46 ROSENBAUM SENSITIVIT Y ANALYSISOF TOLERANCEGS EFMWNECT O

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Attitudinal tolerance increases public political action after conditioning on differences across
tolerant and intolerant individuals oobservedfactors that drive tolerance and may also
influence participation. Yet it remains podsilthat the effects demonstrated thus far owe instead

to unobservabld act or ( s ) , and that these fAhidden bi ac
between attitudinal tolerance and civic engagemenChapter Three, for instance, | reviewed

evidence fom political participation research that finds orientations toward risk and conflict in

particular may render the costs of public activism less daunting. | argued that tolerance has the

123



capacity to shape these factors; however, it is possible that toésrdrntolerant individuals
differ in terms of these dispositions peeexistingfactors. If that is the case, then emergent
regularity in this chapter may nevertheless remain spurious and the theoretical perspective | have
developed in this dissertationam be indefensible-ortunately Rosenbaum (2002) proposes a
sensitivity analysis that can be used to esti
into tolerance that any bias due to unobserved factors would need to reach in ordeuto overt
inferences about the influence of tolerance on public participation.

The procedure relies first on propensstyore matching (as opposed to coarsened exact
matching), and second on the estimation of a series of Wilcoxon signkdests of the effest
for public participation under increasingly restrictive assumptions about the probability of each
individual in a matched pair being tolerant. A baseline is first established under the assumption
that each individual in a matched pair shares equalligetl of being tolerant. This is associated
with an odds ratio (or, I n the parlance of Rc
procedure then simulates gammas of larger values owing to the influence of unobserved factors
such that the odds that enndividuals in a matched pair being tolerant would be 10 percent
higher (gamma = 1.1), 20 percent higher (gamma = 1.2) and so on. The Wilcoxonrraighed
test is calculated wunti|l the null hypot hesi s
level. The gamma value at this point represents the magnitude that hidden bias would have to
have on the selection process in order to alter the inferences about the effects of tolerance on
public participation Such a procedure has been used effecélsgwhere in political science,
perhaps most clearly by Finkel, Horowitz, and Rbjendoza 2011).

As a means of substantively grounding the size of this effect, the gamma estimate can be

compared against the influence of tbleservedeffect of the major thoretical predictors of
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tolerance on individual sé6 propensity to exten

they dislike the mosiTable 10estimates these observed effects.

Table 10 Estimating the Propensity of Tesvance

Coefficient Odds Ratio
Low perceived Sociotropic threat 0.641 1.899
(0.125)
High support for democratic values and procedures 1.004 2.729
(0.209)
Low dogmatism 0.522 1.685
(0.194)
High discussion network heterogeneity 0.137 1.146
(0.083)
Constant -9.858
(1.073) _
Results from logistic regression with standard errors in parentlgglefaced entries significantptO . 1 |

(two-tailed)

As expected: Tolerance is far more likely where respondents do not believe that their
most disliked group poses a threat to society, where they more strongly support democratic
values and procedures in principle, and where individ@ats operminded, rather than
dogmatic, thinkers. Additionally, having a diverse political discussion network significantly
increases the likelihood that an individual will countenance ideas and interests they strongly

oppose.
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Table 11 Sensitivity Analysis for Effects of Tolerance on Public Participation

Ratio of Gamma Associated with Unobserved Confounder(s) to Gammas
(Selection Effect OdeRatios) Associated with:

High support for
Low Low democratic values High network
Ga mma threat Dogmatism and procedures heterogeneity
Public
Participation 1.97 1.899 1.685 2.729 1.146

Table 11compares these magnitudes against the simulated effeat®b$erved factors
on process of selection into tolerance, which are estimated through the Rosenbaum Bounds
method. The Gamma value of 1.97 indicates the level at whecleffect of tolerance becomes
sensitive to hidden bsa(upper bound -palue > 0.05):an unobserved factor would need to
increase the odds that an individual would be toleran®byercentin order to overturn the
inferences | have reported. Substantively speaking, the unobserved factor would need to increase
i ndi vi dual s Oerameovernaedralovetthe effeats oftsaciotropic threat and dogmatism
by approximately 27 and 43 percent, respectively. This seems implausible, as these are among
the strongest and most consistent predictors of tolerance across countries, and sinceoghiey alm
certainly capture, to some extent, unobserved factors related to personality, evaluations of
current political and economic circumstances, etc. It is therefore not unreasonable to conclude
that the results | have reported are robust to reasonables lef/glotential bias caused by

unobserved factors.
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4.7  DISCUSSION, OBJECTIONS, AND PREVIEW OF SUBSEQUENT CHAPTERS

The findings presented in thihaptersuggest that political tolerance matters for political action
potential, but not in a way that conforms tdasmtempirical researchlolerance is a democratic
orientation not only towards which ideas may be expressed legitimately in a society, but also
toward how those ideas may be expressed. Independently of both the traits that lead one to put up
with her poitical opponents and also the resources, interest, and opportunities that drive her
participation, political tolerance stimulates greater civic engagereaspecially through
collective and confrontational modes of action that aim to alter the statutrgugh dramatic
means. Tolerance facilitates participation the same way that standard predictors of civic
voluntarism lower certain barriers to act. As an exercise irdisagreement and dissent,
tolerance renders the collective and contentious exertigaitcal rights and civil liberties less
challenging or more endurable. Even at low levels of associational involvéngefactor that
mobilizes individuals into public actioil tolerant individuals are more likely to petition,
volunteer, boycott andrptest than intolerant citizens.

Among the more important findings to emerge from the analysis is, hence, a null finding:
political tolerance and the choice to vote are generally unrelated. This makes sense from the
perspective developdd this dissertion Beyond support for political rights and civil liberties,
tolerance influences modes of participation because it is an orientation toward the actual exercise
of those liberties. Voting, as well as other more private forms of action, are perhap$otaken
granted in consolidated democracies and do not register as liberties to be exercised. They are
simply fundamental features of life in a democracy.

It is therefore important to pay greater attention to the types of participation under

consideration Wwen examining the behavioral consequences of democratic orientations. As
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Gi bson and Bingham (1985) not e, AnWhet her a o
behavioréis determined in party by theesddiffi
will only be blocked by high hurdles, whereas weak propensities may be blocked by relatively

low hurdles. The strength of the propensity interacts with the situational context in producing
behavi oihis ciadted &upgests thatlitical tolerancelowers hurdles to collective and
contentious action over and above the enabling effects of resources, psychological engagement
with politics, and mobilization potential. It does little to facilitate the propensity to vote, donate,

or contact officials.

Several objections to this conclusion can be raised, however. Most basically, the casual
arrow could point in the other direction. In fact, this was precisely the democratic learning
hypothesis examined by Peffley and Rohrschneider (2003) in their multleakisis of political
tolerance in seventeen countries using the 9% World Values surveys. Finding that
unconventional, public, forms of participation were more strongly tied to political tolerance than
more conventional, private, forms of partidipa, Peffley and Rohrschneider hypothesized and
found that f@Abecause such modes of participatd:i
win concessions from those in the majority, they serve to instruct participants on the value of
procedural rigts. Thus, byusing civil liberties individuals are also likely to develop a stronger
appreciati on f or200p @45, emphasss laddaedreffley ana Racheschneifler
also found that one of the strongest leXgbredictors of political toleraecwas democratic
longevity. Moreover, the causal dynamic between political tolerance and civic engagement
remains unclear. Although present a bevy of evidence indicating that tolerance drives
participation in collective and contentious action, survey gdbne cannot begin to uncover

whatmoveghe politically tolerant to participate in more social modes of political participation.
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Finally, substantiating the causal effect of tolerance on participation is made more
difficult where the dependent variabiee | i e s o n r -eepopeu rledet of tpditcal s e | f
activism. Random measurement error in the dependent variable is not terribly pernicious because
it does not bias coefficient slopes and inflates standard errors. It is possible to conclude that the
thh s chapterdos analysis underestimates the eff
also risk ofsystematianeasurement error in setported participation, especially among highly
educated respondents and respondents residing in longsfadetimocracies in which political
participation is cultivated as a civic responsibility. Although nonparametric matching techniques
help rebut the individudevel concern (e.g. the effects of tolerance are estimated for tolerant and
intolerant individualsat approximately equal levels of education), the tolergacgcipation
|l inkagedbs inequality across | ongstanding and
other than tolerance. Superior measurement of political participation is the best waytéo ref
measuremererror concerns.

Randomized experiments in political tolerance and direct measures of overt political
behavior would help respond to these objections. Ideally, researchers would isolate the effects of
tolerance on participation with experinte that assign subjects to manifest tolerance or
intolerance and, through random assignment, eliminate differences in antecedent factors across
individuals. Random assignment would allow researchers to observe how tolerance and
intolerance independentlyfact participation.

However, manipulating tolerance and intolerance in a manner conducive to examining
their downstream effects on political behavior is challenging. As | argue in the next chapter,
tolerance is more pliable in response to direct persnatirough counterarguments (Gibson

1998), while framing civil liberties disputes variously in terms of public order or free speech
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( Nel son, Cl awson, and Oxley 1997) exerts onl
proclivity toward tolerance (Marsuet al. 1995). | therefore set out in Chapter Five to introduce,

test, and evaluate a novel framework for manipulating tolerance judgments in a manner that
permits strong causal inferences regarding its effects on participation. This methodological
interlude lays the foundation for my cresational experiments, presented in Chapter Six, where

| randomly assign subjects in the United States and Hungary to manifest tolerance or intolerance,

and trace the eff ect overppbliticalbehaviorj udgment on sub
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5.0 CAUSAL INFERENCE IN THE STUDY OF POLITIC AL TOLERANCE: THE

SELF-PERSUASION EXPERIMENT

This chapter develops and tests a novel framework for randomly assigning subjects to practice
tolerance or intolerance toward their leagted group during ahypothetical civil liberties

dispute. | first discuss the goals of causal inference and then highlight certain limitations
inherent in extant experimental approaches, which hamper successful causal inference about the
consequences of tolerance and intalerc e f or political outcomes.
persuasion experiment.o | theoretically groun
effects on attitudinal tolerance and intolerance. The findings indicate potent effects of the
manipulaton on both political tolerance and intolerance. The magnitude of attitude change is
particularly strong and significant among initially tolerant respondents assigned to practice
intolerance and initially intolerant respondents assigned to practice tolerafven that

previous work has largely struggled to convert intolerance to tolerance, th@essifasion
experiment offers an important advancement in our ability to randomly assign subjects to

manifest (in)tolerance and to study their downstream effects
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5.1 INTRODUCTION

Causal inference requires that scholars unequivocally attribute variation in outcomes to the
presence ofr absence of a unique stimulus.
(Holland 1986) facing social scientists who employ obdemwal data is the lack of the
counterfactual condition: researchers caversimultaneously observe within a single unit the
presence and absence of the same stimulsnce, one cannot attribute unambiguous
explanatory power to that stimulus alone withmvoking additional assumptions.

Consequently, political scientists increasingly adopt and combine novel approaches to
minimizing this problem. One such approach generates counterfactual outcomes from
observational data through procedures like nonparameatching, which | employed in
Chapter four. Such techniques appreciably diminish the fundamental problem of causal
inference; however, they remain open to objections at their assumptions. In particular, the choice
of wvariabl es o0n eatnmentarnd cdntool gfobpa and the exact procedure for
partly depends on researcher decisions. This
unbiasedness. Although matching methods are superior to regression because they restrict
analysis to a appropriate comparison group and therefore come closer to fulfilling the
assumption of no omitted variable bias, unobserved factors may still affect the relationship. The
Rosenbaum sensitivity analysis in section 4.6 suggested minimal influence of mableseon
the positive relationship between tolerance and participation; however, while these effects can be
estimated they cannot be ruled out entirely using observational data alone.

A second, and more powerful approach, employs experimentaniomy assign
subjects to different treatment conditions. The boon to causal inference, according to Gerber and

Green (2012), i's that AThe procedure of assi
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systematic tendency for either the treatment or contr gr oup t o have an ad\
words, random assignment implies that the obseaweldunobservethctors that affect outcomes
are equally |likely to be prese8ht in the treat

The standard empirical model in curremtipcal science research utilizing randomized
experiments is the Adownstream model 0 of tre.
assigned at random to either receive or not receive a treatment. Assignment to treatment is then
used as an instruent to estimate effects of the actual receipt of treatment on a particular
out come. Di fferences between fAtreatmento and
calculated following exposure or naxposure to the treatment. The discrepancy in mean
outcome values between treated and untreated subjects provides an accurate estimate the effect
of receiving treatment, because probability dictates that subjects have equal chance of being
assigned to treatment or control, and hence are not likely ter diff selection confounders.
Covariates can be included in the fAidownstream
of standard errors and do not fundamentally alter the relationship between treatment and
outcome.

Ideally, students of political terance and its consequences would employ experiments
which assign subjects to manifest tolerance or intolerance and, through random assignment,
eliminate differences in antecedents across these groups. Random assignment would allow
researchers to obserwether and in what ways tolerance and intolerandependentlyaffect
political outcomes. Certain properties of political (in)tolerance render this ideal solution difficult
to operationalize, however. On one hand, tolerance and intolerance are attitesiioases to
stimuli that individuals experience and process differently; in the strictest sense, attitudinal

(in)toleranceper se cannot be randomly assigned. One solution to this problem employs
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Aemphasis frameso t o madirectywby @idemizingovaratiomimc e a't
stimuli that predict tolerance, like how threatening to society a group appears or how relevant
democratic values like free speech are to a particular dispute. Still, these procedures hamper
valid causal inferences aboutet direct effects of tolerance because they directly manipulate
beliefs antecedent to tolerance, which themselves may influence outcomes of interest. As | argue
bel ow, framing violates the exclusion condit.i

On the other handplerance judgments are not immutable or intrinsic properties of
individuals and are not entirely inflexible in response to direct attempts at persuasion (Gibson
1998; Gibson and Gouws 2003; Sniderman 1996). Tolerance and, to a much lesser extent,
intolerance are labile in response to counterarguments that introduce considerations individuals
may not have contemplated prior to rendering their initial judgment. Like framing experiments,
these procedures facilitate explanations of the etiology of (in)toleraat pose problems for
causal inferences about the consequences of
experimentso tend not to employ control gr ou|
counterarguments) and thus lack a key counterdéclt is impossible to gauge whether those
i ndividuals who have been Aconvertedo (Gibson
different outcome patterns had they not been exposed to counterarguments. The solution, as |
argue below, is moreomplicated than simply adding a control group, because direct persuasion
has the potential to introduce other influences on outcomes as vesipecially behavioral
outcomes.

The central methodological obstacle to understanding the consequences ofécderdn
intolerance is that no adequate methodology for randomly and directly manipulating

(in)tolerance currently exists. The purpose of this chapter is to develop, test, and evaluate novel
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experimental techniques for randomized experiments in polititadatace. Even if individuals
cannot be directly and randomly assigned to experience (in)tolerance as an attitude, | argue in
this chapter that individuals can be randomly assigned to direct manipulations that compel them
to apply tolerance or intolerancenipractice. This distinction between attitudinal and applied
(in)tolerance is more than a semantic-anolund the challenge of manipulating core values and
beliefs. Political (in)tolerance is unique among democratic values insofar as civil liberties
dispues and contests over how to allocate rights and liberties in a society furnish very concrete
circumstances that oblige tlagplicationof this value. Philosophers and political theorists have
thus long distinguished between tolerance as a general dispdsivard admitting the validity

of different viewpoints, and toleration as behavioral resistance against the impulse to repress
unsavory groups and ideas (e.g. Murphy 1997).

The empirical portion of this chapter develops an experiment that randomlysassig
individuals to apply tolerance or intolerance in response to a civil liberties dispute; demonstrates
its potent influence on pogtst tolerance attitudes; and justifies employing the experiment in the
next chapter, which aims to substantiate theect causal effect of tolerance on political
participation. Before discussing my own methodological choices, | review current approaches to
manipulating tolerance attitudes and explicate their limitations for causal inference with respect
to the consequences$ lerance and intolerance. | then introduce an alternative framework for
mani pul ating tolerance | udg me fpersigsiongand praseht i t
the results of several trials. The final section describes how this method will bheyecpo

answer substantive questions in the next chapter.
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5.2 EXPERIMENTS IN POLIT ICAL TOLERANCE

One reason the consequences of political tolerance remain unclear is that scholars have not been
able to separate the direct effects of toleration from thoseidhdillevel factors that drive
tolerance. Manipulating tolerance judgments, and only these judgments, is challenging. Scholars
general employ one of two conventional approaches to manipulate tolerance attitudes: framing
through experimental vignettes arett persuasion through counterarguments. These techniques
yield varying results with respect to their influence on attitudinal tolerance, but they have made
undeniable contributions to what we know about the etiology and nature of tolerance and
intolerarce. However, neither method is appropriate for understanding the independent effects of
tolerance judgments on political outcomes. Here | discuss each approach and detail why a

methodological alternative is desirable.

5.2.1 Framing and experimental vignettes

The framing tradition in tolerance research is based on the idea that civil liberties disputes pose
difficult questions that crossut multiple values, beliefs, and political issues. Media and political
elites can shape <citi zengasdiviltiberliese disputecire termmsuofi g me n t
(usually) just one of these dimensions. Frames in communication promote specific definitions,
constructions, and interpretations of political issues (Gamson 1992). Framing effects may be
distinguished from persuasian that frames alter the relative importance of particular concepts

for judging attitudes and beliefs toward an issue or idea, rather than try to changatémgof

oneds beliefs ( Nel son and Oxley 1999), whi c

tolerance experiments (Gibson 1998).
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For i nstance, Nel son, Cl awson and Oxl| eyos
tolerance compares subjectsdé willingness to a
choice to do so is framed as either a eratf protecting public order or a question of upholding
free speech. In cognitive psychological terms, frames increase the accessibility and salience of
attitudes that are already available in indi
perceved threatposed to society by their led#ted group anctivil liberties supporti two of
the strongest predictors of tolerance judgmeéntare preexisting, available attitudes among
subjects. In turn, framing a civil liberties dispute as an exhortatiarphold free speech will
increase the importance subjects attribute to democratic and civil libertarian norms when judging
whether the KKK should be allowed to hold their rally, while emphasizing threats that the KKK
pose to public order and securityine ases t he salience of sociotr
The former should stimulate tolerance; the latter should suppress it.

Nelson, Clawson and Oxley (1997) find, in support of these propositions, that subjects
exposed to Afr eessddpereentigieatef tolerane shanesubjects exposed to
Apubl i ¢ o dreimceasd aof @68 @ants on thé kcale. Consistent with emphasis
framing theory (e.g. Gamson 1992), this effect appears to be mediated by the differential
importance sulects in each frame attribute to free speech versus public order considerations.
Using both real media coverage of a proposed KKK rally in Ohio, as well as highly controlled
vignettes to simulate newspaper coverage of the same rally, the authors replogirin
mediational analysis that public order frames directly increase the importance subjects attribute
to security concerns (b=0.35, pO®O.Q@%), pwhiOcH
However, although Nelson, Clawson and Oxley find that Bpeech importance increases

t ol erance ( b= @andoBie increa3éd.infpdrtance td thedrgming effect {d48,
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p>0.05) . They explain that the i nsignificant
stratospheric level of supportenpoyl by free speech valueso (1997

This outcome reveals important limitations of framing procedures in manipulating
tolerance judgments. On one hand, the authors admit that the potency of the procedure is
guestionable: without evidence of a directirag effect on the importance of free speech, it is
not clear that the procedure carries any exog
control group (in this case, a group of subjects exposed to aniisdagant frame) is necessary
to rde out that the betweegroup treatment effect is not merely attributable to the bolstering
influence of public order frames on perceived threat and, in itolerance In other words,
Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley (1997) evince that they can indirectiease tolerance, but not
that they can increase tolerance. For any betweeunps design analyzing consequences of
tolerance judgments, this problem is similar to an implementation problem known-agl@te
noncompliance, when subjects assigned to rece®atment go untreated (Gerber and Green
2012: 133). When this occurs, inferences based on befgreeps comparisons are not
unbiased.

Nor does this procedure provide an unbiased estimator of intolerance for use in a
Adownstr eam mo d edtsoFraming ekperenartsrimégradice wifjue complications
that obscure thendependeninfluence of tolerance judgments on any number of outcomes.
Specifically, framing only permits researchers italirectly shape political tolerance or
intolerance. The piedures in the Nelson et al. study, for example, target two of the most
theoretically grounded and robust predictors of tolerance attitudgsmocratic norms and
perceived threat by increasing their salience to individuals who are confronted with qussti

about civil liberties. These factors themselves have been tied to directly to a variety of outcomes,
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including civic engagement: threat breeds anxiety, which in turn motivates people to more
closely monitor and engage in political affairs (Pantoja &adura 2003), while support for
democratic values has been directly tied to protest and other contentious political actions in
several contexts (e.g. Benson and Rahn 1997; Benson and Rochon 2004; Finkel and Smith 2010;
Gibson 1997). Directly manipulatindné salience of threat or democratic values in order to
influence tolerance judgments therefore paradoxically makes it difficult to isolate the effects of
toleranceper se on downstream outcomes such as political participation. In methodological
terms, radomization in framing experiments no longer satisfies the exclusion condition for use
as an instrumental variable for any downstream effects to be measured.

A third problem with framing procedures is the tradeoff between theoretically informed
measurementand operational costs. Framing experiments in political tolerance generally
sacrifice content controlled measurement because they require lengthy vignettes or visual stimuli
that are costly to vary. Moreover, it is difficult to convey verisimilar circamses of civil
liberties disputes across multiple types of groudser instance, a respondent who selects the
KKK as her most disliked group may find the threat of conflict and disorder plausible given the
groupds violent past seleathatheistsaosChiistiae fundangrnpabsts dse n t
her most disliked group may find such claims unrealistic. At a minimum, standardizing the target
group across all respondents requires a control group that can provide a baseline measure of
tolerance whichg not subjected to exogenous manipulation attempts. Finally, framing effects are
highly contingent upon a variety of additional factors, such as source cue and credibility (e.g.
Druckman 2001), which increases the cost of variation and distances thelmanipy on6s deg

of separation from a direct effect on political tolerance.
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5.2.2 Persuasion experiments

Persuasion experiment$ ef f or t s t o convert individual so
counterarguments offer several advantages over framing procedures dpproach, advanced

largely by Gibson (1996, 1998; Gibson and Gouws 2003), invites subjects to express their
authentic, uninfluenced position (i.e. tolerant or intolerant) toward their-likadt group and

then seeks to alter these attitudes throughrateguments favoring the opposite judgment.
Persuasion experiments thus employ content controlled methodology and manipulate tolerance
judgments directly while (like framing experiments) preserving real dimensions of decision
making in civil liberties dputes. That is, authentic decisions to uphold or repress hated political
opponentsd rights are contextwual; they are so
discussion and exposure to a variety of opinions, including countervailing vievesiaBien
experiments procedurally simulate this feature of civil liberties decisions. An interviewer first
gauges respondentsd basel i ne -tblevanoe ragumeres toand t
subjects who initially express intolerant positions, ttaeg-tolerance arguments to respondents

who initially take tolerant positions, and one foterance and one artblerance argument to
respondents who express uncertainty over how to respond to the hypothetical dispute. These
procedures are considered segsful when original tolerance is converted to intolerance, and

vice versa.

The lasting contribution of persuasion experiments is what they reveal about the nature of
tolerance and intolerance, especially the fundamental asymmetry of tolerant and nhtolera
attitudes. In particular, it is far easier to convert tolerance to intolerance than the reverse.
Moreover, this disproportionate pliability is largely a function of the fact that tolerance is

embedded within and, in certain circumstances, at odds with host of broader democratic
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beliefs that can be made accessible and #Atrun
of persuasion experiments to scholarsd unders
cannot be understated. However, réh@re important reasons why direct persuasion through
counterarguments is an inappropriate tool for evaluating the downstream consequences of these
attitudes.

Gibson (1998:846) adumbrates one of these reasons when he advances the following
research questo n , i mplied by his results: ATo what e
reflect their 6original é views or their dédconv
of tolerance that has been manipulated through direct persuasionvgetbannot know whether
what we observe iIis attributable to respondent
of fApur ed ciowhose jodgmests regardicgttaderation remain free from researcher
influencei would be necessary to surmisiow converted and original tolerance judgments
differ. Since Gibson and colleagues primarily have been interested in comparing the relative
pliability of tolerance and intolerance and the determinants of this pliability, such control groups
generally hag not been included as theoretically relevant design components.

While this limitation is easy to resolve, the direct persuasion approach poses other, less
mechanical, threats to unbiased causal inferences about the effects of (in)tolerance. The social
psychology literature on persuasion and resistance to persuasion suggests ieretlagtempt
to directly persuada subjecc ar ri es at | east one i mportant ir
Attitudes thatchangein response to persuasive counterarguieend to beweakerthan
original, unmanipulated attitudes (Crano and Prislin 2006), while individualgegsiattempts
at direct persuasion in turn develspronger attitudes and tend to bmore certainthat their

initial attitude is correct than imdduals whose original attitudes are never challenged in the first
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place (Tormala and Petty 2002). This is especially true when the persuasive argument is
perceived as strong. A related problem, as Gibson (1998: 846) notes, is that no means of
Aindepeygderml i brating the ar gumtlernsearglinents e qu a
may simply be stronger by virtue of the fact that they plug into alternate, valid democratic values
while protolerance arguments do not strongly appeal to respondentsh@.eattitudinally

intolerant) who more weakly embrace democratic values in the first place. Unless this can be
validated empirically, it would be difficult
relative to resistant (in)tolerance ardriauitable to unintentional differences across argument
strength.

This is potentially important because strong attitudes last longer over time, show greater
resistance to attack, and have a greater impact on judgments and behavior (Petty and Krosnick
1995). Attitude certainty functions in a similar way, and it has been shown that as individuals are
increasingly certain of their attitudes, these attitudes increasingly predict behavior (Fazio and
Zanna 1978). I n ot her wor day,not aharigd io vegpbnseat:mm at t
persuasion, the resistant attitudedbs propert
Hence,both persuasiorand resistanceyield consequences for attitude strength that may affect
outcomes despite the change or laflkclmange in content of the attitude itself. The apparent
solution to this probleni randomly assigning individuals to ptolerance or antiolerance
Acount er air gakeselitile théoretical sense in the context of direct persuasion
experiments, becgue we mus't first know what i ndi vidua
words, there are theoretical and methodological justificatgasnstfull randomization in direct

persuasion experiments (Gibson, Caldeira and Spence 2002).
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A final considerationremains important for persuasion experiments that employ
counterarguments. According to the preeminent social psychologist, Elliot Aronson (1999), the
bal ance of evidence from decades of soci al [
change inducedby direct persuasion is usually small and siigead, especially when
communication departs radicaldAnd rtohmtt hies rwelhce
are |istening at all!. .. [ W]l  hen faced twded h com
or beliefs, most people are adept at either tuning out, turning off, or simply refusing to expose
themselves to that message (Hyman and Sheat sl
1999: 876, emphasis added).

The framing and direct persuasi@approaches to manipulating tolerance judgments
reveal much about the etiology and nature of tolerance and intolerance. However, neither is
appropriate or capablé as a means tandomly assigrsubjects to tolerance or intolerance so
as to draw causal nf erences about these judgmentsd <co
Framing experiments influence tolerance indirectly, with questionable strength, and can lead to
biased inferences based on betwgsyups analyses. Direct persuasion experiments are not
theoretically suited for randomization and may inadvertently alter attitudinal properties that
distinguish converted and resistant (in)tolerance from the (in)tolerance of individuals who are not
exposed to counterarguments.

In the next section, | developn alternative framework for randomly assigning
individuals to express tolerance or intolerance in a manner that is both internally valid and
applicable to the study of the consequences of tolerance judgments. | base this approach on
social psychological e sear cipeosuaasebh, 0o take care to dis

internal validity, and introduce the experimental procedure.
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5.3 APPLIED (IN)TOLERANC E AND THE SELF-PERSUASION EXPERIMENT

One unexplored possibility for advancing experiments orcdmsequences of (in)tolerance is to
randomly assign subjects to conditions that compel them to actayghyy tolerance or
intolerance in practicé regardless of whether they hold tolerant or intolerant attitudes or would
(not) tolerate in principle. At aminimum, practicing tolerance suggests doing nothing; one will
repress neither the expression of an objectioc
repress that idea. At a maximum, it means vigorously countering intolerance by taking a stance
in favor of allowing objectionable ideas by abhorrent groups to be expressed. Practicing
intolerance, by contrast, requires that one actively oppose the expression of objectionable ideas
or interests. Researchers may randomly assign individuals to ssemiaat compel them to
actively take up and defend a tolerant position or an intolerant position, regardless of their
natural predisposition to do so, and regardless of their variable responsiveness to stimuli
surrounding the disputed group, ideas, rigbtsactions.

To simulate these situations, | propose #afpersuasion experimentUnlike direct
persuasion through counterarguments, in this experiment interviewers do not attempt to talk
respondents out of attitudes or beliefs they have previouslyegsgul. Insteadhe subject
persuades someone else to change their tolerance judgmnewother words, the onus of
developing and defending a tolerant or intolerant position falls to the subject, not to the
researcher. Through this design, subjects caasbgned at randomto scenarios in which they
must convince a confederate to abandon her intolerant position (i.e. the appjexttolerance)
or tolerant position (i.e. the subjexgipliesintolerance).

This procedure therefore permits researchergstgn individuals to a task where they

more realistically practice tolerance or intolerance toward a group that they strongly dislike. In
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direct persuasion experiments, individuals may or may not acquiesce to a tolerant or intolerant
position after expose to up to three counterarguments. In the-getSuasion experiment,
subjects must reconcile with their negative attitudes toward a target group in a cognitively
intensive manner and th@ut them asiden order to advocate a tolerant position. In theecaf
intolerance, they instead must put aside any commitments to civil liberties and prioritize negative
characteristics of the target group or negative consequences of affording it rights. In this sense,
the selfpersuasion experiment more closely appr@tes the actual practice of tolerance or
intolerance and, as such, individuals may be randomly assigned to defend these positions
regardless of their underlying attitudinal disposition toward or against tolerance.

Beyond randomizing applied tolerancedaintolerance, the seffersuasion experiment
furnishes a powerful alternative method of manipulating attitudinal tolerance and intolerance.
Janis and King (1954) discovered that a side effect of sulgeaidience persuasion (e.g.
through essay writinglebates, or adviegiving) is that subjects tend persuade themselvésat
the position they have advocated approximates their true belief. Even participants who argue a
counterattitudinal poi nt of view (iaded.by devi |
themselves than by othersd arguments that fav
and Chaiken 1993; Wilson 1990).

Sever al expl anapieoss adioognot he fsf efcsel dxi st
dissonance reduction is the maogtominent. Festinger (1957) argued that advocating a
counterattitudinal opinion leads to cognitive dissonance, which is reduced through attitude
change. When the inducement (e.g. financial reward) to defending such an opinion is low, people
must seek adddnal justification for the position they advocated. They accomplish this by

persuading themselves that the position they advocated is not really far from their true position.
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The end result is a shift in attitude away from their original belief, towardatued position
(Aronson 1999). Selpersuasion can also occur followipgoattitudinal argumentation (Crano
and Prislin 2006), as subjects adopt new justifications for their initial positions (Cooper 2007).
Self-persuasion exerts powerful influenceeo\both attitudes and behavior. It has been
shown to reduce hostile attitudes, negative stereotypes, and prejudice toward minority groups
(e.g. Aronson and Patnoe 1997; Aronson, Stephan, Sikes, Blaney and Snapp 1978); to increase
condom use among collegaudents (Aronson, Fried and Stone 1991; Stone, Aronson, Crain,
Winslow and Fried 1994), and to increase water conservation and recycling (Dickerson,
Thibodeau, Aronson and Miller 1992). In general, -peifsuasion more readily influences the
content of attudes, rather than their intensity, and its effects are particularly noticeable among
subjects who argue counterattitudinal positions. Nevertheless, both proattitudinal and
counterattitudinal advocacy exert similar (and generally potent) influence ovavibel
intentions (Gordijn, Post mes, and de Vries 20
resear gdrsuasibndsalmiost always a more powerful form of persuasion (deeper, longer
lasting) than more traditional persuasion techniquésat is, than being directly persuaded by
another person, no matter how clever, convincing, expert, and trustworthy that other person
might bei precisely because in direct persuasion, the audience is constantly aware of the fact
that they have been persuddey another. Where sgbersuasion occurs, people are convinced
that the motivation for change has come from
| hypothesize that the sgtersuasion experiment will produce similar patterns of change
in tolerance attitudes. Subjects assijne t o receive treat ment Col
mani pul ationo in which they develop argument

intolerance (i.e. the tolerance treatment condition) or tolerance (i.e. the intolerance treatment
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condition). A control goup completes a similar persuasion task about an unrelated issue.
Following several distractor questions, subjects express thehtgsdsiblerance. | expect that
attitudinal tolerance among subjects assigned to the tolerance condition will be greatbetha
control group, while subjectsssigned to apply intolerance during the manipulation will exhibit
less tolerance than the control group. Moreover, | expect to observe stronger evidence of attitude
change among those subjects assigned to write argsintfegdt ran counter to their original
beliefs!®

Self-persuasion experiments are not without threats to internal validity. | have designed
the present experiment to account for several of these challenges. For instance, systematic
differences in the intertyi of arguments in favor or against toleration may emerge across
treatment groups or types of individualdhave sought to keep this more or less constant with
constraints on essay |l ength and wr putpos@gtg t i me
independently code the intensity of each elaboration. Theseedures also serve to check
against active noncomplianéea condition in which subjects may elect to write nonsense or
simply fill the space required by the survey software to move forwatiger than dedicate their
full attention to the task (McDermott 2011: 31).

A more pernicious threat to internal validity is mortalityparticularly when attrition
occurs following random assignment. In this case, subjects mightneletd write argumets
out of principle, to write nonsense, or to write arguments that squarely oppose what they have
been asked to write. This can introduce bias especially when attrition occurs disproportionately

in a single treatment group, or among respondents writingteaititudinal positions. Forcing

19 As | will describe below, the tolerance passt is unrelated tohe actual task subjects
complete during the manipulation.
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respondents to write through a validation mechanism or by threatening to refuse payment is not a
valid solution, as this can lead to active noncompliance and generally blocks the dissonance
reduction mechanism of produgn atti tude change (e.g. Cooper
literature suggest allowing respondents to-ayt and receive full payment at that point of the
study, while also appealing to their good will by describing what a great service they would be
providing researchers if only they would comply (Aronson 1999; Cooper 2007). Fortunately, as |

describe below, posandomization attrition was not a systematic problem in this study.

5.4 EXPERIMENTAL PROTOCO L

5.4.1 Sample

A sample of 300 Americans, selected at landrom respondents available to the online survey
agency, Qualtrics, was recruited, to partici
in politics. o0 Partici pexpetimentiotvmgttiingst tlrek dayshaéier o n | i
respondng to the prdest survey, they were assigned to receive treatment and completed the
posttest questionnair® The results, given the 27.3% attrition rate, are based on the final sample

of 218 subjectd!

®Qualtricsdé survey partners began calbndbacks
concluded their efforts after 72 hours. Fully 73% of respondents completed the second wave of
the stug on the third day. Treatment was administered whetor¢acting was successful, and
differences in duration between pend postiest questionnaires do not alter the findings.

2L This represents the pteeatment attrition rate, as respondents werégass to treatment
conditions in the second wave of the survey.
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5.4.2 Pre-test questionnaire and measurement

Thepretests er ved t o gauge r esponde n-ikedigrolpgtheldvel ne t o
of threat respondents believed that group pos
liberty over public order; their level of dogmatic thinking, and at ledsdemographic traits.
Respondents were asked to select one of ten
society todayo: The Ku K1 u x -chditeagnoups (alsoftieaami c f
supporters); prdife groups (abortion opponents); ethOccupy Movement; the Tea Party;
American communists; Christian fundamentalists; atheists; or gay rights supforters.

Initial tolerance for their leadiked group is based on respondem 6 aver age | e
agreement (U = 0.85) that the group: 1) shoul
allowed to make public speeches in your community; 3) should be allowed to stand in elections
for public office; 4) should be allowed to teach public schools in your community. To tap
sociotropic threat perceptions, respondents then rated {froot at all, to100= extremely the
extent to which they believed the group they selected is dangerous to society, likely to take away
Amer i c a omssaf théyrcame do power, and unwilling to follow the rules of democracy. |
rescaled the items to range fromiQ and averagedthed ( = 0. 8 1) .

Support for freedom over order was me a s

agreement (U = 0O-sc8ed itemsvbased onfGibgoa (2002)k1¢ Fréedom of

22 48.91 percent of respondents selected the Ku Klux Klan asdisliged, followedby 18.48

percent selecting Islamic fundamentalists. Atheists and Gay Rights Supporters tied as the third
mog commonly abhorred group, with only 5.43 percent of respondents selecting one or the
other. While this bias against the far right appears suggestive of ideological skew in the data,
67.24 percent of ideological conservatives (who comprise 31.52% ointdiesdample) selected

the KKK or Islamic fundamentalists as their leblsed group, compared to 71.64 percent of

liberals (36.41% if the sample) and 62.71 percent ofcsedfs cr i bed HApure moder a
the sample).
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speech should be given to all political organizations, even if some ohitigs tthey say are
dangerous or insulting to others in society; 2) It is better to live in an orderly society than to give
people so much freedom that they can become disruptive; 3) Free speech is just not worth it if it
means that we have to put up wittetdanger to society of extremist political views; 4) Society
Sshoul dndét have to put wup with political Views
the majority; 5) Because demonstrations frequently become disorderly and disruptive, radical
andextremist groups should not be allowed to demonstrate.

| also followed Gibson (2002) in measuring dogmatic thinking as the average support for
four statementst{= 0.72): 1) There are two kinds of people in this world: Good and Bad; 2) A
group cannot exitdong if it puts up with many different opinions among its own members; 3)
Out of all the different religions in the world, probably only one is correct; 4) Compromise with
our political opponents is dangerous because it usually leads to the betrayabwinoposition.
Finally, respondents answered half of the total demographic and ideology questions in the pre
test, including their level of political conservatisni=Extremely liberal 7=Extremely
conservativig race, gender, and education level. Remgirdemographic items were employed
in the posttest questionnaire among the distractor questions between the manipuidtiposa

test tolerance measure.

5.4.3 Manipulation, post-test questionnaire, and measurement

Prior to beginning the pos$est, subjects weralerted to the possibility that they may be asked to
advocate a counterattitudinal position and were informed that they could exit the study without
penalty. This condition ensures low justification for writing a counterattitudinal position, as the
rewaud for participation and neparticipation is identical. Following much of the spHrsuasion
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and counterattitudinal advocacy literature (e.g. Cooper 2007), the instruction set also petitioned
respondents for their assistance despite any discomfort tlyey exiperience:

In this portion of the stugywve will ask you to write a short but strong argument

that you think could persuade the opinion of someone like you. Please remember:

we politely ask that you try to write a strong argument, even if you disagtiee

what you have been asked to wrifeyou feel that you must refuse to write such

an argument, you will have the opportunity to exit the survey without loss of

payment. But your participation is very important to our research and would be of

great hdp to us. We thank you for taking this task seriously.

Following this statement, respondents were randomly assigned to receive treatment
(tolerant condition N=73; intolerant condition N=73; control condition N=72). Subjects in the
treatment (tolerant antolerant) conditions confronted the following scenario, which portrays a
civil liberties issue involving the political group each respondent selected agiledsin the
pre-test survey:

Imagine that a large group ofGROUP membe}fswish to hold a pulit

demonstration in your community. Some people openly hate this group while

many others find what thEsROUP} believes to be very offensive. In the past,

members of this group have not cooperated with the authorities and have

sometimes violated the coridits of their parade permits. Other recent

demonstrationdy this grouphave led to property damage and open conflict with
counterprotesters and the police.

This scenario portrays equivalent levels of normative threat (e.g. refusal to cooperate and
to follow all the laws) and evidence of violence (e.g. property damage, conflict) across tolerant
and intolerant conditions and across groups. | intentionally worded the scenarios to suggest
moderateto-high threat, to reduce the possibility that any incresmsdolerance could be

attributable to variation in probable threat across the scenario conditions. Subjects were next

prompted to,
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In the tolerant condition:

Think of someone you know who would think that {GROEKjuld not be
allowedto hold their denonstration. Please write a short but strong argument
that can help convince this person that {GROWRbuld be allowedo hold its
demonstration in your communjty

and in the intolerant condition:

Think of someone you know who would think that {GRX8hould be allowedo

hold their demonstration. Please write a short but strong argument that can help
convince this person that {GROUP3hould not be allowedto hold its
demonstration in your community.

Control group subjects were asked to:

Imagire thatyou are in charge of a media campaign to promote the use of
renewable energy sourcéssuch as solar, wind, and hydroelectric power. Your
goal is to convince the public that it is better for American industries to develop
and invest in these new soas of energy and that Americans should stop using
fossil fuels like oil, coal and natural gas. Some people believe that a shift to
renewable energy could badly damage the economy, while many others believe
that new energy sources are all that necessary.

Think of someone you know who would think that Americans and American
industry should not try to replace fossil fuels with renewable energy sources.
Please write a short but strong argument that can help convince this person that
developing renewable ergr sources is the more sensible palicy

In each condition, subjects h@® minutest o Awr i t e at |l east 5 ser
than 10 sentenceso in a text box that appear
line with the instructions, t#y could voluntarily opt out of the exercise and exit the survey. Only
5 individuals elected to exit the survey upon assignment to treatment, a rate of 2.3 percent,
distributed rather evenly across conditions. Two subjects assigned to the tolerant rconditio
(2.8%) and two assigned to the intolerant condition (2.7%), refused to write compared to only
one subject assigned to the control condition (1.4%). Higher rates of active noncompliance are

apparent; | discuss this issue at length in the analytic sdxtiow.
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Subjects completed several distractor questions prior to expressing theitegbost
tolerance attitudes (using the same questions and scales as in-thst)préhese distractor
guestions included the tetem personality inventory (Gosling, Rémw and Swan 2003), the
general risk aversion scale (Mandrik and Bao 2005; Kam 2012), and the remaining demographic
guestionsi age, income, and political interest. The exact question wording for these and other
items are incl udementlappentix. s chapterds suppl e
Finally, 1 included several covert and codersed postest measures to help rule out
threats to internal validity. Although length and time of the arguments were limited in the same
manner across conditions, | embedded into the online s ey a hi dden measur
durationo in order to analyze whether differe
results. Subjects spent as little as 144 seconds (approximately 3 minutes) and as much as 1169
seconds (approximately 19imates) writing their essays, with an average of 629 seconds (10
minutes). Moreover, following (Gordijn, Postmes and de Vries 2001), | hired four dotknsl
to the st udydisdependgnty cade the imtensity of each elaboration on two
dimensionsi the number of arguments generated and the persuasiveness of the arguments
(1=absolutely not, 7=absolutely). Iterod er r el i abil ity for the num
and for the quality of argument s(1994) Mottaliy. 6 6 ) i
threats to internal validity particularly active noncompliangehave been addressed statistically

and are discussed below.

5.4.4 Active noncompliance

In order to discuss noncompliance, it is important first to be clear about what cosstitute
At r eat me n tpérsuasion experanens. @He fmanipulation centers on an intensive essay
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writing task; individuals who have been assigned to treatment may be considered as having
received treatment and only if they have, in fact, written an essAymore restrictive definition

of receiving treatment is also possible: one
essay be written on the required topic, and in the required direction (i.e. in favor or against
allowing a group to demonstegt However, this restrictive definition is -aldvised in
experiments on political tolerance, as one must acknowledge the possibility that some of
individuals will systematically refuse to take certain positions on civil liberties disputes
involving theirmost disliked groups. Therefore, | describe two types of noncompliant groups

those who eschewed the essay task and those who confronted it in order to reject the required
position.

A total of 29 respondents (13.3%) who chose to write essays refusethfdy with the
treatment. Of these, 22 subjects (10.1%) wrot
of alphanumeric characters to meet the-288racter minimum required by the survey software
in order to move forward with the questionnaire. Additional 7 subjects (3.2%) squarely
rejected the instruction set and wrote arguments defending the opposite point of view. Examples
of all arguments can be found ifable B.1 of Appendix B. Overall, however, this post

assignment attrition occurred ratlevenly across treatmegitoups Table 13:

Table 12 Pre and PostAssignment Attrition by Treatment Condition

Pre-assignment attrition Postassignment Attrition
Voluntary Exit Nonsense Essay Anti-Treatment Essay
N (%) N (%) N (%)
Tolerant condition 2 2.7 8 10.9 3 4.1
Intolerant condition 2 2.7 7 9.6 2 2.7
Control condition 1 1.3 7 9.6 2 2.7
Total 5 2.3 22 10.1 7 3.2
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Although the total number of noncompliant participants is small, it is bedieto
forthcoming about what types of people tended to exit, ignore, or reject treaifaérd. 13
presents summary statistics using several variables included in theampde postest

guestionnaires:

Table 13 Attrition Rates aass Demographic and Attitudinal Traits

Preassignment Attrition Postassignment Attrition
Voluntary Exit Nonsense Anti-Treatment

N % N % N %
Pretest Tolerant 2 33.33 10 50.00 5 62.50
Female 3 50.00 4 20.00 4 50.00
Black 1 16.67 3 15.00 2 25.00
Conservative 3 50.00 12 60.00 7 87.50
Educated 1 16.67 10 50.00 3 37.50
Highly threatened 4 66.67 10 50.00 3 37.50
Highly dogmatic 4 66.67 19 95.00 4 50.00
Highly risk averse 3 50.00 8 40.00 4 50.00

Continuous variables have lredichotomized at the mean; entries represent the count and percent of
noncompliant respondents with abeaserage scores on the grouping variable in column 1.

Conservative and highly dogmatic respondents exhibited disproportionate rates-of post
assignnent attrition. Active rejection of the treatment appears most commonly among
ideological conservatives, whereas dogmatic individuals account for by far the most nonsensical
entries in the noncompliant sample. However, dogmatists and conservatives failmupy
rather evenly across treatment conditions. Al
al |l 7 of the nonsensical At ol erant condition
essays can be attributed to respondents with abovagevdogmatism. Conservatives and-non

conservatives evenly rejected the intolerant condition by writingtqgdepance essays, while
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conservatives penned 4 of 7 essays to reject the tolerant condition. Five of seven noncompliant
control essays can be contestto conservative authors.

Given that treatment has been defined as i
that the number of subjects who eschewed the essay task by composing nonsense or random
alphanumeric strings is relatively small, and tthegt distribution of nonsensical essays is fairly
well-balanced across treatment conditions, | am inclined to exclude them from certain analyses
below?® By contrast, anit r e at me n't essays meet the conditi c
although they arsmall in number, should be included for important theoretical reasons.

Stil I, one i mportant guestion is whether
varies systematically by counterattitudinal or proattitudinal groups or bieptéolerance levsl
If so, these essays ought perhaps to be interpreted the same waytr@aBinéint essayisi.e. as
principled and unmovable objection to the position required to be argued. Again, however,
among subjects assigned t o s whHoexpréssea linmlerancet Con
duringthepré¢ est aut hored only 4 of 7 nonsensical e
the nonsensical essays are attributable to individuals originally hoidiokprant attitudes.

Hence, noncompliance does nopagr to vary by direction of the argument. ANOVA finds no
statistical difference in noncompliance (coded 1 for a nonsensical essay and 0 otherwise) across
pro- and counteattitudinal essay writers in the tolerant condit{dM~=0.003, F=0.05, p=0.832

intolerant condition ¥=0.051, F=0.50, p=0.48B or control condition \1=0.033, F=0.53,

%> Note that | return these sulect s to the sample to conduct
model, in section 5.6. In any case, exclusion does not alter the substantive findings.
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p=0.441). A second analysis of variance attributes no significant difference in noncompliance to
pre-test tolerance levet$ (M=0.061, F=0.45, p=0.850).

Given these pattas, | shall exclude from the first empirical section below those 22
subjects who failed to receive treatment by eschewing the-esgag task. This helps to more
accurately document the directional effects of the manipulation ortgsisittitudinal terance
and intolerance. However, | return these 22 subjects to the second empirical analysis in order to
evaluate both the i mpact of the assignment pr
and also the magni t ud eon atitudinalhcderance (€ea than@mgligr s | n-
Average Causal Effect (CACE)). In these cases, sampling andtampliance are relevant

considerations for unbiased casual inference (Gerber and Green 2012: chapter 5).

5.4.5 Compliant essays

The intensive manipulationin which respondents write brief essdygives the selpersuasion
experiment certain advantages over extant alternatives. First, unlike direct persuasion through
counterarguments, the manipulation at the center of thgeedtiasion procedure morelly
simulates the application of tolerance or intolerance toward highly disliked groups. By placing
subjects in a situation in which they must devise and defend their own original arguments in
favor of or against toleration, subjects are compelled to fewiniolerance or intolerance
irrespective of their attitudinal proclivity to (not) tolerate. Second, to the extent that subjects are
persuaded by their own unique arguments, few assumptions need to be made about the relative

strength of arguments acrossnditions. This has been a problem for the direct persuasion

24 pretest tolerance was split at the mean, such that only respondents withaakoage
tolerancescoreser e cl assi fied as fAtolerant. o
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approach, where it has been conjectured thatgeoance and antblerance counterarguments
provided by researchers may differ in convincingness (Gibson 1998).

Third, the essawriting task héps to overcome the central problem framing experiments
face as a tool for examining downstream effects of tolerance. Procedures that indirectly influence
tolerance by manipulating perceptions of threat or support for democratic norms lose the ability
toxcl ude these variablesd extraneous influence
influence. One could argue that the gefsuasion technique is open to the same criticism, since
whatever reason a particular individual may have tosaifuaé into tolerance could act as an
extraneous influence on participation. However, there is at leadtralistic failure of the
exclusion condition, which in turn will cancel out in the aggregate, and which does not cancel
out in framing experiments of tidelson, Clawson and Oxley (1997) approach.

Indeed, subjects who complied with the instructions (i.e. subjects who did not write
nonsensical essays) defended tolerance and intolerance from a variety of perspectives. Some of
these arguments reflect thosivanced by researchers using the direct persuasion approach. For
instance, standard ptolerance counterarguments invite respondents to consider that 1) the
government shouldnodot be all owed to decide who
express their views but not others; and 3) groups (that respondents dislike) should express their
views openly so people can see that they are wrong. Some subjects in {perseision
experiment included these same arguments in an overdlbleranceposition:

As much as | abhor the Tea party, it is important that they have the right to

demonstrate on behalf of their beliefs. Denying them this right would be the

beginning of a slippery slope in which other groups, like Occupy [The Occupy

Movement], ae denied theirs as well. Besides, they are their own worst enemy.

The more they shout from the rooftops, the more their ignorance is on display for

all to behold and ridicule. If we know exactly what they think, we are in a better
position to counter thearguments, no matter how badly misspelled (sic) they are.
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Or , more bluntly, as another respondent pu

that you couldndét say what you think? What if
ltalians cww | d do al | t hat Col umbus Day stuff? You
dondt | et other people do. o

Still, respondents assigned to write a tolerant essay found many unique justifications for

their position. Some prcdimatse di Easr eff geomeer ii s temltd
People have a choice about what they believe
Ot hers subjects support Aconditional toleranc

a group they strongldislike so long as there are means to ensure that nothing goes wrong:
AEveryone has the right to peacefully protest
need be. And we can bring machine guns and tear gas if need be. We can give treenoarget
of time and no more. o0 Another wrote, AFirst o
you look at it. They can say what they want. But if they get violent we will shut them down
ASAP. 0O

Other respondents couched their tolerance in patiot e x h o r ur aoldier® have : i O
fought and died for oufreedoms.One of those fredoms is the freedom of speedihile we
have the right to disagree with them, they still have thd tagbay what they want to say.yibu
take that away, then what@ens when it comes your chance to be heard, and you can't because
someone won't let yoo? St i | | others appealed to fiend tir
what the bi bl e mericamnshonld lsave a fightsay whatAhey wanEor GOD
soloved the world. We as a people have lost what really matters were here for one reason to save
the lost and to prepare for Christ's return. GOD gave us the right for free sipeleale must use

it to prevent the Devildéds return. o
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Some subjects make compedii procedural arguments for allowing their leldstd
group to demonstrate. One respondent wr ot e: |
t hey might have something i mportant to sayeést
but there needs to ke positive back and forth exchange to where a person who opposes the
KKK can also counteract their views. 0 Another
get more people engaged and thinking atuout th
think is wrong, then get out and demonstrate for yourself! Raise your voice! Get involved!
People will never |ift a finger i f they donot

Subjects assigned to argue against the public demonstration by their most disdiked
(i.e. subjects in the intolerant condition) also found diverse reasons for delimiting who gets
rights. Few offered procedural arguments or concern with threat to the democratic system (e.g.
Athe group wonoét f ol l ow pcamedodpewemitevounditake awayl e s 0 ;
my freedomsodo), which are standards in direct
appealed to far more basic norms of il c-o mmon
guarters Hispanic/Latino and cnearterAfrican American. We experienced a historic low in
1992 after the Rodney King verdict and any white supremacists who came here would obviously
j ust be instigating. No way t difers jiskwant ofaadul d b
more trauma to a baexperience. They can believe what they want but their actions are so
indecent . 0

Ot hers showed concern for public cost s, i
Thereds no way peopl e c¢ aandpeople wails defindetywanti@ r op i n
without a clash in the street. That causes

expressed intolerance in xenophobic termgil s| ami st s want t o mak e
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Mohammed and have no idea that we are a Christian nation that will fight tHednim  sit r e et s ¢

whil e others equated tolerance with Liberals

constitution that pl aces | imits on what you

theater. But the | i ber alagroupthal Wodld jasaas sognoget ricc a n 0 t

of you. |l 6d say | et the [l slamic fundamental.

theydove turned this country into, but I 1|l ove
In my future research, | plan to examine these regsonsore carefully. In general,

however, subjects appear to offer so many different and unique defenses of tolerance or

intolerance, that it seems reasonablarguethat any failure to satisfy the exclusion restriction at

the individual will wash out inhte aggregate, because of the pluralisticicmate  of subj ect s

content.

5.5 INITIAL FINDINGS

The selfpersuasion experiment randomly assigns subjects to practice tolerance or intolerance. In
the tolerant condition, subjects elaborate an argument to cenwntypothetical discussion
partner to abandon her intolerance; in the intolerant condition, subjects encourage that person to
abdicate her tolerance. The control group advocates that US industry rely on renewable energy
sources instead of fossil fuels. Mgsic hypotheses are:

Hi: Subjects in the f#fintol er atesttelerance thani t i on
subjects in the control group;

Hy: Subjects in the nAtol er an dest toleranca thani o n o
subjectsinthecontrg r oup and subjects in the Ainto
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A oneway, betweersubjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the effects of
treatment on attitudinal tolerance in the applied tolerance and applied intolerance conditions. A
significant effect of manipulatioon attitudinal tolerance at the p<0.05 level is apparent for the
three conditions (applied tolerance, applied intolerance, con#) L86) = 14.47, p<0.001
Table 14presents mean differences across the conditions. The Sidak, Bonferroni, aneé Scheff

values represent increasingly conservative tests of significant mean differences.

Table 14 PostHoc Significance Tests of Mean Differences in Tolerance across Experimental Conditions

Tolerant vs. Control Intolerant vs.Control Tolerant vs. Intolerant
Mean difference 0.493 -0.466 0.959
Sidak 0.019 0.028 0.000
Bonferroni 0.019 0.028 0.000
Scheffe 0.024 0.034 0.000

Sideak, Bonferroni, and Scheffe tests are increasingly conservativhquoosstimates dfignificant differences in
betweergroup means identified by ANOVA.

Posthoc comparison$ by even the most conservative, Scheffe test of significance
indicate that the aver age |-graupWas sighificanthjowerr an c e
among subjects in the applied intolerance conditigixZ.117, SD=0.879than among subjects
in the control conditionN|=2.583, SD=1.17% Moreover, all poshoc significance tests indicate
that the average | e v-didlikedbgrouptwasigaificantlygreatefamang on e 6 s
subjects exposed to applied toleranb&=38.077, SD=0.92% than among subjects exposed to

applied intolerance or the control arguméngure 2depicts these mean differences:
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Figure 2 Average Tderance for Leastiked Group by Experimental Condition

No differences were found for the time participants spent writing down arguments
(M=629.41, F=1.10, p=0.33p Also, no differences were found for the number of arguments
generatedNI=4.83, F=0.55, p#9.57]) or the average quality of those arguments as perceived by
the codersNI=4.96, F=1.77, p=0.172 This suggests that assignment schedule did not influence
the nature of the arguments, the intensity of the elaboration, or the degree to which subjects
strived to develop compelling points of view. Nor were any significant differencpseitest

tolerance levels apparent across the treatment groups.
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Table 15Balance in Preand PosfTest Tolerance by Treatment Condition

Experimental Condition

Tolerant Intolerant Control ANOVA
Pretest Tolerance 2.625 2.613 2.439 M=0.579, F=0.56, p=0.576
Posttest Tolerance 3.106 2.121 2.581 M=14.677, F=14.47, p=0.000

Mean differences in boldfaced entries significan<0.05

Entries in the top row ofable 15represents ubj ect sd average tol er
leastliked groupprior to random assignment. They are grouped by treatment condition, and a
oneway betweersubjects ANOVA shows that ptest tolerance levfes wer e i ndeed b
before exposure to the intensive manipulation. In other words, subjects holding originally
tolerant attitudes were not disproportionately assigned to practice tolerance and attitudinally
intolerant subjects were not disproportiteia assigned to practice intolerance.

Finally, I examine inTable 16whether the intensive manipulation increases tolerance in
the tolerant condition and intolerance in the intolerant condition relative to the untreated group
after controlling for the mst robust and theoretically grounded predictors of political tolerance.
Substantively speaking, treatment via elaborating atgdevance argument increases tolerance
f or r es p o-lkddegrotpshy nedrle ana half point on the fipeint scalei anincrease
of almost 10 percent. Intolerance treatment exerts a similar decrease in attitudinal tolerance.
These results support Hypotheses 1 and 2, above. Randomly assigning individapysyto
tolerance or intolerance in practicsignificantly influencesheir average level of attitudinal
tolerance relative to control subjects that are not compelled to actively tolerate or not tolerate
their leastliked group during a civil liberties disput&able 17confirms that these substantive

results hold when carolling for pretest tolerance levels as well.
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Table 16 RegressiofAdjusted Treatment Effect on Tolerance toward Lédlstd Group

Tolerant Condition Intolerant Condition
Coefficient Robust SE Coefficient Robust SE

Treament 0.464 0.152 -0.458 0.154
Sociotropic threat -0.097 0.025 -0.091 0.025
Support for individual liberty 0.703 0.116 0.571 0.120
Dogmatism -0.105 0.129 -0.047 0.121
Education 0.107 0.060 0.151 0.050
Female -0.066 0.148 -0.216 0.154
Black 0.211 0.219 0.051 0.215
Age 0.080 0.047 0.050 0.056
constant 0.532 0.470 0.807 0.577

N 125 127

R-squared 0.458 0.390

Not es: Bol df aced coefficients significant at |

Table 17 RegressiofAdjusted Treatment Effect on Tolerance toward Lédlstd Group, with Prelest Tolerance

Tolerant Condition Intolerant Condition
Coefficient Robust & Coefficient Robust SE

Treatment 0.343 0.122 -0.495 0.115
PreTest Tolerance 0.653 0.091 0.652 0.864
Sociotropic threat -0.049 0.018 -0.020 0.018
Support for individual liberty 0.306 0.104 0.067 0.122
Dogmatism -0.167 0.071 -0.007 0.077
Educaion 0.171 0.039 0.073 0.040
Female 0.012 0.108 -0.138 0.119
Black 0.151 0.195 -0.207 0.166
Age 0.042 0.034 0.039 0.045
constant 0.363 0.332 0.852 0.432
N 125 127
R-squared 0.728 0.645

Notes: Boldfaced coefficienssi gni fi cant at pO .10
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The particul ar -predvama saigenoofoviesel direct
counterarguments is evident in its robust influence on attitude change among subjects that
advocate counterattitudinal positions. That is,-pelsuasiorshould not only convert tolerance
to intolerance, but it should also convert intolerance to toleramctansformation that existing
studies have found extremely difficult and less common than the reverse (e.g. Gibson 1998;
Gibson and Gouws 2003).Thss achieved through attitude change, whereby subjects advocating
counterattitudinal positions come to believe that the argued opinion reflects their true belief (e.qg.
Festinger 1957; Cooper 2007). SpHrsuasion may also lead to similar changes among
advoates of proattitudinal positions because the intense manipulation often compels these
individuals to find new justifications for their beliefs. Still, the effects tend to be more potent
among subjects that engage in counterattitudinal advocacy. | theegfweet the selpersuasion
experiment to have exerted stronger effects on counterattitudinal essay writers than on subjects

who wrote proattitudinal essays in the treatment conditions.

2.00 Control condition

m Tolerant condition

1.50 m Intolerant condition

Post-Test Tolerance

1.00

0.50

0.00

prior tolerant prior intolerant

Figure 3 Effects PreTest Attitudes on SE&Persuasion
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This pattern is apparent ifigure 3 As expected, the seffersuasion procedure
compelled change among those who advocated positions running against their true (i.e. original)
beliefs. The rightmost b ar erantvsehjectsiwh@racticed t ol er
intolerance by arguing against allowing their most disliked group to hold a demonstration
express far less tolerance than the tolerant control gresp-4.784, p<0.00)L Similarly, the
mi ddl e bar over catgsraipergeptibleniricredseein @lardance amamglinitially
intolerant subjects whpracticed toleranceelative to the intolerant control group that did not
(ts3=4.049, p<0.00] . By contrast, proattitudinal posi
positions among control group subjecis practicing tolerance modestly, but does not
significantly, increase posest tolerance among those who entered the experiment with-above
average tolerance level;£0.939, p=0.17%, while only a slight but insignificardecrease is
apparent across among the originally intolerant who also practiced intolerance relative to the
control subjects who completed a distractor tagk {0.695, p=0.24%

Inasmuch as the sgbersuasion experiment is more successful than dirrsupsion
through counterarguments at converting intolerance to tolerance, it makes an important
contribution to our ability to study the downstream effects of randomized tolerance on political
outcomes. The ultimate objective is to make valid betwgemp comparisons on patterns of
political participation among subjects assigned to apply (in)tolerance. This requires increased
confidence that as a wholé the selfpersuasion experiment brings the initially tolerant and the

initially intolerant closer togther via the actual practice of tolerance or intolerance.
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5.6 COMPLIERS AVERAGE CA USAL EFFECT (CACE) OF THE TREATMENT

ON (IN)TOLERANCE

In the previous section, | demonstrated that themkuasion experiment moves attitudinal
tolerance in the correct dirgans 1 individuals whoapply toleranceto their least liked group
express higher levels of petstst attitudinal tolerance than the control group, while individuals
who apply intoleranceexpress lower levels of attitudinal toleraricand this movement,yband
large, is significant. In this section, | demonstrate that the magnitude of the experimental
treatment s effect on tolerance and intoleran
that the effect is causally attributable to the actuattjm@ of tolerance or intolerance.

Such claims cannot be substantiated without careful attention to sampling and treatment
fundamental$ especially the discrepancy between subjects the experimientledto treatand
subjects iindeed treatedIf everysubject who was assigned to treatment received treatment (and
every subject assigned to not receive treatment did not receive it), causal effects are measured as
the difference in outcome Y when subjedtas been treated ;1) and when subject i has not
been treated (d0), or Yi(1) i Yi(0). Given the fundamental problem of causal inferénteat
we cannot simultaneously observg(ly andY;(0) for the same subjeé@t experimenters can
observe theaverage treatment effeCC AT E ) whi ch i abjettlevel tréasnemn o f t
effects, ¥(1)7 Yi( 0) , di vided by the total number of s
practice, this means subtracting the average outcome in the control group from the average
outcome in the treatment group.

Recall thatt he definition of Atreatmento in this
who was assigned to write a substantive edsyn factwrite such an essay. We thus excluded

22 NAnonsewmrsietoeress siany t he above anal gsval iadi tay fo
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self-persuasion effect. However, we cannot assess the power of the treatmeiit@fiecdirect

causal influencé over attitudinal tolerance and intolerance without statistically accounting for

the noncompliant subjects. Althoughlpra small percentage of subjects in this experiment
ignored or actively rejected the instructions, excluding them impedes our ability to appraise the
overall magnitude of the treatment effect, and to evaluate its parity across treatment canditions
i.e.whether practicing intolerance increases intolerance as much as practicing tolerance increases
attitudinal tolerance.

Nonrcompl i ant subjects become problematic in
causal inference for at least two reasons. Firsiuding subjects who were assigned to receive
treatment but, in fact, did not is equival eni
That amounts to assuming that the 14 subject:c
essays wouldot have expressed different levels of tolerance had they actually written the essay.

To the extent that this assertion is implausible, the true impact of the treatment on attitudinal
tolerance will be underestimated. Second, one should not draw equivalencenbsmvgcts that

have been assigned to treatment and have been treated, on one hand, and subjects that have been
assigned to treatment and have not been treated, on the other. The latter is most likely not a
random sukset of the original treatment grouma i gnoring this MfAopens
inferenceo (Gerber and Green 2012: 134).

In other words, noncompliance yields biased estimates of the Average Treatment Effect
because researchers lack the complete schedule of potential outcomes for the $ifgects
noncompliance, researchers should estimate the local average treatment effect or, in Gerber and
Greenbds (2012: 142) ter ms, the AComplier Ave

calculated as average outcome Y among the grongluding noncompliersi that was assigned
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to receive treatment -tofTtrteiag 0i f lenbt edrt He TH]
percentage of that treatment group that suascessfully treatefthis ratio is denoted ITd). The

CACE is a more conservative estimatecausal influence than my prior estimates (but not more
conservative than the ITT); it converges toward the ATE as lafiproaches 1 (i.e. as the

percentage of the assigned treatment group that was actually treated approaches 100 percent).
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Table 18 Complier Average Causal Effect of SBlersuasion on Pe3$est Tolerance and Intolerance toward Ldaked Group

PostTest Average Tolerance by Experimental Condition Causal Impact
cace
Tolerant Treatment N Control N ITT ITTp
Outcome among the Treated 3.106 59
Outcome among the Untreated 2.286 14 2.581 72
Outcome among all subjects Assigned to Treatme 2.949 73 2.581 72
0.368 0.808 0.455
cace
Intolerant Treatment N Control N ITT ITTp
Outcome among the Treated 2121 62
Outcome among the Untreated 2.614 11 2.581 72
Outcome among all subjects Assigned to Treatme 2.195 73 2.581 72
-0.386 0.849 -0.454
ATreatedo refer sadwi gruebd etca st rmehaot meerte and who received treat ment, w hriotl
receive treatment. The overall outcome among the gr oup led theatmenggnoepd whetter tA
treat ment was successfully received or not. T h ¢est LolErdnce betweerfiall subjects dissigned toTwr

tolerant or intolerant essay (whether they compdiedot) and all subjects assigned to write an essay about renewable energy sources.
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Table 18calculates the Complier Average Causal Effect ofgedfr suasi on on s
attitudinal tolerance and intolerance. The top pandlatfle 18estimates th€ ACE of applied
tolerance on attitudinal tolerance, while the bottom panel estimates the causal effect of applied
intolerance on attitudinal tolerance. The three quantities of interest in each panel appear in the
first substantive column. They include tnerage postest tolerance among tlaetually treated
the average posgest tolerance among subjects who were assigned to be treated but went
untreated(i.e. who wrote nonsense essays), and the overall level otgsbdblerance among
subjectsassignedto treatmenti regardless whether they successfully received it or not. We
estimate ITT by subtracting from thwverall posttest tolerance in the assignestreatment
group the postest level of tolerance among the control group. This latter quasititientical to
the Aoutcome among the untreatedo in the same
subjects in the control group were never inadvertently induced to apply tolerance or intolerance.

The | TT, -toarr e@dit 0t eenftf erweted as aanmedsure of the overall
effectiveness ossignment to treatmerdther than the causal effect of the treatment itself. This
is useful to know because, in the next chapter, | will assign subjects to practice tolerance or
intolerance and tradée effect of this manipulation on political participation. That is, assignment
to treatment will function as an instrument for the practice of tolerance of intolerance; if the
effect of this treatment on attitudinal (in)tolerance are too weak, the prece&cwuld lack
adequate power for predicting effects on political participation, and an alternate experimental
approach would merit consideration. Fortunately, the effects are not: Those subjects assigned to
practice tolerance were 0.368ore tolerantthan the control group, while those assigned to

practice intolerance were 0.38&s toleranthan the control group.

172



Noncompliance was a relatively minor problem in this studfTp for the tolerant
condition yields 0.808, and the IfEstimate for intolerancondition is 0.849 meaning that |
successfully treated 80.1 percent and 84.9 percent of subjects assigned to practice tolerance and
intolerance, respectively. Nevertheless, the causal effect of these treatments must account for

noncompliance. This eshated Compliers Average Causal Effect, G4CE, is calculated as

As the far right entries iffable 18indicate, the boost in pegtst attitudinal tolerance
among individuals wheracticed tolerancis 0.455, while the nearly idécal drop in attitudinal
tolerance among subjects wprmacticed intolerances 0.454. How potent are these effects given
that subjects enter with different levels of dogmatic thinking and support for basic individual
freedoms, have unequal education, aegpond differently to stimuli like sociotropic threat? In
order to obtain these parameter estimates, | employstage least squares as a regression
adjustment strategy (Gerber and Green 2012: 104i 657.

In the first stage of the regression, wéreate the effects cdctual treatmenti.e. among
compliers) on postest tolerance. This model does not include the assignment schedule because
assignment to treatment is assumed to have no effect on outcomes over and above the effect of
the actual treatent (Gerber and Green 2012: 159). The second stage modealssggsnent to
treatment(i.e. including norcompliers) as an instrument for successful treatment because it is
assumed to be independent of the disturbance term. In addition, it includesidates\the most
common and strongest predictors of toleraincsociotropic threat, dogmatism, and general
support for democratic valuds and other demographic factors that may influence-fass$t

attitudinal tolerance. Including this vector of confoursdgron the righthand side of the
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equation produces a more accurate estimate of the compliers average causal effect. Put simply,
we subtract from the disturbance term the amount of unexplained variation in attitudinal
tolerance attributable to the most dhetically grounded and robust predictors of political
tolerance and, in turn, reduce the standard error of the CACE. Moreover, Hstapeoleast

squares instrumental regression enables us to calculate a 95% confidence intervafAdiEthe

with which we may understand the effect in more familiar terms.
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Table 19 Two-Stage Least Squares Estimate of CACE and Covaaidjtested CACE of Applied Tolerance

CACE Covariate-adjusted CACE
Instrumental Model Instrumental Model
Coeff Robust SE Coeff Robust SE Coeff Robust SE Coeff Robust SE
Treated 0.574 0.171 0.455 0.215 0.430 0.149 0.458 0.177
Sociotropic threat -0.088 0.024 -0.089 0.024
Dogmatism -0.114 0.124 -0.116 0.127
Suppat for individual liberty 0.653 0.115 0.651 0.115
Education 0.075 0.057 0.076 0.057
Female -0.029 0.144 -0.029 0.144
Black 0.251 0.231 0.254 0.235
Age 0.056 0.046 0.056 0.045
Intercept 2.532 0.120 2581 0.134 0.909 0.439 0.907 0.439
N 144 144 144 144
R-squared 0.070 0.067 0.390 0.389

Bol df aced entries achieve significance at p 00.05
Note that in the second col umn, Atreatmentod is instrumented by
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Table 20 Two-Stage Least Squares Estimate of CACE and Covaadjtested CACE of Appliethtolerance

CACE Covariate-adjusted CACE
Instrumented Model Instrumented Model
Coeff Robust SE ~ Coeff Robust SE Coeff Robust SE Coeff Robust SE
Treated -0.464 0.173 -0.454 0.202 -0.513 0.151 -0.425 0.170
Sociotropic thrat -0.079 0.025 -0.080 0.025
Dogmatism -0.077 0.121 -0.074 0.121
Support for individual liberty 0.574 0.117 0.569 0.117
Education 0.134 0.049 0.133 0.049
Female -0.213 0.146 -0.217 0.146
Black -0.032 0.206 -0.021 0.209
Age 0.035 0.050 0.035 0.049
Intercept 2.585 0.113 2.581 0.134 0.998 0.504 0.980 0.501
N 144 144 144 144
R-squared 0.042 0.048 0.357 0.355

Bol df aced entries achieve significance at p 00.05
Note that in trheatmemtnad ico!liumnt,r fimented by fiassi gnment to treat
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Tables19 and 20 presents the twstage least squares estimated CACE and covariate
adjusted CACE of applied tolerance and intolerance, respectively. The stage two model, in each
case, returns praely the CACE estimate derived from simple calculations above. In the case of
applied tolerance (Tabl&9), however, that effect appears to have been sligintierestimated
This is because the other independent variables are balanced as they shddy aiedt the
outcome, but not the relationship between the treatment or the instrumented treatment on the
outcome. Controlling for the predictive power of perceived threat, dogmatism, support for
democratic values, education, and demographics, the sstage of model 2 in the far right
columni returns a CACE of 0.458. By contrast, the seestagie covariatadjusted model of
applied intolerance, in Table 8, indicates that prior modetsestimatedhe effect of treatment
on attitudinal intolerancdut not by much: CACE = 0.425.

Overall, the effect of the seffersuasion experiment is comparable across groups
assigned randomly to practice tolerance and groups assigned to practice intolerance. Moreover,
this effect is robust following the inclusiori several major predictors of political intolerance.
Given sampling uncertainty, the procedure can probably generate up to nearlypairitalf
increase in tolerance averaged across all respondents assigned to practice tolérandgust
over an averagef four-tenths decrease in tolerance among all subjects assigned to practice
intolerance. It forces tolerant subjects and intolerant subjects together within each treatment
group, by substantially decreasing tolerance among the initially tolerant bgighetenths of a
point, and byincreasing toleranceamong the initially intolerant by approximately the same

degree.
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5.7 CONCLUDING REMARKS

This chapter has introduced a means of randomly assigning subjects to the conditions in which
they simulate the actuglr act i ce of tol erance andpersuasiom| er an
experimento is grounded in soci al psychol ogy
that is contrary to their original beliefs change these beliefs to conform to thiereattitudinal
argument. The effects are powerful among subjects advocating counterattitudinal positions, but
changes are also evident among subjects who write proattitudinal positions.

The selfpersuasion experiment offers several advantages overadierexperimental
techniques in the political tolerance literature, while also preserving most of their benefits.
Unlike framing experiments, the sglérsuasion experiment constitutediect manipulation of
political (in)tolerance insofar as subjects assigned at random to apply tolerance or intolerance
in civil liberties dispute scenarios that are presented identicalljth equal probabilities of
threat, equal (i.e. zero) mention of free speech or democratic values, and equal situational
elements( e . g . | ocation is each respondentds | oca
successfully moves political tolerance in both directions. Whereas framing experiments have not
been able to provide evidence that between groups comparisons are noabléribatirely to
the suppressive effect of public order and security frames on tolerance (as opposed to in
combination with the stimulating effect of free speech considerations on tolerance), the self
persuasion experiment can stimulate and suppresscpblitierance the applied tolerance and
applied intolerance conditions, respectively.

The selfpersuasion experiment shares with traditional persuasion experiments the feature
of a direct manipulation of political (in)tolerance. However, whereas direcsu@g&on

experiments using counterarguments have struggled to convert originally intolerant respondents
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to tolerant judgments, the strongest effect to emerge from theessliasion experiment is the
increase in tolerance among subjects who entered peziment holding intolerant attitudes and

who were assigned to practice tolerance toward their-ligast group in response to the
hypothetical civil liberties dispute. Furthermore, direct persuasion experiments leave open the
possibility thatresistancetio persuasion might generate stronger attitudes among a subset of the
sample. Since intolerant subjects are far and away more likely to resist persuasion than tolerant
subjects, it is difficult to attribute any downstream effects of manipulated tolerangelibcal
outcomes to differences in attitude content. This is particularly relevant when the dependent
variable is participation, since strong attitudes are more predictive of behavior than weak
attitudes; resistance to direct persuasion may strengalténdes while acquiescence may
weaken attitudes.

A final fundamental difference between the sgmfsuasion experiment and direct
persuasion through counterarguments is that no assumptions need to be made about the
differential strength of prtoleranceand antitolerance arguments. The intensive elaboration at
the core of the selbersuasion experiment requires each respondent to devise an argument that
they themselves deem convincing. In combination with the ceontentolled measurement
strategy, onenight claim that the sefbersuasion experiment not only ensures that each subject
generates judgments about tolerance in relation to a group they abhor, but also that each subject
has a relatively equal opportunity to unravel and overturn the reasonfieglimgs that led to
their initial tolerance judgment in the first place.

Previous research on attitude change following-petuasion suggests that its effects
endure much longer than those associated with direct persuasion through counterargugents (

Aronson 1999). Moreover, this is particularly true of attitudes that compel behasioh as
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attitudes toward water conservation and shower duration or environmental attitudes and
recycling frequency (Dickerson, Thibodeau, Aronson and Miller 1892)d highrisk behavior,

at that (on condom use among college students, see Aronson et al. 1991, 1994). But additional
research is required to compare the relative duration and potency of tolerance attitude change
following direct and selpersuasion, espally in the context of a longitudinal study.

One important challenge to the spHrsuasion experiment is that allowing respondents to
control the arguments they make in favor or against allowing their-ansl#¢ed group to
demonstrate publicly meanssearchers effectively lose control over the extraneous influence
these arguments may have on outcomes like political participation. | have argued, however, that
in the aggregate there is a pluralistic failure of the exclusion condition such that this failu
cancels out in the aggregate. Section 5.4.5 provides anecdotal evidence to suggest that individual
subjects do offer a bevy of different pand antitolerance justifications. In my future research,
| will address this more rigorously, especially compg crossnational justifications for
(in)tolerance across countries where democratic values are presumed to be deeply ingrained and
where they are not. Moreover, the essay task at the core -gfesslfasion procedures provides
an important source of gliative data in tolerance research, not unlike the intensive interviews
conducted by Chong (1993) for his study of
Rights and Liberties. o Americans may differ
their understanding of the rationale for toleration in general. This may have implications for
political attitudes and behavior depending on the nature of civil liberties disputes as they emerge
and develop in real time.

The results in this chapter shovattsimulatingappliedtolerance and intolerance exerts

powerful effects oveattitudinal tolerance and intolerance. This finding is a central stepping
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stone in this dissertation: attributing causal effects of political tolerance on political participation
requires that, at a minimum, experimental researchers randomly assign tolerance and intolerance
in a convincing manner. The s@érsuasion experiment by and large satisfies this requirement.
The next step is to build this manipulation into a substaistivey of the consequences of those
attitudes. In the next chapter, | return to the questioman¥ tolerance influences political
behavior and examine what moves the politically tolerant to engage in more social forms of

action than the politically intolant.
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6.0 THE BEHAVIORAL CONSE QUENCES OF POLITICAL TOLERANCE:

EVIDENCE FROM THE UN ITED STATES AND HUNG ARY

This chapter employs the spirsuasion experimental procedure to randomly assign American
and Hungarian subjects to manifest tolerance or intolerancelloWwing exposure to
manipulation, subjects are presented with the opportunity to either sign a petition or make an
anonymous donation. Technologies embedded within the online survey experiment framework
permit me to directly observe whether subjects assigto tolerance participate more or
differently than subjects assigned to intolerant or control conditions. Results of the experiment
provide the first direct assessment of whether, how and where political tolerance may influence

actual political behavior

6.1 BRIEF REPRISE AND INTRODUCTION TO CHAPTE R SIX

What are the behavioral consequences of political tolerance? In theory, tolerant activists serve as
the custodians of liberal democracy. But it remains unclear whether tolerant citizens are
necessarily morective citizens. One line of literature maintains that any positive association
between tolerance and participation is spuribexplained by more fundamental demographic

and personality traits (Sullivan et al. 1982). Another suggests that one enduwesfaonity at

the expense of vibrant civic engageméntolerance is attitudinally too weak, pliable, and
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dissonant to compel action on behalf of nhonconformist others and leads individuals to abstain
from expressing their own political views through eve®a most ordinary forms of participation,
like voting (Mutz 2005).

This dissertation offers the costensistency theory of tolerance and participation as a
third alternative. Its core idea is that tolerance and participation may be linked in terms of the
Asoci al costso they pose to individuals as po
costs to enable political expression by widely disliked others will be less likely to perceive
barriers to their own political activism. Two mechanisms mgyiain this effect. On one hand,
behavioral consistencgcross similar situations (e.g. Furr and Funder 2003) may account for a
direct ef fect of tol erance on contentious an
tolerance exposes individudls high social costs, which in turn conditions their willingness to
engage in contentious and collective actions that entail similar €ostssts that material
resources cannot overcome alone fajure J).

On the other hand;ognitive consistencsnay indirectly motivate tolerant individuals to
engage in public political actions. Tolerance is a more dissonant position than intolerance
(Gibson 2006) because it readily contradicts other cherished social and democratic norms (e.g.
Sniderman et al. 1996). To the extent that such inconsistency is psychologically distressing
(Festinger 1957), individuals will be motivated to strengthen or develop beliefs related to
tolerancei such as perceived political freedom, support for dissemt, risk acceptance that
justify the decision to extend rights to unsavory groups and restore cognitive consistency.
Therefore, tolerance may produce certain psychic benefits that facilitate engagementcoshigh

public modes of participation.
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Chapte Four tested the first of these two mechanisms and offered preliminary support for
this revisionist account of tolerance and participatibhne behavioral consistencftypothesis
expected tolerant individuals to associatger costswith i and, hence be one likely to engage
initApublic, 0 contentious and col | ec tByoordrasf, or ms
I expected few differences between tolerant
individual avenues of engagemelitodel estimates based on nonparametric matching of tolerant
and intolerant respondents on a bevycohfoundersthat explain the propensity for both
tolerance and participatiorgenerally support the behavioral consistency hypothesis in
longstanding Western demracies.

However, from analysis of survey data in Chapter Four, no clear pattern of a relationship
between tolerance and participation emerges in thegoosmunist context. While this appears
consistent with pooled countigvel analyses that rely on jgatal socialization perspectives
(e.g. MarquarPyatt and Paxton 2007; Peffley and Rohrschneider2003), certain anomalies
emerge that weaken this view. In Poland and Czech Republic, for instance, tolerance increases
the propensity for private political aohs in a manner consistent with thew democracy
hypothesisHowever, in these cases and in Slovenia, tolerance also increases the likelihood of
engagement irpublic actions (petitioning, boycotting, and protesting) in a manner consistent
with the behavoral consistency hypothesi&inally, in the most fragile new democracies
Bulgaria and Hungary political tolerancedecreasegolitical participation in a way that reflects
the tradeoff account of tolerance and participation.

What this may suggest isaha general effect of tolerance on participation exists across
countries, but this effect may also be counterbalanced by certain contextual forces in-the post

authoritarian context. For instance, | speculated in Chapter Threéhéhatlative fragility ©
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democracy ircertainEast Central Eopean countries could lead citizens to percemsentious

acts of dissent akessintrinsically useful to the democratigrocess or democratic stability.
Alternatively, the communist legacy has left citizens in meayntries deeply suspicious of
collective actions, and in some regimes (e.g. Hungary and Romania), real risks of government
retaliation and repression for dissenting behavior persist.

On balance, evidence from Chapter Four suggests two things. Mostantpotolerance
stimulatesparticipation in collective and contentious political activities in many cases, but does
less to influence private, individual forms of activism over and above the classic predictors of
civic engagement. This patteirmost strogly apparent in longstanding, Western democrdcies
challenges conventional empirical accounts of the tolerpadgcipation relationship. Moreover,
crosscountry variation in the tolerangmarticipation relationship is likely more nuanced than
political socialization theory suggests. Still, these conclusions remain open to at least three
important objections, to which I attempt to respond in this chapter. First, the causal arrow could
run in the opposite direction: participation in contentious and d¢oée@ction may itself
increase political tol erance, rat hedeportddian t he
participation is susceptible to measurement error and may bias the results. Third, survey analysis
does little to substantiate the paiahmicro-level processes underlying this relationship.

Randomized experiments offer an important means of ruling out endogeneity, improving
measurement, and determining what moves the politically tolerant to engage in more public
forms of action. Chaptdfi ve i nt r odpuecresdu atsh eo nfi seexlpfer i ment o t
randomly manipulate tolerance and intolerance. Its value is twofold. First, it more closely
simulates the actual practice of tolerance or intolerance because respondents elaborate their o

argument for upholding or restricting the rights of their least liked group. Second, in the course
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of developing this argument, subjects ultimately convince themselves that (in)tolerance is the
appropriate response to a civil liberties dispute. |Atesiteat analysis shows that random
assignment to applied tolerance or i ntol eran
attitudinal tolerance. Importantly, assignment to treatment significantly bolsters intolerance
among initially tolerant subjectand tolerance among initially intolerant subjects with equal
frequency and similar powéra balanced influence that direct persuasion experiments have not

yet been able to achievewhich can improve causal inferences about the downstream effects of
political (in)tolerance.

This chapter employs the sglérsuasion experiment to refine and extend the analysis in
Chapter Four. | first randomly assign subjects in the United States and Hungary to manifest
tolerance or intolerance and then directly observe pastjudgment participation using overt
measures of subjectsdé political behavior . Thi
selfreporting bias in survey research and improves upon previous experimental work that has
evaluated only behavioraitentions (e.g. Marcus et al. 1995). These experiments permit a direct
test of the toleraneparticipation relationship. They also illuminate cognitive consistency as a
potential causal mechanism. In particular, a mediational analysis explores howtimgyotec
restricting the rights of hated political op
freedom, support for dissent, and risk avergiattitudes that shape how individuals weigh the
costs of different political actions.

| review the perational hypotheses and case selection in the next section. In the third
section, | discuss the experimental poml and measurement strategies. The final sections

present and discuss the results.
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6.2 OPERATIONAL HYPOTHES ES

This chapter will reest thebehavioral consistencitypothess advanced in Chapter Four because
endogeneity and measurement error may remain problematic in survey analysis even when
matching techniques are employed. Original survey experiments conducted in the United States
and Hungaryalso permit e to test additional hypotheses derived from Propositiomhi;h
posit thatpracticing tolerance carries positive psychic benefits for individuals in the form of
decreased risk aversion, increased support for dissent, and increased gotiéidam. In
general, | will call these theognitive consistency hypotheses

|l ndi vidual s6 i nnate need to maintain cogni
effects. Tolerance crosauts othenmportantdemocratic norms like equality (Snidermanaét
1996), desires for public order and security (Gibsor8},9nd legitimate social godike antr
racism (e.g. Bleich 201la nd womeno6s and LGBT minoritiesbo
Tolerance is therefore recognized as a more internally inconsistedissonant, position than
intolerance (Gibson 1998, 2006). Social psychology research consistently reports that individuals
who experience inconsistency between two beliefs or between their beliefs and their actions
encounter, as a consequence, a padppblchological discomfort which they are motivated to
reduce (Festinger 1957; Cooper 2007). This is achieved by restoring cognitive consistency;
individuals bolster existing attitudes or develop new beliefs to redngeambivalence they
experience.

Through thisconsistency restoratiomechanism, tolerance may influence three attitudes
that should lower the perceived costs of contentious and collective activism. First, based on

Gi bsonbés (1992b) bi vari ate associreedom e the bet we
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bel i ef t hat the government wi || not repress
express views that challenge the government), | expect that:

Political Freedom Hypothesis Individuals who practice tolerance will express greate
perceptions of political freedom than individuals who practice intolerance.

Gibson cautions against drawing inferences about the causal direction of this relationship;
however, the methodology developed in Chapter Five permits a direct assessmeat of th
association. By randomly assigning subjects to practice tolerance or intolerance in response to a
hypothetical civil liberties dispute, | am able to discern whether tolerance judgments carry
independengeffects on perceptions of political freedom. Citigevho incur substantial costs to
protect the basic rights of offensive groups may justify this decision through increased
confidence that they lay unfettered claim to these same rights. Hence, tolerance should increase
perceptions of political freedom.

In a similar vein, upholding the expressive rights of heinous groups poses certain risks to
the tolerant individuai such as violating broadly accepte
tolerance mistaken for acceptance of an unpopular group and supportviems Restricting
rights to these groups shields the intolerant individual from such risks. To the extent that
individuals incur risks in order to defend the legitimacy of unsavory political expression by
widely disliked groupstolerant individuals mayationalize that the risk was justified. In turn,
tolerance may decrease individual sé aversion
expression:

Risk Aversion Hypothesis Individuals who practice tolerance will express greater -isk
accepance attitudes than individuals who practice intolerance.
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Finally, tolerance may be conceptualized as an act of dissent from the majority. A
generation of political tolerance research demonstrates that, despite widespread support for civil
libertarian mrms, most citizens in most democracies amevilling to extend basic procedural
rights and civil liberties to groups they strongly dislike (e.g. Stouffer 1955; Sullivan et al. 1985;
Duch and Gibson 1992; Marqudtyatt and Paxton 2007; but see Petersal. &2011). Hence,
tolerant individuals are a minority subset in the broader, intolerant population. Individuals may
reduce the dissonance associated with minoritarian tolerance by bolstering their belief that
dissent from the majority is a necessary cbodifor good democracy.

Support for Dissent Hypothesis Individuals who practice tolerance will express greater
support for dissent than individuals who practice intolerance.

Via theseproducts ofcognitive consistency restoratiotolerance should antribute to
citizenso propensity for publ i c political
dispositions toward risk, conflict, and dissent. Buich psychic benefitshould do little to
facilitate engagement in private, individual actions whiose costs to action do not require
positive attitudinal dispositions toward freedom, risk, and dissent to overcome.

However, certain theoretical allowances need to be made for contextual differences
across entrenched liberal democracies and -gasioritaian (@nd potentially illiberal)
democracies. In particulacontextual forces in the pesauithoritarian context may block or
counterbalance these proposed effects of tolerance. It is possible that cognitive consistency
restoration will not increase perdems of political freedom wheresal constraints on political
freedom exist. In the case of Hungary, where Viktor Orban and his Fidesz Party have eroded
civil liberties and ddegitimized the political opposition vigorously over the past several years,

post-communist citizens who already view the government and collective action with suspicion
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(e.g. Wallace et al. 2012) may not develop new assurances that their rights are secure by
extending them to others in the political opposition. Moreover, one c@édukate that few
citizens will perceive dissent as intrinsically useful to democratic stability where democratic
backsliding is underway, as it is in Hungary.

Indeed, Hungary is the clearest case of a-postmunist democracy whose authoritarian
roots wee never fully clipped and aerate once nfdrén Hungary, democratic transition
generated considerable political and economic uncertainty, aggravated linguistic and ethnic
tensions, and opened the dodris possible @hatbughn 6 s a L
considerations block the basic availability of qi®mocratic orientations toward freedom and
di ssent as fAjustificati onso f arconnectoh detweenc e . I
tolerance and participation exists in Hungary, it should beedrbybehavioral consistengguch
that enduring the costs of tolerance equips individuals to endure costs associated with their own
political engagement. But | reiterate thew democracy hypothedmere as well:given the
heightened (perhaps prohibitivesksof publ i ¢ acti vism in Orb8nds

be more likely to generate private, individual activism thanesdidus and collective activism.

|t is at least the clearest case in the European Union, and clearest among the countries included
in crossnational survey analysis from Chapter Four.
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6.3 EXPERIMENTAL PROTOCO L

6.3.1 Summary

The purpose of thiexperimentis to examinewhethertolerance ydgmentsshapepolitical
participation and the attitudes toward freedom, risk, and dissentnthagt condition how
individuals perceive costs of different avenuesadion The pretest procedureand questions
largely matchthose described i€hapterFive; however, certain basic differences are discussed
below. T hi s gmajarchgvéltssaret hen di scussed i n-ttelsd-0f tsrueda
sectiors 6.3.3and6.3.4

First, to test the micrtheoretical framework, subjects responded to -pest items
designed to tap risk perceived freedom, risk aversion, and support for dissent. Second, subjects
were provided with the opportunity to take action on behalf of aigalligoal they listed as
Amost | mport an t-test. These mbasunes df lbehavidrarertpnd anobtrusive:
respondents could either donate money to, or sign their name to a petition circulated by, a group
wor king to adyv anialar cduseeTechrwlbgiee entbedded \pithim the online
survey frameworkpermit meto directly observe not onlwhether and howespondents
participate following the practice of tolerance or intolerance, but also whether they were willing
to do so in a manmethat sacrifices their anonymify. The fundamental details of these
procedures are discussed beltwe full text of the survegxperiment along with thexactforms

respondents could access are included in the appendix toeC&ept

%% This approach builds on current research design advances throuth avieirt measures of
behavior are increasingly incorporated into experimental settings (e.g. Shineman 2012).
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6.3.2 Sample and cover story

A random sample of 880 subjedtsthe United States and Hungamas purchased through the

online survey agency, QualtricA total of 440 Americans and 440 Hungarians participated in

the studyof AHow peopl e peetriseaura die n Tog ldungarian susveydas
administered in Hungarian bf Re s ear cQuaNotw,iocsd partner i n Bu
translated into Hungarian independently by four contractors at TransPeréegrofessional

translation agency based inW&ork, NY i and proofread for errors and consistency.

The basic structure of the survey experiment closely matches that described in Chapter 5.
Importantly, hovever, given the high o st ®fackec®l i n the Hungarian c
to separatehie pretest questionnaire from the treatment and jest measures by dividing the
surveyexperiment into two separate sittings. Instead, participants completed the online study in
a single sitting. | therefore took additional steps toward minimizingirtieence of testing
effects that could alert respondents to the purpose of the study and potentially bias its findings. In
particular, | furnished aeceptive description of the survey formathelp obscure similarities
between prdest and postestque t i onnaires and to reduce subj et
of the experiment from its basic structure. Subjects were informed that they had agreed to
participate in two separate research studies regarding their political beliefs:

Thank you for ageeing to participate in these research studies. In what follows,

you will respond tawo separate surveys about politics and current events in

[country]. You will be paid for botHSurvey Agency namdjas adopted this two

survey format to improve the sew experience for you, the respondent. In

particular, you will be asked only once to answer basic questions about yourself

such as your age, education, gender, and sb asthis information is relevant to

both research studies. Separate instructiors detve been provided for each
study, so you will know when you have completed one and have begun the other.
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This device allowed me to provide unique introductions and instruction sets for the pre
test and postest. This strategy helped divorce {pestand postest content in a credible manner
and reduce the degree to which subjects might assume a relationship between questions
preceding and following the manipulation. This procedure is consistent with deceptive practices
employed in social psychologt studies of attitude change, such as through cognitive

dissonance (e.g. Cooper 2007), in whichiast and postest questions are often identical.

6.3.3 Pre-test questionnaire and measurement

Thepret est served to gauge r elweploasikedmyroup,Ghelevaels el i n e
of threat respondents believed that group pos
liberty over public order and security; their level of dogmatic thinking, and basic demographic

traits. The questionnaire empjed in this study is identical to that described in Chapter Five with

a few important exceptions. For brevity, | summariz&able 21the variables | have previously

discussed.
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Table 21 PreTest Questionnaire Iltems aReliability

Pretest variable #ltems Range/meaning of high values Scale Reliability

U.S. Hungary

ToleranceA 4 1-4 (4=most tolerant) 0.84 0.78
Threat 3 1-10 (10=most threat) 0.83 0.83
Support for individual freedom over ord¢ 5 1-5 (5=most freedom) 0.88 0.67
Dogmatism 4 1-4 (4=most dogmatic) 0.74 0.62
Conservatism 1 1-7 (7=most conservative)

Gender 1 0,1 (1=female)

Race/Ethnicity 1 0,1 (1=black; ethnic minority)

Education 1 1-7 (7=advanced degree)

Political Interest 1 1-5 (5=most interest)

A American respondents could select one of ten
Ku Klux Klan; Islamic fundamentalists; pmhoice groups (abortion supporters); {ife groups (abortion
opponents); the Occupy Movement; the Tea Party; American communists; Christian fundamentalists; att
gay rights supporters. Hungarian respondents were able to select from among eight groups: Gypsies; Jo
supporters; Jews; Homosal a | rights supporters; C @ouennmerit protesters
Fidesz party supporters; Catholic nationalists. These groups represent the broad range of targets of |
intolerance, from political leftists and social liberals fRmi rights groups, Homosexual rights supportt
Communists) to political rightists and social conservatives (Jobbik party supporters; Fidesz party sug
Catholic nationalists). I have al so i ncl| maheahetshiof
xenophobia and intolerance in modern Hungary

The basic claim of this dissertation is that tolerance influences political action
independently of conventional predictors of civic voluntarism (Verba, Schlozman and Brady
1995). Moreover, casstudies of tolerance and participation around a specific political issue
report that, for both tolerant and intolerant individuals, political behavior is at least partly a
function of a general propensity toward activism and isslience (Gibson 1987).included
three pretest questions to account for these factors.

First, | me assodatiana inelveme¢iie stitorey Predictor of activisinby
asking AHow often do you participate in acti\
such as churches, sports clubs, political organizations, volunteer or charity groups, unions,
professional associations, etc.?0

Second and following Gibson (1992K)evaluatedr e s p 0 n d e rproerdsity fior o a d

engagement in different sorts of politicadtanswi t h t he f ol |l owi ng quest
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government did something you believed was wrong and you wanted to do something about it.
Would you be willing or unwilling to take the
home or apartment; 2pih a peaceful protest; 3) Contact an elected official to express your
opinions; 4) Donate money to an organization that supports your views; 5) Vote more frequently;
6 ) Create a |l ocal organi zation to oppose th
signatures for a petition to oppose the gover
petition to oppose t heatgeogvoerryn nteend poesn saecst |1 roarsg e
unwillingo to Adefinitely waparticipation goteatialthdewe r e a
(60.84, Uni t®8d Hewaay). es; U

Third, I i ntroduced a question concerning
salience. After reporting their political ideology, respondents encountered a list of praiues
generally covered by the news media at the time of each surveyh ey wer e asked #)
goal would you say is the MOST important to you right rioim?most cases, a clear liberal
(leftist) and conservative (rightist) issue position had bagvocated in the news. American
subjects could choose from six policy questions, designed to represent liberal or conservative

issue positions:

End tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans

Cut wasteful government spending

Repeal Obamacare

Fasttrack immigrant children to U.S. citizenship
Legalize sama&ex marriage across the country
Ban samesex marriage across the country

= =4 =4 -8 -8 -9
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Likewise, Hungarians could select from among six questions that dominated political
news coverage throughout March 2013.

Cut governmentfunded subsidies for college tuition

Protect governmerfunded subsidies for college tuition

Rename fAHorthy Par-lGgromo®arki t s ori gi nal na
Require voters to preegister before 2014 general election

Protect protestersaiesri ghts at the March
Increase police presence at the March rHlies

E R I

Technologies embedded within the online survey allowed me to tailor options for real
participation (described belovidpr eachsubjectbased on their response to this question. For
instance, Amerc ans sel ecting Acut government spendin
were offered an opportunity to advance this goal; Hungarians who opposedniduming of
Gyromo park after notorious Nazi sympathizer, Miklos Horthy, could take action ¢ot i
name change; and so on. | adopted this approach to partially limit the role that unequal issue
salience may play in generating participation in the -pesit Survey costs prohibit extensive
measurement of isstgalience and attitude strength. Hewe this basic measure provides at
least minimal assurance that all respondents encountered an opportunity to act on an issue they

perceived as important.

6.3.4 Manipulation and post-test attitudinal measures

Subjects next encountered instructions for adistincr esear ch study of HAHow
another in politics.o0 As the central mani pul e
essay to convince a hypothetical discussion partner to either permit (tolerant condition) or
prevent (intolerant acodi t i on) a public demons tliked group.n by

Subjects in the control condition argued in favor or against selling genetically modified,
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laboratorygrown tomatoes in place of natural, fagrown tomatoes in their local stores. Aga
following conventions in selpersuasion research, subjects were informed prior to the writing
task that they may be asked to advocate a counterattitudinal position, were given the option to
exit the study without penalty, and encountered a gentle fptetneir assistance despite any
discomfort they might experienéé.

Subjects elected whether to withdraw from the stbefforeassignment to treatmefit.
This protects against orsded attrition by condition, but increases the possibility of
noncompliance | consider subjects as havirrgceived treatmentf and only if they have
completed the intensive essayiting task. | therefore excluded from the analysis noncompliant
treatmemtgyr oup subjects who wrote finonsemdilg@a essay
tolerant or intolerant position on the hypothetical civil liberties dispute. However, subjects who
wrote essays opposing the position they were asked to advocate (i.e. subjects assigned to
tolerance who wrote defenses of intolerance and vice vensgdnot excluded ¢ee Chapter
Five, Section 5.4.4).

Subjects who chose to proceed were then randomly assigned to treatment conditions, in
which they had up to 10 minutes to Awrite at
in a text box thabppeared beneath the question. After completing the tolerant, intolerant, or

control essay task, subjects answered three questipresented in random orderdesigned to

measure their perceptions of political freedom, aversion to risk, and suppadsskmtd

2" Subjects readYou will be asked to nite a short but strong argument that you think could
persuade the opinion of someone like you. Please rbereme politely ask that you try to write

a strong argument, even if you disagree with what you have been asked to write. If you feel that
you must refuse to write such an argument, you will have the opportunity to exit the survey
without loss of paymenBut your participation is very important to our research and would be

of great help to us. We thank you for taking this task seriously.

2820 American subjects and 18 Hungarian subjects withdrew from the study.
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Following Gibson (1992b), | measurgerceived political freedomwith the question:
ASuppose you felt very strongly that somethin
you wanted to do something about it. Do you think the government waliditely allow,
probably all ow, probably not all ow, or defini
strike; 2) Organi ze public meetings to oppos
marches or demonstrations; 4) Make a speech critgciziigover nment 6s acti ons
gather signatures for a petition to oppose th
included fAdefinitely not al lIdoew,i nprtoeb ayb layl | nooamo ;
were averaged and highealues represerttigher perceptionsof political freedom( U=0. 8 8,
United States; U=0.84, Hungary).

To measuresupport for dissent r espondents were i1invited toc
strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 1) It is very good that
people have freedom to protest aghilssues they dislike; 2) Most disagreements undermine
society; 3) You have to be ready to accept new ideas; new ideas are needed for the advancement
of society; 4) Challenging ideas held by the majority of people is essential to democracy. The
averaged lkerts cal ed i tems generate a reliable iIindex
U=0.69, Hungary) i n wdreatersuppoifogdisgent. val ues repr e

Lastly, | measuredsk aversion with 10 statements employed in recent political science
research (e.g. Kam 2000orgenstern and Zechmeister 200%pecifically, respondents were
invited toAh Pl ease indicate how strongly you agree
statements: 1) | do not feel comfortable about taking chances; 2) | likeandwexciting

experiences, even if | have to break the rules; 3) Before | make a decision, | like to be absolutely

sure about how things will turn out; 4) | would like to explore strange places; 5) | prefer
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situations that have foreseeable outcomes; &@lldomfortable improvising in new situations; 7)

| feel nervous when | have to make decisions in uncertain circumstances; 8) | prefer friends who
are exciting and unpredictable; 9) | avoid situations that have uncertain outcomes; 10) I like to do
frightenng things. These scales, on whigigher values have been coded to represent higger

acceptance are also reliable across contexts (U =

6.3.5 Direct measures of political behavior

| built two separate measures of political participation into this experiment. The first directly
me a s ur e s overtupblijical belagicdd The second aims poblkexpbdic
or Aprivateo di mensions of political particip
To properly distance these measures from the manipulation, respondents were first led to
believe they had completed the online survey. Followimgposttest attitudinal questions, they
were thanked and informed that they would be paid $5.00 (1,700 Hungarian Fdrints).
At the same time, subjects were also informed that the study was partly funded by the
ACi ti zens | niti aficitv e ulso mbyya@r @ uwmnonpartisa, Bosicr i b e d
profit group that advances citizen interest WWashington/BudapégstSince 2002the CILGhas
worked daily in courts{legislatures/parliament and communities to promoteh e publ i c

views onmportant government decisiongVe operate only in response to publicdemand Pr i or

29 Subjects were remunerated in these esacbunts via Qualtrics and Research Now survey
houses. Note that Hungarian respondents were paid more than American respomticiesgs
values do nbrepresent exchange rates.
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to exiting the study, subjects were invited
lnitiative Lobby ®roupd on the next page.
Overt Behavior Measure Upon advancing # page, each subject viewed a message
tailored to reflect concern over the 1ssue t|I
pretest. Half of subjects selecting each issue were asked whether they would like to sign a
petition distributed by the iG@zens Initiative Lobby Group to advance their cause; half were
asked whether they would like to donate a portion of their earnings from their survey to the
Citizens Initiative LobbyGroup to advance their cause.
For instance, American respondents whp cer t ed Al sga&l imaer s ame 0 ¢
most urgent priority for US politics read:
As you probably have heard, several states now officially recognize ssamaarriage.
But many others do not. Several activist groups maintain that this imbalanag is n
sustainabl e. The Citi z e [cechlatingma ipdtitiomarounde L obby
the country / raising money for its campaignito legalizesamesex marriage across the
country,

Those sel ectsiexg maBanmnm aggeame as tede most | mportan
As you probably have heard, a few states now officially recognize-sammarriage.
But many others do not. Several activist groups maintain that this imbalance is not
sustainable. The Cit i z e fcsgcolatingraipdtiionarounde L obby
the country / raising money for its campaigih to ban gay marriage across the United
Statesat the federal level.

| furnished similar vignettes for each issue; these are presented in the appendix to Chapter 6. As

a measure of overt political bavior, subjects were next invited to download the petition or

donation form, complete it, and-vpload it to the survey website:

%0 |n practice they had no choice but to view the message.
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Feel free to download and fill out tHgetition/donation form] by clicking this link:
{link}.

Save it to your computeand, when you are finished, you may upload yf=igned
petition/completed donation forml by cl i cki ng { A CHyodoenotFi | e 0}
wish to participate, please click finexto to
[Petition]: Upon exiting this survepn the next pageyour signed petitioralong with

your name and email addregsll be automatically forwarded to the specified recipients,

and the Citizens Initiative Group will receive a copy for their permanent records.

[Donation]: Upon existing this survegn the next page, the amount you elect to donate

will be automatically withheld from your payment for participating in this study. This is
to ensure your anonymity.

| furnished unique petition and donation forms for each issue, which can be viewed in t
Appendix to Chapter 6. By way of examplgure 4pr esent s the Citizens?o
Group petition to ban sarsex marriage. Note that subjects are asked to provide their last name
and first initial, and to indicate whether their name may lbedaled to the government actors
listed in blue at the top of the page. Standards of research conduct limit the amount of
information | could ethically request from individual respondents. Nevertheless, the petition
contains at least two credible suggest® t ha't participation woul d
identity to théipepanttondbarectipeegbyernment
highlighted in blue and the respondent is explicitly asked whether their name (even if not fully

revealed can be kept on record.
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PROTECT TRADITIONAL
MARRIAGE AND MORALITY!

Tell President Barack Obama, Congressional leaders, and
the media that Americans want change now! We are the

h voice of this country and we demand representation!

To: President Barack Obama, Speaker John Boehner,
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, CNN News Edi-
tor Rachel Clarke

We the People of the United States of America
desire change. The majority of U.S. states forhid

same-sex marriage. It is time for the federal gow
ernment to move to amend the Constitution and

officially recognize rraditional marriage as the
only legal hond between two people who love each
other. Please move immediately to address this

most important issue of our time.
Signed,
First Name, Last Initial:

YES { | 10, mclude me as a "confidential supporter” ||

(Citeme" Tavitia tvw T oy (Srnoap
2829 Commectiaut Ave. MW

Wachington, [.C. 20008

Figure 4 Petition Viewed by Subjects selecting "Ban sesag marriage" as Most Important Political Goal
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By contrast, the donation form igure 5assures anonymity. Subjects do not provide

thernane, and i n any case must explicitly reques

PROTECT TRADITIONAL
MARRIAGE AND MORALITY!

Support the Citizens' Initiative Lobby Group campaign

for a Constitutional Amendment to ban gay marriage.
With yvour support, we can prioritize this issue and press
the government to officially recogmize mraditional mar-
riage as the only legal bond between two people who love

each other. Please consider making a small donation te

this cause.

Dionation Amonnt:
$0.50 (| $1.00( ) $1.50 [} $2.00 () $2.50{
$5.00 { $3.500 ) $.+.000 ) $+50( ) $5.000 )

First Name, Last Initial {optional}

hday we publish your name in our list of donors?
YES (| NO,include me as a “confidential supporter” 9

Citizems” Imitiative Tobby Gromp
LEIF Counschmat Ave. I

Wachington, IoC. 20008

Figure 5 Donation Form Viewed by Subjects esefing "Ban amesex marriage" as Most Important Political Goal
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The reupload functionallowed me todirectly measurewhich respondents returned a

(@]

ompl eted petition or donation form. Responde

=]

made a donationo if they returned a compl et e
Angai ci pant so are those -uplaliavdomdpleted form Wwdfooe di d
proceeding to the end of the survey.

Public vs. Private Action Measure The division between petitioning and donating is
partially theoretical and partially functional. In theptlgese behaviors can be differentiated by
the degree to which they expose participants to potential conflict with the government. Hence,
petitioning represents fApublico political act
individual activism.As the examples above suggest, | took additional steps toward emphasizing
this in each condition. Moreover, this distinction has been validated by other empirical research.
In her study of risk attitudes and political participation, Kam (2011) finds thaatebns stand
apart from other behaviors in that they are only weakly conditioned bactsiptance relative to
more public actions, like petitioning. And in the case of donations to religious organizations, risk
acceptance predicts abstention. Funcligntghese are the easiest behaviors to map using online
survey technologie31

Still, there may be other reasons why a subject would be more likely to petition than
donate that do not relate to the collectomntentious or individual dimensions of cogteposed
here and in the participation literature. For instance, these studies were conducted during
economic recessions in both the U.S. and Hungary; respondents may be reluctant to part ways

with money they just earned over the past 30 minutes. EvegttHoean control for income in

31 |deally, | would cartrast protest or rally attendance against voting or donating behavior; but
this requires a natur al experi ment al setting,
dispute. This is a subject for future research.
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the analysis, subjects invited to donate may be primed to think about the amount of time they
dedicated to the study relative to their remuneration and be reluctant to give more, whereas this
is not a consideration for subje®ffered the opportunity to sign a petition.

Therefore, | embedded a cleaner measure of the public vs. private dimension of
participation directly into the petition and donation forms. Petitioning respondents were informed
that: Your signature to thisgtition will be published with other signatures, unless you elect to
remain totally anonymous by selecting the appropriate box on the petition Dseiating
respondents were toldYour donation will be deducted automatically and is completely
anonymous.If you would like your name to be included among the published list of
Acontributorso to this cause, pl ease select
Respondents therefore explicitly revealed their willingness to preserve or forego tmgimégo
in the case of both donating and petitioning. This strengthens the validity of my conclusions in
the event that some unknown characteristic associated with these behaviors renders categorizing

them as fApublico vs. fAprivateo untenabl e.

6.4 DIRECT EFFECTS OF TOLERANCE ON POLI TICAL PARTICIPATION

In the seliper suasi on experi ment, treat ment i'sS con:
subject who was assigned to write a substantive (i.e-cantrol condition) essay did in fact

write such an essay. A total 3 American respondents (15.8 percent) in the tolerant condition

and 19 Americans assigned to the intolerant condition (13 percent) returneehatpdiac

strings or nonsensical commentaries unrelated to the hypothetical civil liberties dispute at the

core of the treatment. By defini-tompli eéhesewbao
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not receive treatment in line with the experimental design. The Hungarian sample returned a
similar rate of noncompliance: 16 (12.5 percent) of subjects assigrieterance and 20 (13.1
percent) subjects assigned to intolerance wrote nonsensical essays.

When not every participant receives the assigned treatment, experiments commonly
provide two estimates -ootreneat heéddfiparestndeadfty si $h
participation across conditions, independent of essay content.iSThie ITT estimates the
causal effect of treatment assignment, rather than treateeipti ignoring, for the moment,
whether subjects actually defended a toleranhtlerant position in a manner consistent with
the manipul ationds intent. Then, the Complier
the average rate of participation weighted by the percent of the treatment group that actually

received treatment.

6.4.1 Tolerance and participation in the United States

Before turning to the main results, a manipulation check confirms that theessifasion
experi ment influenced | evels of tol ermmpce fo
between subjects ANOVATrfds significant and substantively meaningful difference in tolerance

cross subjects assigned to write tolerant, intolerant, and control e$sd¥s 373) = 8.97,

p<0.0]]. Cross condition mean differences, depictedrigure § are significant at the Sleve

using the Scheffe posioc test.
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Figure 6 Effect of SelfPersuasion on Political Tolerance, United States

Looking next at overt behavior among American respondéatie 22presents the rates
of petitionng and donating among subjects across experimental conditions. The top panel
reveals darge effect of assignment to tolerance on petitionivith approximately 81 percent of
the treatment group downloading, signing, andpading to the online surveleir completed
petition to push the government forward on
test. Nearly twethirds of subjects assigned to intolerance and control conditions also signed
petitions. While the difference in petitioning ass intolerant and control group subjects is
small, fully 21 percent more subjects petitioned following assignment to tolerance relative to the
control. By contrast, the lower panel shows that subjects in the tolerant condition were
somewhat less likelyotmake an anonymous donation than subjects assigned to the intolerant or

control conditions, with small differences apparent across the three treatment conditions.
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