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ABSTRACT
While students of politicd tolerance often view tolerance decisions as a trade- of f between opposing
vaues (civil liberties versus other vaues), there have been few explicit attempts to formulate and test such
amultiple-vauesmodd. With rare exception, researchers typicaly examine linkages between tolerance
judgments and a single vaue congdlation (civil liberties or generd norms of democracy) without
examining directly the way people rank competing values. In this paper, we use data from anationa
telephone survey to test amode of how various val ue trade-off measures (e.g., value conflict) influence
citizens initial tolerance decisons, aswell asther willingness to stick to that judgment in the face of
counter-arguments (i.e., the pliability of the initid basdine judgment). We find that while vaue conflict is
often associated with greater political forbearance of didiked groups (e.g., the Klan, flag burners), greater
conflict dso makes individuas more susceptible to counter-arguments. We dso find that when people are
presented with roughly equa counter-arguments, the tolerant are much more willing to abandon thair initid
judgment than the intolerant. We conclude with a discussion of the broader implications of our findings for

the study of political tolerance and political vaues.



One of the most enduring findings documented by a generation of research on politica tolerance
isthe gtriking inconsistency between nearly universa public support for abstract, generd norms of
democracy, and consderably less support for applying these norms to offensive groups. Thus, while
upwards of ninety percent of the adult U.S. public agrees with statements like, "1 believe in free speech
for dl no matter what their views might be," only about thirty to forty percent support alowing members
of an offensive group (e.g., the Ku Klux Klan or the Communist Party) to speek in public or teach in
schools (Gibson 1992; Sullivan, et d 1982).

This"dippage" between support for democracy in the abstract and intolerance reveded in specific
gpplications was viewed by early sudies (e.g., Prothro and Grigg 1960; McClosky 1964) with some
adarm because it suggested awesk and superficia public commitment to democratic values and thus a
potentia threat to a healthy democracy. Such dire conclusions, however, have been tempered over the
years, for they fall to recognize thet free expression is only one vaue which, for some individuals, is seen
as conflicting with other important vaues (Hanson 1993, Marcus et d 1995, Sniderman et d 1996).
Thus, citizens may strongly support civil libertiesin the abostract but may, smultaneoudy, fed even more
strongly about other values (e.g., nationa security, equdity, law and order) with which free expresson
may compete. As Gibson and Bingham (1982, 1985) argue, the exercise of civil liberties (by offensve
groups) invariably generates conflict anong vaues. While democracy may require free speech, it dso
requires support for other, competing vaues, such as sociad order and mgority rule (see aso Marcus, et
a 1995, 116). Even the most committed civil libertarian, for example, would prohibit fasdy yeling “firel”

in acrowded theater. On the other hand, civil libertarians, as represented by the American Civil Liberties



Union, often oppose the banning of * hate speech” and flag burning, and view citizen support for such bans
as apotentid threet to first amendment freedoms.

Irrespective of the normative dimensions of this debate, however, it is clear that values matter. In
particular, the way citizens rank competing vaues should play a mgor role in conditioning politica
tolerance judgments. Accordingly, our primary purpose in this paper isto explore a multiple-vaues modd
of politica tolerance. One of theironies of politica tolerance research is that while anayss have often
viewed tolerance decisions as a trade- off between opposing vaues (civil liberties versus other vaues),
there have been few explicit attempts to formulate and test such a multiple vaues modd. To the contrary,
researchers typically examine the linkages between tolerance judgments and a single vaue congd lation:
civil liberties or generd norms of democracy. To be sure, a handful of studies (e.g., Gibson 1988,
Golebiowska 1995) examining politica tolerance toward specific groups (e.g., homosexuas) has
investigated the impact of other vaues (e.g., rdigious vaues) in addition to civil liberties, but such sudies
are an exception in the literature. Moreover, as we shdl argue below, andysts have not assessed the way
citizens rank these competing vaues. Thus, while many researchers have paid lip service to the view that
tolerance decigons result from a competition of vaues, the fallure to provide an explicit test of such a
perspective has, in our view, led to atruncated understanding of tolerance judgments.

Our purpose isto explore the way vaues affect not only citizens initid baseline tolerance
decisons, but also their willingnessto stick to that judgment in the face of persuasive appedsto the
contrary (i.e, the pliability of the initid basdine judgment). For in the push and shove of politicd debate
over civil libertiesissuesin the red world, we want to know not just what an individud’ sinitid postionis
but aso, after being exposed to counter-arguments, how pliable the individud’ s judgments are

(Sniderman, et d 1996). Political tolerance issues are certainly contentious, as demongtrated by the



heated debate over proposals to ban * hate speech” on college campuses (e.g., Gates, et a 1994;
Matsuda, et a 1993). Once citizens are exposed to conflicting arguments from various dlites (i.e., eected
officids, interest groups and the media), their initid judgments may be overturned—intolerant mgorities
may become the minority view, and vice versa

And thereis every reason to believe that citizens can be talked out of their initia responseto
questions of palitica tolerance. For the ordinary citizen, civil liberties issues are likely to be complex and
remote from everyday experience. More generdly, the pliability of tolerance attitudes is consstent with
recent theories of the survey response, which suggest that people seldom hold firm or immutable attitudes
(Zdler and Feldman 1992; Torangeau and Razinski 1988). Rather, public opinion in a number of domains
appears responsive to elite cues (Zdler 1992) and mediaframing (Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley 1997).

One particularly healthy development in politica tolerance research is the increased attention to
guestions of how people respond to persuasive gppeds of various kinds (Gibson 1998; Marcus, et a
1995; Sniderman, et d 1996). By mimicking the two-sded nature of civil liberties controversesin the red
world, such interventions can shed light on two important questions beyond the scope of earlier studies.
Firgt, counter-argument experiments can provide additiond evidence for amultiple vaues perspective. It
isonething to show that citizens' values are associated with basdline tolerance decisons in the Stetic case;
it is quite another to show that these same vaues predict how people respond to a series of counter-
argumentsin amore dynamic setting. Second, by confronting people with counter-arguments, we can
determine whether the tolerant or the intolerant are more susceptible to change. Thus, the fact that most
peopleinitidly express palitical intolerance in asurvey may be less worrisome if the intolerant are
susceptible to counter-arguments (e.g., free speech gpped s)—if, for example, they can be persuaded to

give the issue a*“ sober second thought” (Stouffer 1955). On the other hand, if it isthe tolerant who are



less committed to their initid positions, there is more cause for concern (e.g., Gibson 1998; Marcus, et d
1995; Sullivan et d 1993; c.f., Sniderman et d 1996).

We begin by developing a multiple values modd of tolerance, which leads to a series of
hypotheses about how values are likely to shape basdline politica tolerance judgments aswell asthe
pliability of those judgments. We then test these expectations using data from anationa survey. After
discussing the survey results, we conclude with a discussion of the broader implications of our findings for
the study of palitical tolerance and politica vaues

A MULTIPLE VALUES MODEL

A large literature demongtrates that vaues such as individuaism, equality, and patriotism are
central elementsin mass bdief systems, shaping and structuring politicd atitudesin avariety of policy
domains (e.g., Feldman 1988, Hurwitz and Peffley 1987, McClosky and Zdler 1985). However, as
Sniderman (1993, 227) has argued, once we recognize that multiple vaues underlie paliticd judgments, it
is not enough to explore the vertica linkages between “ specific opinions and deeper vaues -- taken one
a atime. It is necessary to take into account the relations of values to one another....[For] bdief sysems
differ not only in the priority attached to. ..vaues (Rokeach 1973), but aso in the degree to which these
vauesare...in conflict or tenson (Tetlock 1986)” (emphasis added). Understanding such relations
between multiple values would seem to be crucid for the study of palitica tolerance, for the decison to
extend civil libertiesto an offengive group isinherently conflictud. Not only areindividuas asked, by
definition, to tolerate a group they do not like, but, as noted previoudy, the exercise of civil libertiesby
offengve groups invariably generates conflict between the values of civil liberties, on the one hand, and
cherished vaues (e.g., equdity, order) the group (e.g., the KKK, Nazis) is perceived to threaten, on the

other hand.



Both conceptsidentified in the literature on multiple values—vaue priorities and va ue conflict—
arelikely to affect palitica tolerance decisons. By value priority, we mean the importance that an
individud attaches to a given vadue, reldive to other vaues againgt which it competes. A person would be
sad to attach a higher priority to racid equdity than free speech, for example, to the degree that she
ranks equaity much higher than other vaues and free peech much lower. Anindividua experiences
value conflict, on the other hand, when he smultaneoudy ranks competing values highly (eg., Tetlock
1986)." We note that value priority and vaue conflict are conceptudly distinct and should affect political
tolerance judgmentsin different ways as well.

Toilludrate, condder three citizens with different vaue rankings of free speech and racid equdity
who are asked whether they think the Klan should be dlowed to give what islikely to be aracist peech
in their community. Citizens A and B have roughly the opposite value priorities: A atachesahigh
priority to free speech and ardatively low oneto racid equdity while B ranksracid equdity high and free
gpeech low. Other things equd, citizen A is much more likely to favor alowing the Klan to speak than
citizen B. For these two citizens, whose vaue priorities are heavily skewed in one direction or another,
the decision to tolerate the Klan may seem a ample matter. Not so, however, for citizens who find
themselvesin agate of vaue conflict. Thus, because citizen C fedsthat both free speech and racid
equdity are extremey important values, sheislikely to reect differently to a debate on the Klan'sright to
give aracist gpeech than individuds who clearly prefer one vaue to the other (citizens A and B). Having
adrong afinity for both vaues, for example, should make C susceptible to both sides of the argument in

the ensuing debate.



Hypotheses
Baseline Tolerance Judgments. Exactly how might value priorities and vaue conflict affect

basdline tolerance judgments as well as the pliahility of these judgments? With respect to basdine
judgments, one' s value priorities should have a clear impact on tolerance decisions. To the extent that
people assign a higher priority to free speech over vaues that a particular target group is presumed to
threaten, forbearance is more likely. Likewise, ataching a higher priority to vaues the group is assumed
to threaten should push people in the direction of favoring regtrictions on the civil liberties of the group in
question. Thus, asin other domains, tolerance judgments should be influenced by the priorities people
attach to competing values (e.g., Rokeach 1973, Inglehart 1990).

Thelikely impact of value conflict on basdine judgmentsisless clear cut. Severd studiesfind
that vaue conflict or ambivaence often leads to greater uncertainty, unpredictability, ingtability and
moderation in one s attitudes (e.g., Alvarez and Brehm 1995; Eagly and Chaiken 1993; Glathar 1996).
Thus, there may smply be more “error” in predicting the tolerance judgments of conflicted individuds.
On the other hand, research by Tetlock (e.g., 1984, 1986) suggests that conflict may also lead to greater
tolerance by encouraging more complex styles of politica reasoning and deliberation. Tetlock finds that
when important vaues are in conflict in a given content domain, people are more likely to engage in more
thoughtful and complex styles of palitical reasoning.? This more reflective style of reasoning is Smilar to
the ddliberative “ sober second thought” that has long been associated with politica forbearance (Stouffer
1955, McClosky and Brill 1983). Indeed, Marcus et a (1995, 80) found that when subjects are asked
to attend more to their thoughts (instead of their fedings), they tend to select a more tolerant response

(but see Kuklinski et a 1991). This, they argue, is* consistent with the notion that a ‘ sober second



thought' leads people to reconsider their automatic response, which isanaturd intolerance toward groups
and ideas they find objectionable.” In short, we expect vaue conflict to lead to greater politica tolerance.

The impact of vauesis not expected to be invariant, however. Specificaly, thereis every reason
to believe that vdue priorities and vaue conflict will be more influentia in shgping tolerance judgments
among the politicaly sophisticated. AsZaler (1992, 25) argues, the impact of peopl€ s vaues dways
depends on whether citizens possess the knowledge necessary to trandate their values into specific
politica judgments. While politicaly sophisticated citizens are likely to see the rlevance of their generd
vaues to concrete civil libertiesissues (i.e.,, should the Klan be alowed to spesk?), those with less
knowledge may fail to make the necessary connections. In particular, because political sophisticates are
likely to experience a sharper degree of vaue conflict on tolerance issues, they are more likely to respond
with greater deliberation and politica tolerance.

Pliability. Both vaue congtructs should aso affect the pligbility of tolerance atitudes, or the
degree to which people are susceptible to counter-arguments. Vaue conflict should contribute to
pligbility for avariety of reasons. In the first place, more conflicted individuds are often less confident of
their judgments (e.g., Tetlock 1986). In addition, conflicted individuals have predilections that alow them
to gppreciate both sdes of the tolerance issue, and with some prodding they should be more persuadable
than individuas who are not conflicted (e.g., McGraw 1994 and Glathar 1994).

The impact of vaue priorities on susceptibility to a counter-argument should be more complex,
depending critically on whether one' s vaue priorities are consistent with one sinitid tolerance pogtion.
Condder the citizen who assigns a higher priority to free goeech than to a competing vaue and yet, for
whatever reason, initialy opposes the Klan'sright to spesk. Because their value priorities are

inconsistent with their initid judgment, they are likely to be more susceptible to a counter-argument



designed to move them toward tolerance. On the other hand, imagine the citizen whose vaue priorities
are perfectly consistent with their initid tolerance judgment (e.g., tolerant with a higher priority for free
gpeech). Inthis case, their priorities would make them more resistant to persuasive appeals (Rokeach
1973). Therefore, we expect to find asignificant interaction between the direction of prior tolerance
judgments (tolerant versus intolerant) and vaue priorities.
METHODS, DATA, AND MEASURES

Strateqy

It isessentia to ask respondents about specific target groups in order to sharpen the conflict
between civil liberties and the particular vaues that different groups are presumed to threaten. To this
end, we have selected three different target groups that an earlier student survey (N = 193)° indicated
were associated with threats to different value congtelations: (1) the Ku Klux Klan which, through its
long-gtanding advocacy of white supremacy, explicitly chalenges the value of racid equdlity; (2)
“homosexud or gay activists” who, for many, represent a challenge to traditiond religious vaues'; and
(3) “people who burn the American flag,” who are perceived by many as an affront to patriotic values.

Rather than asking al respondents questions about each of the three target groups, our approach
isto randomly assign respondents to one of three treatment groups, each asked about a different target
group. Thus, one-third of our sample is asked a battery of tolerance items about the KKK, and so forth.
In this fashion, we are able to keep the focus on particular groups and the relevant vaues the tolerance
questions are likely to activate”

In asking respondents about specific target groups, our design diverges from the least-liked
protocol introduced by Sullivan, et d. (1979) wherein respondents are asked a battery of tolerance
questions pertaining to agroup which they have identified as the one they “like the leest.” Despite its many

advantages, the least-liked gpproach is not easily amenable to testing a multiple vaues framework, for it is
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a safe bet that many people who sdect a particular group (e.g., flag burners) as the one they like the least
aso atach a high priority to the vaue the group is assumed to threaten (e.g., patriotism). With such a
homogenous group of subjects, the variance of any vaue preference measureis likely to be severely
restricted. To keep the focus on politica tolerance, however, we redtrict the analyses below to
respondents who rate the group in question on the negative end of a standard feding thermometer scale
(i.e., 0 to 49 on a 100-point scale).® Thus, condstent with the definition of political tolerance, our
respondents are being asked to tolerate atarget they didike to varying degrees.

Data
Datafor this andyss were taken from the 1994 Multi-Investigator Study, a Computer Assisted

Telephone Interviewing (CATI) nationa survey administered by the Survey Research Center (SRC) at
the University of Cdifornia, Berkeley. The 1,464 respondents selected for the random digit telephone
sample were interviewed by the SRC between June 10 and September 30, 1994.

Measures
Political Tolerance. As noted, respondents were randomly assigned to one of three treatment

conditions -- an assgnment which dictated the target group (“members of the Ku Klux Klan,”
“homosexud or gay activids,” and “people who burn the American flag”) about which the individud
would be asked. After rating the target group using a conventiona (0 to 100 degree) feding thermometer,
respondents were asked three baseline tolerance questions about whether their group should be
permitted to: 1) “make agpeech in your city”; 2) “hold ardly in your area’; and 3) “have a... program on
acommunity access cable televison gation in your area.” The three items were then summed to form a
Political Tolerance Index that ranges from 3 to 12 (individua items utilized 1 to 4 Likert formats), with
higher values representing maximum levels of tolerance (average Cronbach's apha across the three

groups = .90).”
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To measure the pliability of politica tolerance judgments, after answering two of the tolerance
questions (permitting cable access and dlowing araly) respondents were read a counter-argument
tallored to their initid basdline response and then asked whether they would till fedl the same about the
issue (...“would you sill bein favor of (opposed to) alowing [the group to hold araly/have cable
access|, or would you be lessin favor (opposed), or would you be opposed to (in favor of)”). Fliability is
assesd as the degree to which the individua moves away from his or her initid position in response to
the counter-argument and is measured on athree-point scae ranging from no change (coded as 0), to less
in favor (opposed) (coded 1), to switching from tolerance to intolerance or vice-versa (2). The basdline
tolerance items and associated counter-arguments are presented in the Appendix.

Value Measures. Mos tolerance studies measure commitment to civil liberties (and related
congructs, such as democratic or legal norms) with a standard intensity measure consisting of a battery of
Likert items. One problem with such measures, for our purposes, isthet it is possbleto indicate
agreement with the value without it being a high priority for the individua (Alwin and Krosnick 1985). By
contrast, our measures rely on aranking procedure that can be easily administered over the telephone. To
rank four values (free gpeech, racid equality, patriotism and religious vaues), respondents were presented
with dl possble pairs of vdues (eg., free speech and racid equdity) and asked to rate which of the two
in the pair is more important (see the Appendix for the wording of the values and the questions). ® This
procedure thus dlows usto give each value an initia vaue ranking that ranges from 3 (it is always ranked
more highly than the other three vaues) to O (it is never ranked more highly than the others) for each
respondent.

The rankings are then used to compute measures of vaue priorities and value conflict. Value

Priorities is assessed by subtracting an individua’ s vaue ranking for free speech from his or her ranking



of the other relevant, competing value. Thus, if the individud is asked about the KKK, the competing
vaues are free gpeech versus racid equdity, and the vaue priority measure ranges from +3, the highest
possible priority given to free speech (3 - 0), to -3, the highest priority given to racid equdity (0 - 3). For
individuals who are asked about the Klan, those who score a 3 on this scae aways ranked free speech
more highly than other values, while racia equdity was never ranked more highly than the other vaues.
By the same token, individuals who score a -3 on the same scae dways ranked racia equality, but never
ranked free speech more highly than the other values. Those who score at the midpoint of the scale (at
0), rated the two valuessmilarly. Inthisfashion, we are able to discern not whether agiven vdueis
supported by each respondent but, more importantly for our purposes, how strongly it is supported
relative to another competing value.

Our measure of Value Conflict isbased on aformula desgned by Thompson, Zannaand Griffin
(1995) that has received extensive validity testing from Glather (1995):°

Vdue Conflict = (V1 + V)2 - 2V, - V,?,
where V; istheinitid ranking for the firgt vaue (free speech in this case) and V, isthe ranking of the

second vaue (the other rlevant, competing vaue). The computationa formula depicts vaue conflict as
being equd to the average importance of the component vaues corrected by the dissmilarity in their
magnitude. In other words, the formula reflects the intuitive ideathat vaue conflict is grester when both
vaues are important and are amilarly ranked. As an example, an individua who ranks both values highly
(e.g., 3for free speech and 2 for equality) would achieve the maximum vaue conflict score (5/2-1, or
+1.5). By contradt, individuas with low levels of vaue conflict who rank one vaue very high (3) and the

other vadue very low (0) would achieve the lowest score on the vaue conflict scde (-1.5). One
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advantage of the above operationdization is that the correlation between our measures of vaue priorities
and vaue conflict is only .03, which indicates that the two measures are basicaly orthogond.

Control Variables. Also included in the mode predicting politica tolerance are a number of
control variables identified in the literature as important antecedents of tolerance: sdlf-esteem, ™
ideology,™* political knowledge,™? education, age, and gender. In addition, thermometer ratings of the
group were included as a crude proxy for perceptions of threat from the group.

ANALYSIS

Predicting Basdline Political Tolerance Judgments
To what extent do value priorities and vaue conflict shape basdline politica tolerance attitudes?

To answer this question, we regress the politica tolerance index on the two vaue variables (vaue
priorities and value conflict) and the control variables described above. Because the impact of the value
measures may vary for different target groups (e.g., Rohrschneider 1995), we include in the equation two
group dummy variables (gay activigts and flag burners, with the KKK serving as the contrast group) and
four multiplicative terms formed by multiplying the two group dummies by the two vaue measures. In
addition, because the impact of our vaue variables (priorities and conflict) islikely to be greater anong
politica sophidticates, we included two additiond interaction terms, formed by multiplying the vaue
variables by palitica knowledge. Before estimation, the substantive variables in the analysis were coded
so that expected reationships yielded positive coefficients. In addition, the variables involved in the
interactions were “ centered” (the mean vaue was subtracted) to aid in the interpretation of the “main
effects’ variables™

--TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE--
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The regression results for the baseline politica tolerance index are presented in Table 1. As
indicated by the first row of (OLS regresson) coefficients in the table, the impact of vaue prioritiesis
subgtantid and in the anticipated direction. As expected, attaching a higher priority to free speech over
other relevant vaues leads respondents to greater politica tolerance toward a didiked group. The second
row of coefficients reveds amore novd finding: basdine politicd tolerance judgments are dso affected
by vaue conflict, with stronger conflict associated with grester political tolerance. Wereturn to this
finding in the discussion of the interaction between values and political knowledge below. For now, we
note vaue conflict appearsto lead to more ddliberative reasoning styles that foster politica tolerance.

Notably, none of the interactions formed between the vaue variables and the group dummiesis
gatidicdly sgnificant, indicating that there are no Sgnificant differencesin the impact of either vaue
priorities or vaue conflict across the three target groups. Thus, regardless of the specific target and the
different vaue trade-offs that come into play, the rdative importance of competing vdues hasasmilar
effect on politica tolerance judgments.™

The impact of multiple vauesis not invariant, however. Congstent with our expectations, the
impact of both value variables on politicd tolerance increases Sgnificantly a higher levels of politica
knowledge. The computed effects of the vaue variables a different levels of political knowledge are
displayed a the bottom of Table 1. At low levelsof palitica knowledge (one stlandard deviation below
the mean), values have only adight impact in shaping tolerance (b for Vaue Priorities = .268, .084 for
Vaue Conflict). But for the politically knowledgeable (at one standard deviation above the mean) —i.e,
individuals who are more likely to see connections between their values and politica tolerance issues— the

impact of the vaue measuresis substantia (b = .59 and .50, respectively).
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Findly, we note that — in kegping with prior sudies— higher levels of palitica tolerance are
sgnificantly associated with greater palitica knowledge, less negative affect toward the group, more
formd education, being younger, and being male. To place our findings in perspective, then, vaues are
certainly important in shaping baseline tolerance judgments, but two cavegts arein order. First, vaues are
much less important among the politically unsophisticated. And second, vaues condtitute only one of
severd bases for deciding whether to tolerate a didiked group. Thus, even after taking into account
citizens vaue priorities and conflict, there still remains agood ded of dippage between generd vdue
orientations and specific tolerance judgments. Whether these vaues can be activated to get peopleto
revise ther initid judgments remainsto be seen.

Predicting Pligbility
It is one thing to demondirate that competing values shape basdine tolerance judgments; it is quite

another to uncover evidence that such values affect one's susceptibility to counter-arguments designed to
persuade citizens to give up their initia positions. Recdl that pliability is assessed as the degree to which
respondents move away from their initia judgment after being read a counter-argument chalenging their
initia postion. While smilar in design, the two counter-argument experiments were cregted for dightly
different purposes.

The Cable TV Experiment. The primary objective of the Cable Access experiment isto see
whether it is possible to talk people out of their initia judgment on tolerance by posing athrest to vaues
on the other side of the issue. Susceptibility to such vaue threats would lend additiona support to our
clam that vaues méatter (thistime in amore dynamic setting). Initidly tolerant individuas were asked if
they would il be tolerant if many people were offended by a cable program that promoted: “the idea

that blacks are inferior to whites’ (and thus threatened the value of racid equdlity, in the case of the
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KKK), “burning the American flag” (threatening patriotism, in the case of flag burners) or “a homosexud
lifestyle’ (threatening traditiond religious vaues, in the case of gay activigts). Initidly intolerant
individuals, on the other hand, were presented with an argument where free gpeech principles were
threatened if the cable gtation “dso denied other groups the right to spesk on televison” (thus posing a
threat to free speech). Thus, by posing athreet to the value which their initid tolerance judgment has
forsaken, our objective isto determine whether citizens vaue rankings (i.e., vaue priorities and vaue
conflict) affect their susceptibility to such vaue-based appeals.

The Rally Experiment. One potentia drawback of counter-argument experiments is that
because the persuasive gppeds are different (being tailored to the direction of on€ sinitid response), it is
difficult to determine whether people on one Side of the issue change because their pogitions are more
pliable or because they were smply subjected to stronger counter-arguments. The second persuasion
experiment, asked in connection with the Hold Raly question, is designed to determine whether tolerant
or intolerant responses are more pliable by presenting people with roughly equivaent counter-arguments.
Thus, tolerant respondents were asked whether they would still favor alowing the group “to hold ardly if
police protection for thisraly would cost the taxpayers mor e than one hundred thousand dollars?’
Intolerant respondents were asked whether they would sill be opposed to therdly if it would cost
taxpayers mor e than one hundred thousand dollars defending the city againgt alawsuit brought against
the city by the group in question for denying itsright to hold araly. Although we have no guarantee that
respondents per ceive the counterarguments as identica (e.g., individuas may consider spending money
for police protection as either more or less burdensome than spending it for lega defense), the monetary
costs ($100,000) imposed in the counter-arguments, at the very least, provide us with the best possible

opportunity for objective parity across Sdes of the argument.
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Estimation. The degree to which people change their basdine judgments in response to counter-
arguments (i.e., pliability) is assumed to be a function of many of the same predictors of basdline
judgments encountered in Table 1, including vaue priorities, vaue conflict, and various control variables.
The equations estimated in Table 2, however, differ from thosein Table 1 in severd important respects.
Fird, to assess whether tolerant individuds are more easily swayed than intolerant individuas, we include
ameasure of the initid direction of the basdline tolerance judgment (scored O if intolerant, 1 if tolerant).
Second, because the impact of the value variablesislikely to be conditiona on the direction of the initid
tolerance judgment (which aso determined the wording of the counter-argument), we included two
interactive terms formed by muiltiplying prior tolerance by the two vaue messures.™® And third, because
the dependent variables in this case (Cable Access and Hold Rally) are three-point scales, ordered logit
procedures were used to estimate the two equations.’

--TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE--

Results. Table 2 displays the maximum likelihood (logit) coefficients and standard errors for each
of the predictorsin the two pliability equations. As the first four rows of coefficientsin the table indicate,
change in tolerance judgments is often, though not aways, sgnificantly affected by the vaue variables and
their interaction with baseline tolerance judgments. Given the coding of the variables, the first two rows of
coefficients in the table indicate the impact of the value variables on pligbility among the initidly intolerant.
Thus, placing a higher priority on free speech versus competing values (first row of coefficients) makes
people more likely to move toward atolerant response when presented with a counter-argument. The
impact of value conflict (second row) is dso in the anticipated direction, with greater conflict leading to
greater susceptibility to persuasive appedls. *® The differences across equations are a'so important here,

for vaue conflict has adightly smdler impact in the Raly equation than in the Cable equation;
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consequently, the former coefficient is Sgnificant a alower probability leve than the latter (.10 versus .05
for atwo-taled test).As might be expected, the value-based appedls of the Cable experiment were more
effective in mobilizing the effects of vaue conflict than the Rally experiment. Findly, three of the four
interactions between the value variables and prior tolerance are significant (rows 3 and 4).

Whilethe resultsin Table 2 are useful for assessing the satistica significance of the various
effects, especidly theinteractive variables, the coefficients for the vaue variables only give the impact for
theinitially intolerant. To gain a better gppreciation of the conditiond effects of the value variables, we
present in Figure 1 severd graphs of the predicted probability of changing in response to the counter-
arguments among both the initialy tolerant and intolerant across the range of the vaue variables™®

--FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE--

At thetop of Figure 1 (A) isdisplayed a graph of the probability of change for the Cable Access
guestion across the value priorities scae among two groups of respondents — those who gave ether
tolerant or intolerant baseline responses (i.e., those who were either in favor of, or opposed to, alowing
the didiked group accessto acable televison station). The intersecting plots for these two groups reved
how the effect of vaue priorities on change runs in opposite directions, depending on one sinitia basdine
response. For individuas who gave atolerant response, moving toward the free speech end of the vaue
priorities continuum increases resistance to persuasion. For those who initidly gave an intolerant
response, however, an increased priority for free speech is associated with greater susceptibility to
change in response to the persuasive apped.? 1n essence, then, in keeping with our expectations,
susceptibility to changeis greatest for individuals whose vaue priorities are inconsistent with their basdline
tolerance judgments: those who areinitidly tolerant who place ahigh priority on vaues threstened by the

group, aswell asintolerant individuaswho place ahigh priority on free speech. Clearly, one' svaue
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priorities affect one's susceptibility to vaue-based gppedsin theoreticaly interpretable ways, though the
impact of such prioritiesis evident only after taking into account one' s basdline tolerance judgments.

A dightly different pattern is displayed in the following graph for vaue conflict (Figure 1.B). Here,
the grestest impact of vaue conflict is among the initidly intolerant; the more attenuated (and inverse)
effect for the initialy tolerant is not sgnificant. For the initidly intolerant, grester vaue conflict is associated
with greater susceptibility to persuasive appeds. Specificaly, when asked whether they would still deny
the group cable access if the cable station denied other (potentidly offensive) groups the right to spesk on
televison, the intolerant become less so if they are conflicted. Presumably, because conflicted individuas
tend to see the costs and benefits associated with both sides of the tolerance issue, they are more willing
to move to the opposite Sde of the issue in response to a counter-argument. But why isit only the
intolerant who are so moved? One possible explanation isthat initid judgments of politicd tolerance are
aready characterized to some degree by the sober second thought of deliberation that vaue conflict
encourages. Having dready considered the costs of “offendve speech” from the group in question, the
conflicted are not as likely to be swayed by an additiond reminder of the costs of such speechin the
counter-argument presented to them (“What if many people were offended by the program because it
promoted [the idea that blacks are inferior to whites, burning the flag, ahomosexud lifestyle]?’).

Thus, to summarize the results thus far, both vaue measures clearly condition the pliability of
individuals tolerance judgments, particularly when respondents are presented with a counter-argument
that appedls to opposing vaues. One question that the Cable Access experiment is unable to answer
convincingly, however, iswhether the initidly tolerant or intolerant are more persuadable? We turn now

to the Rally Experiment, which tests the commitment of respondents to stick to their initid postion inthe



tolerance debate by presenting them with scenarios that impose equivaent monetary costs on their initid
position.

AsFigures 1.C and 1.D make plain, the initidly tolerant are much more likely to move away
from their position than the intolerant, who seem dmost intransgent by comparison. Apparently, many
tolerant citizensfind the “costs’ of forbearance borne by the city — $100,000 in this case — too high. To
be sure, theinitidly intolerant are more likely to move toward tolerance if they tilt toward the free gpeech
end of the vaue priorities scde (Figure 1.C) or they are conflicted (Figure 1.D). But while moving from
the polar extremes of the two val ue scales makes intolerant individuas about 10 percent more likely to
move toward tolerance, the initidly tolerant are approximatdy twice as likely to move toward intolerance.

This conclusion, of course, is based on the assumption of equivaency between counter-
arguments. We therefore acknowledge the possibility that the anti-raly argument was somehow more
powerful, thereby accounting for the asymmetry of pliability between the two groups. Nonetheless, to the
degree that our counterarguments are equivaent, it appears decidedly easier to tak the tolerant out of
their pogition than the intolerant. These results are consstent with those of Marcus, et a (1995) who
found that more tolerant individuds are lesslikely to act on their attitudes (e.g., voting agang ajudge who
had issued an order forbidding an offensive group to hold ardly) than the intolerant (see dso, Sullivan et
al 1993). Our results help to explain why the tolerant gppear less committed to thelr initid pogtion: while
the intolerant are often susceptible to vaue-based arguments that appedl to free speech principles (Cable
and Rdly experiments), the initid judgments of the tolerant gppear to be much more tentative than the
intolerant (Rally Experiment).

Thus, the “good news’ part of our change andyssfor civil libertariansis thet the initidly intolerant

can be persuaded toward greater tolerance with appedals directed to free speech principles. Importantly,
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the reason why the intolerant can be moved to tolerance is that many intolerant individuas do, in fact,
vaue free speech principles, even if free oeech is not dways the most important vaue for them. In
addition, many other individuds atach a high importance to both sets of competing vaues and these
conflicted individuas are so capable of being moved to tolerance. The “bad news,” however, isthat the
tolerant appear less committed to their initial pogtion. Not only can they be moved toward intolerance
with an gpped to the vaues the target group may threaten (Cable Experiment), but, more consequentidly,
they are much lesswilling to pay what must be considered a nominal monetary cost to guarantee the
freedom of groupsthey didike (Raly Experiment). Their sober second thought is not without
equivocation. Itisasif theinitidly tolerant, having given the issue a second thought, are, regrettably, more
willing to rethink the issue again.
DISCUSSION

Research on political tolerance has made enormous strides in the last few decades in advancing
our knowledge of how citizens arrive at tolerance judgments (e.g., see Marcus et d. 1995; and
Sniderman 1993 for reviews). Spurred by numerous innovationsin measurement, design and gpplications,
we now have a much more detailed portrait of how individuas weigh various congderations in deciding
whether to extend basic civil liberties to groups they do not like. One of the ironies of this research,
however, is that while analysts have often viewed tolerance decisons as a trade-off between opposing
vaues (civil liberties versus other vaues), there have been few explicit attempts to formulate and test such
amultiple vdlues modd. Our study sought to do just that. Instead of the usud intensity measure of
support for asingle value congtellation (civil liberties or democratic norms), we developed vaue measures
basad on rankings of multiple values that can be administered in a mass telephone survey. The two

orthogona measures— vaue priorities and vaue conflict — were found to play an important role in



shaping both initid (basdine) tolerance judgments and the pligbility of those judgments in various counter-
argument experiments.

With respect to basdline tolerance judgments, our most remarkable finding is that value conflict
(i.e., the extent to which individuas rank both competing vaues as important), in addition to vaue
priorities (i.e, the rdative rankings of free speech versus competing vaues), engenders greater political
tolerance. Our results here are most consistent with accumulating evidence from a series of experimenta
sudies by Marcus et d (1995) documenting the benefits of more thoughtful reasoning. Marcus and his
colleagues found that when people are instructed to attend to their thoughts, they tend to select amore
tolerant response. Congstent with the adage, “no pain, no gain,” the discomfort associated with intense
vaue conflict gpparently spurs more thoughtful and complex palitical reasoning (Tetlock, 1986), nudging
citizens toward the “ sober second thought” that overrides therr first inclination toward intolerance.

Importantly, however, our results also suggest that tolerance issues do not automatically activate
competing vaue assessments among the mass public. Vaues matter most for the politicaly sophisticated
who see a connection between their generd vaue orientations and specific tolerance issues. The influence
of the value measures was small to nonexistent among those low in political knowledge. The fact thet
vaue conflict has dmost no impact among the less knowledgeable is not surprisng: if the connections
between values and tolerance issues remains murky in one smind, or if vaues are not activated in the
context of politica toleranceissues, vaue conflict (aswdl asvaue priorities) isunlikely to matter. This
as0 suggests that one possible reason why Tetlock has been so successful in documenting arelationship
between vaue conflict and more complex reasoning is that he typicdly sudies either dite policy-makers

(e.g., 1984), on the one hand, or students who are asked to write essays about their thinking on particular
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policy issues (1986). Our results suggest that the deliberative effects of value conflict experienced by
Tetlock’ s subjects are likely to be confined to the politically knowledgeable in a mass survey context.

Our most important findings ded with peopl€ s responses to counter-arguments designed to
persuade them to revise ther initid tolerance judgment. We found that both vaue priorities and value
conflict tend to work in theoreticaly explicable ways in shaping citizens susceptibility to counter-
arguments. As expected, for example, vaue conflict was associated with greater susceptibility to value-
based persuasive gppeds, presumably because conflicted individuas are cross-pressured and can see
some merit to both sides of the tolerance issue. On the other hand, the impact of citizens vaue priorities
on susceptibility to change was found to hinge criticdly on the congstency between their vaue rankings
and their initid tolerance judgments. When the two are consstent (e.g., when those who prefer free
gpeech initidly select atolerant response), vaue priorities work as an anchor for tolerance judgments,
making people more resistant to counter-arguments. When the two are incongstent (e.g., amnong the
intolerant who assign a higher priority to free speech), however, people are more susceptible to value-
laden gppeds. Politicaly, then, one unforeseen consequence of the “dippage’ between people s vaue
priorities and their initid tolerance judgmentsis that the intolerant remain ripe for political persuasion.
Thus, because anontrivia portion of the intolerant vaue free speech, they can be moved to tolerance with
an apped to free speech principles. By the same token, however, anontrivid portion of the initidly
tolerant can aso be moved to redtrict the rights of didiked groups with appealsto vaues (e.g., racid
equality, patriotism) that compete with free gpeech.

On the more genera question of whether the tolerant or the intolerant are more persuadable, our
findings varied across experiments. The results of the Cable Access Experiment indicated that the

intolerant were just as likely to revise their initia judgment in response to the counter-argument asthe
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tolerant (i.e., the main effect for initia tolerance was not Sgnificant in Table 1). Such findings are
congstent with Sniderman et d’s (1996) study of tolerance issues revolving around the Canadian Charter
of Rights, where respondents initialy opposed to banning hate speech were no more likely to change in
response to a counter-argument than respondents who initidly favored banning hate speech. Thus, the net
politica effect of exposing citizensto persuasive appedsis nil, Snce neither group gppears more pliable or
persuadable.

But this must be considered a tentative assessment because the two counter-arguments used were
not equivaent. A very different conclusion emerges from our Rally Experiment, where the tolerant and
intolerant were asked to pay equivaent monetary costs in the counter-arguments. In this study, however,
we have found the tolerant to be much more susceptible to persuasion than the intolerant, who seemed
amog intranggent by comparison. It isworth noting that the findings of the Rally Experiment are
consistent with studies by Marcus et d (1995) and Sullivan et d (1993), who found that the tolerant are
much less likely than the intolerant to indicate they would act on their judgments (e.g., Sgn a petition, join
apeaceful demondtration) when given the opportunity. Taken together, these results suggest that the
tolerant are less committed to therr initid judgment. A relatively modest increase in the costs of tolerance
— ether in the form of participation costs or monetary costs — is sufficient to deter forbearance. Given the
fact that tolerance is a distinctly minority position among the mass public to begin with, thislack of
commitment is certainly cause for concern.

Our findings on vaue conflict help us to understand thislack of commitment among the initidly
tolerant. While vaue conflict promotes gregter tolerance in peopl€e' s basdline responses—presumably by
prompting a“sober second thought”—va ue conflict aso makes the tolerant more ambivaent and thus

more susceptible to what must be considered fairly week gppedsto intolerance. In thisway, vaue
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conflict leads to a shaky foundation of support for politica tolerance among the public. For having given
the issue a second thought, the tolerant are more than willing to rethink the issue again.

We conclude with three important cavests. First, our findings on the greater persuasibility of the
tolerant than the intolerant are based on our bdlief that the strength of the counter-arguments used in the
Raly Experiment is roughly equd. Asindicated earlier, however, we need to exercise caution in assuming
perfect equivdency of the counter-arguments, inasmuch as those on one Sde of the issue may subjectively
per ceivetheir costs as greater than those on the other sde. Replications are essential before we can
accept the vdidity of such an gpproach to study pliability. The fact that our results are consistent with
other studies using different methods, however, gives us more confidence in our findings.

Second, because the 1994 Multi-Investigator Survey did not include a conventiond intendty
measure of vaues, we cannot determine with the available data whether our vaue priorities measure
performs any better than conventiond measures. Further effort must be devoted to examining the
properties of the two types of measures and their relationship to politica tolerance judgments. At the
very least, however, our vaue trade-off measures performed largely as predicted; they proved to be
important predictors of initia and changing tolerance judgments in theoreticdly explicable ways.

Findly, we need to keep in mind the underlying message of this paper: vaues matter, but their
impact on tolerance is circumscribed in a number of important ways. As noted earlier, vaues were rather
anemic predictors of basdline tolerance judgments among the politicaly unsophisticated. And vaues were
much lessimportant in predicting responses to the counter-arguments if the gppeds did not implicate
vaues in some obvious way. The implication is dear: under many conditions competing values (at leest as

we have measured them here) are smply not activated when ordinary citizens respond to tolerance issues.



On the other hand, when vaues do matter, consdering the trade- offs between multiple vaues manifestly

enhances our understanding of politica tolerance among the mass public.
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APPENDI X
Palitical Tolerance Survey Items

Political Tolerance ltems

1) Speechin Your City Question
a) Basdine ltem Only: Suppose (members of the Ku Klux Klan, people who burn the American

flag, homaosexud or gay activigts) wanted to give a speech in your city? Would you be strongly
in favor, somewhat in favor, somewhat opposed, or strongly opposed?
2) Cable Access Question
a) Basdine Itemr Suppose (members of the Ku Klux Klan, people who burn the American flag,

homosexud or gay activigts) wanted to have aweekly cable televison program on a community

access cable teevison gation in your area? Would you be strongly in favor, somewhat in favor,

somewhat opposed, or strongly opposed?
b) Counter-argument:

i) If infavor: What if many people were offended by the program because it promoted (the
ideathat blacks are inferior to whites, burning the flag, a homosexud lifestyle)? Would you
dill be as much in favor of dlowing (group) to have aweekly cable televison program,
would you be lessin favor, or would you be opposed to dlowing (group) to have the
televison program?

ii) 1f opposed: What if the cable television station aso denied other groups the right to spesk
on television because these groups offend many people? Would you till be as opposed to
alowing (group) to have aweekly cable televison program, would you be |ess opposed, or
would you bein favor of dlowing (group) to have the television program?

3) Hold Rdly Question
a) Basdine Itemr Suppose (group) wanted to hold ardly in your area? Would you be strongly in

favor of their right to hold the rally, somewhat in favor, somewhat opposed, or strongly
opposed?
b) Counter-argument:

i) Ifinfavor: What if police protection for thisraly would cost the taxpayers more than one
hundred thousand dollars? Would you till bein favor of dlowing (group) to hold ardly in



that city, would you be lessin favor, or would you be opposed to dlowing (group) to hold a
raly?

ii) 1f opposed: What if the taxpayers would have to spend more than one hundred thousand
dollars defending the city in court because (group) sued the city for denying itsright to hold
ardly. Would you ill be as opposed to alowing (group) to hold ardly, would you be less
opposed, or would you bein favor of dlowing (group) to hold the raly?

Value Ranking Items

There are certain issues that everyone agrees are important. For these next questions | will read you two
datements at atime and then I'd like you to tell me which oneis more important to you persondly.

Fird, if you had to choose, do you think it is more important to...

The four vaues that appeared in the Sx value pairs were represented by: 1) "protect[ing] free speech for
al people, no matter what their views are”; 2) "promot[ing] racid harmony and equdity between blacks
and whites'; 3) "maintain[ing] pride and respect for our country™; and 4) "promot[ing] traditiond

religious vaues in politics and society.”



REFERENCES

Alvarez, R., and John Brehm. 1995. “ American Ambivaence toward Abortion Policy: Development of a
Heteroskedastic Probit Model of Competing Vaues. American Journal of Political Science, 39:
1055-1082.

Alwin, Duane F., and Jon A. Krosnick. 1985. “The Measurement of Vauesin Surveys. A Comparison of
Ratings and Rankings. Public Opinion Quarterly, 49: 535-552.

Eagly, A. H., and Susan Chaiken. 1993. The Psychology of Attitudes. New Y ork: Harcourt Brace
Janovich.

Feldman, Stanley. 1988. Structure and Consistency in Public Opinion: The Role of Core Bdiefsand
Vdues” American Journal of Political Science, 32: 416-440.

Gates, Henry Louis, Jr., et d. 1994. Speaking of Race, Speaking of Sex: Hate Speech, Civil Rights,
and Civil Liberties. New York : New York University Press.

Gibson, James L. 1988. “The Etiology of Intolerance of Homosexua Palitics” Socid Science Quarterly
69: 587-604

Gibson, James L. 1989. “The Structure of Attitudina Tolerance in the United States,” British Journal of
Political Science 19: 562-570.

Gibson, James L. 1992. "Alternative Measures of Political Tolerance: Must Tolerance Be 'Least-Liked?"
American Journal of Political Science, 36(2): 560-77.

Gibson, James L. 1998. "A Sober second Thought: An Experiment in Persuading Russansto Tolerate™
American Journal of Palitical Science, 42(3): 819-850.

Glathar, Jillian. 1996. “Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Exploring Alternative Measures of Vaue
Conflict. Paper presented at the 1996 Midwest Political Science Association Meeting, Chicago,
lllinois

Golebiowska, Ewa. 1995. “Individual Vaue Priorities, Education, and Political Tolerance.” Political
Behavior 17(1): 23-48.

Hanson, Russell. 1993. "Ddiberation, Tolerance, and Democracy.” In Reconsidering the Democratic
Public, ed. Marcus, George and Russel Hanson. University Park, PA: Penn State University Press.

Hurwitz, Jon, and Mark Peffley. 1987. "How Are Foreign Policy Attitudes Structured? A Hierarchica
Mode." American Political Science Review, 1987, 81(4): 1099-1120.



Inglehart, Ronald. 1990. Culture Shift in Advanced Industrial Society. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Jaccard, James, Robert Turris, and Choi K. Wan. 1990. Interaction Effectsin Multiple Regression.
Newbury Park, C: Sage Publications.

Jackson, Thomas H. and George Marcus. 1975. “Politica Competence and Ideological Congtraint.”
Social Science Research, 4: 93-111.

Kuklinski, James, Ellen Riggle, Victor Ottati, Norbert Schwartz, and Robert Wyer. 1991. The Cognitive
and Affective Basis of Political Tolerance Judgments. American Journal of Political Science,
35(1); 1-27.

McClosky. Herbert. 1964. Consensus and ideology in American politics. American Political Science
Review, 58: 361-82.

McClosky, Herbert., and A. Brill. 1983. Dimensions of Tolerance: What Americans Think about Civil
Liberties. New Y ork: Russdll Sage Foundation.

McClosky, Herbert, and John Zaller. 1992. The American Ethos. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

McGraw, Kathleen M., and Jillian Glather. 1994. “Vaue Conflict and Susceptibility to Persuasion.” Paper
presented at the 1994 meeting of the American Political Science Association, New York, NY.

Marcus, George, John Sullivan, Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, and Sandra Wood. 1995. With Malice toward
Some: How People Make Civil Liberties Judgments. New York, NY: Cambridge University
Press.

Matsuda, Mari J., et a. 1993.Words that Wound: Critical Race Theory, Assaultive Speech, and the
First Amendment. Boulder, Colo: Westview Press.

Nelson, Thomas E., Rosdie Clawson, and Zoe M. Oxley. 1997. “Media Framing of a Civil Liberties Case
and Its Effects on Tolerance.” American Political Science Review 91(3):567-84

Prothro, JW., and C.W. Grigg. 1960. Fundamentd principles of democracy: Bases of agreement and
disagreement. The Journal of Politics 22: 276-94.

Rokeach, Milton. 1973. The Nature of Human Values. New York: Free Press.



Rohrschneider, Robert. 1996. Ingtitutiona Learning versus Vaue Diffusion: The Evolution of Democratic
Vaues among Parliamentarians in Eastern and Western Germany. The Journal of Politics 58: 422-
446.

Sniderman, Paul M. 1993. “The New Look in Public Opinion Research.” In Ada Finifter (ed.), Political
Science: The State of the Discipline I1. Washington, D.C.: American Political Science Association.

Sniderman, Paul M., Joseph E. Fletcher, Peter H. Russdll, and Philip E. Tetlock. 1996. The Clash of
Rights: Liberty, Equality, and Legitimacy in Pluralist Democracy. New Haven, CT: Yde
Universty Press.

Stouffer, Samud. 1955. Communism, Conformity and Civil Liberties. New Y ork: Doubleday.

Sullivan, John L., James E. Piereson, George E. Marcus, and Stanley Feldman. 1979. An dternative
conceptudization of politica tolerance: 1llusory increases, 1950's-1970's. American Political
Science Review 73: 233-49.

Sullivan, John L., James E. Piereson, and George E. Marcus. 1982. Political Tolerance and American
Democracy. Chicago: Univergity of Chicago Press.

Sullivan, John, Petrick Wash, Michd Shamir, David Barnum, and James Gibson. 1993. Why Are
Paliticians More Tolerant? Sdective recruitment and Socidization among Elitesin New Zedand,
Isradl, Britain and the United States. British Journal of Political Science, 23(1): 51-76.

Tetlock, Philip. 1986. “A Vaue Plurdism Modd of Ideologicad Reasoning.” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 50: 819-827.

Thompson, Meagan M., Mark Zanna, and Dae W. Griffin. 1995. “Let’s Not Be Indifferent about
(Attitudind) Indifference.” In Richard Petty and Jon Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude Strength:
Antecedents and Consequences. Hillsdde, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Tourangeau, Roger, and Kenneth Rasinski. 1988. “Cognitive Processes Underlying Context Effectsin
Attitude Measurement.” Psychological Bulletin, 103: 299-314.

Zdler, John. 1992. The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Zdler, John and Stanley Feldman. 1992. “A Simple Theory of the Survey Response: Answering Questions
Versus Reveding Preferences’ American Journal of Political Science 36: 579-616.



Table 1. Predicting Political Tolerance from Value Prioritiesand Value Conflict

Palitical Tolerance Index

| ndependent Variables Ung. (s2) Stand.
Values
Vdue Priorities A3F* (.04) .26
Vdues Conflict 20%* (.07) A1
Group*Value Interactions
Gay Activigs -.06 (.22) -.01
Flag Burners -.66** (.18) =11
Vd Conflict * Gays -.17 (.18) -.03
Vd Conflict * Flag -.29 (.18) -.05
Vvd Priorities* Gays -.05 (.12) -.02
Vad Priorities* Flag -.05 (.12) -.01
Control Variables
Politicd Knowledge 55** (.07) .26
Vad Priorities* Knowledge 2%* (.03 10
Va Conflict * Knowledge 15%* (.05) 07
Group Affect .06** (.01) 22
|deology .01 (.05) .01
Sdf-Esteem .01 (.07) 01
Education 37** (.08) 15
Age -.03** (.01) -.15
Gender 52** (.16) .09
| ntercept 4.98** (.62)
R 378
Adj R 367
N 909

Note Entries are unstandardized OL S regression coefficients (Ungt.), with standard errors (se) in
parentheses, dongsde standardized coefficients. Variables are coded so that higher vauesindicate:
greater politica tolerance, higher priority for free gpeech vs competing value (racid equdity for KKK,
religious vaues for gay activigts, and patriotism for flag burners), greater vaue conflict, greater politica
knowledge, higher thermometer ratings of the target group, more conservative, greater salf-esteem,
more forma education, older and femae. Group dummies indicate assgnment of gay activigs or flag
burners as target group, with the KKK as the omitted group.

*p<.05** p<.0l.

Computed | nteractive Effects Vdue Priorities Vaue Conflict
Political Knowledge - 1s.d. 27 .08
Mean 43 .29

+1s.d. .59 .50



Table 2.Predicting Pliability of Paolitical Tolerance from Value Prioritiesand Value Conflict

Changein Poalitical Tolerance

Cable Access Hold Rally
| ndependent Variables MLE (s9) MLE (s
Values
Vaue Priorities 2% (.05) 2% (.05)
Values Conflict 19*  (.08) 15 (.09)
Values* Prior Tolerance
Vdue Priority * Toler -.36**  (.10) -.19*  (.09)
Vdue Conflict * Toler -.29* (.14) -08 (.19
Prior Tolerance 20 (.17) 1.81** (.18)
Control Variables
Group Affect 02x*  (.01) 02x  (.01)
|deology .07 (.04) 01 (.01
Politicd Knowledge .04 (.06) -.14**  (.06)
Sdf-Esteem -.11 (.06) -.16*  (.06)
Education -.10 (.07) 06 (.07)
Age 01 (.01) -.01 (.01)
Gender -.04 (.15) -.23 (.15)
Interceptl 23 (.55) -.19 (.56)
I ntercept2 -2.1*%* (.56) -.24**  (.06)
-2 X Log Likeihood 1453.55 1487.52
Chi Square 40** (12 df) 170** (12 df)
Percent Correctly Predicted | 62.8% 72.6%
N 904 904

Note Entries are unstandardized maximum likelihood estimates (MLE) from categorica logit regression,
with standard errors (se) in parentheses. Variables are coded so that higher vaues indicate: greeter
palitical tolerance, higher priority for free speech vs competing vaue (racid equdity for KKK, religious
vauesfor gay activists, and patriotism for flag burners), greater vaue conflict, greater politica
knowledge, higher thermometer ratings of the target group, more conservative, greater salf-esteem,
more forma educetion, older and female.

*p<.05 ** p<.01.



Figurel.
Predicted Probability of Change among I ntolerant and Tolerant across Value Scales

Figure 1.A Value Priorities, Cable Access Question
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Note: Predicted probabilities are based on the estimated logit equationsin Table 2 (see note 19). Higher
vaues on the Vaue Priorities and Vaue Conflict scalesindicate greater priority for free speech (vs
competing value) and greater vaue conflict, respectively.



Figurel. Cont'd
Predicted Probability of Change among I ntolerant and Tolerant across Value Scales

Figure 1.C. Value Priorities, Hold Rally Question
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Note: Predicted probabilities are based on the estimated logit equationsin Table 2 (see note 19). Higher
vaues on the Vaue Priorities and Vaue Conflict scaes indicate greater priority for free speech (vs
competing value) and greater vaue conflict, respectively.



ENDNOTES

*Vdue conflict has been defined and measured in various ways in recent sudies (e.g., Brehm
and Alvarez 1995). Our definition is congstent with the vaue pluraism model of Tetlock (1986) and
others (e.g., Glathar 1996, McGraw and Glathar 1994), which emphasizes the degree to which one
assgns ahigh priority to competing values.

*Tetlock cdlsthisan “integratively complex” style of reasoning where individuas take into
consderation more (values) and see more connections between the values. In the domain of economic
policy, for example, economic moderates who vaue both individua economic freedom and socid
equaity tend to eschew smple one-sided solutions to trade- off problems and see both the costs and
benefits of economic policy choices. See Jackson and Marcus (1975) for asimilar operationalization of
what they term “cognitive complexity.”

*1n an omnibus survey of undergraduates in severd American Government classes, those who
agreed that (the Ku Klux Klan, a person who burned the American flag, or homosexuas) should be
banned from running for office, were asked to “take afew minutes to explain your answer....indicating
what exactly are the negative or harmful consequences associated with alowing the group to run for
public office?” The vaue congtellations associated with each target group are those that were mentioned
most frequently in the student protocols. Tolerant respondents mentioned free speech considerations,
while intolerant respondents mentioned threets to racia harmony and equdlity, religious values, and
patriotism, respectively.

* See, for example, Gibson's (1988) study of politica tolerance of homosexuds, where he finds
that traditiona religious and mora vaues engender intolerance of homosexuas.

* A paticular worry isthat, in the process of asking respondents about their willingnessto
tolerate saverd groups seriatim, individuas will begin to respond in ageneric, rather than in a group-
specific, fashion.

¢ Notably, the average thermometer rating for the three groupsis 6.7, with 63 percent of the
sample rating the group at 0 on a 100-point scale and 80 percent rating the group at 10 or less.

"We report andlyses of the Political Tolerance Index rather than of the specific tolerance items
for ease of presentation. All andyses were performed on individud items as well, but we did not find



any remarkable inter-item difference worthy of mention. Levels of palitica intolerance across these
items ranged from about 60% to 70%, Smilar to various other nationd studies.

8 Vaue ranking procedures are quite common in the socia sciences, where a number of andysts
have followed Rokeach’s (1973) lead in arguing that values are often thought to be inherently
compardtive and competitive, and thus the “choice’ nature of the task fits nicdy with this
conceptudization (e.g., Inglehart 1990, Tetlock 1986). On the other hand, some may question whether
our “forced-choice” vaue ranking measure imposes an atificid contrast between vauesiif, for example,
respondents are not given the option of indicating that both (or al) vaues are equaly desirable.
However, the high response rate for the value trade-of f items (97%) suggests that asking people to
choose between the value pairs was neither unreasonable nor confusing. It is aso interesting to note thet
while the questions did not preclude respondents from volunteering that both valuesin the pair were
equally important, less than 2% of the respondents did so.

® Spedifically, Glathar (1996) found this operationaization of vaue conflict to outperform a
multiplicative measure developed by Katz and Hass (1988) (and employed by Alvarez and Brehm
[1995]), where vaue conflict is computed as the product of two intensity measures of competing vaues,
each assessed with severd Likert items. The former (trade- off) measure was a better predictor of nor+
responses, ambiguous responses, and attitude confidence than the latter measure.

1% Qulliven, et d (1982) included a measure of psychological insecurity in their mode of political
tolerance which congsted of sdf-esteem, faith-in-people, and dogmatism. Our CPI Sdlf-Esteem scale
(Cronbach’s dpha = .53) conggts of three dummy variable items taken from the Caifornia Persondity
Inventory (CPI) where respondents were asked to indicate whether the following statements were
“true’ or “fasg’ about them persondly: 1) “I am certainly lacking in self-confidence”, 2) “I doubt
whether | would make agood leader” and 3) “It is hard for me to Sart a conversation with strangers.”

| deology is measured on the standard 7-point scale ranging from extremely liberd to
extremely conservetive.

12 Political knowledge is measured using five items, with perfect scores awarded to respondents
who correctly know: 1) the party controlling the House of Representatives prior to the 1992 eection,
2) the proportion of the House and Senate needed to override a presidentid veto; 3) which of the



partiesis more liberd; 4) which branch of government determines the condtitutionaity of alaw; and 5)
the palitica office held by Al Gore.

13 While direct measures of perceived threst were not available in the survey, thermometer
ratings should be acceptable proxies. Though affective measures are not identical to percelved threst,
the latter certainly overlap agood ded with the former. Sullivan, et a (1982), for example, found that
“good-bad” ratings of the group were an important component of an affective dimension of perceived
threat which had more impact on political tolerance than a more cognitive dimension of threet (see so
Marcus, et d 1995). The real question, of course, is whether our proxy is so crude that estimates of
other determinants of tolerance in the modd are hopelesdy biased. The fact that threat has been found
to be an exogenous determinant of politica tolerance (Sullivan et d 1982) should reduce problems of
bias, however.

14 Centering the main effects variables serves two functions (see Jaccard, Turrisi, and Wan
1990). Fird, it reduces problems of multicollinearity in estimating interactions. Second, the coefficients
of the “main effects’ are more easily interpreted as the usud average effect of the variable that would be
obtained without the multiplicative terms in the mode. Thisis because the main effects coefficients (of
the centered variables) give the effect of the variable a the mean vaue of the variable(s) with which it
interacts.

> While the significant coefficient for the Flag Burners dummy variable indicates that political
tolerance islower for flag burners (5.6 on the 12-point scale) than the KKK (6.1), the important point
for our purposesisthat the impact of the value scales does not vary significantly across the target
groups.

1® The value priorities varigble is especialy likely to interact with prior tolerance. Someone who
prefers free speech to racid equality, for example, but for other reasonsisinitialy intolerant toward the
KKK is doubtless more susceptible to persuasion than the individua whose vaue priorities are more
congstent with her basdline tolerance judgment. In addition, we would expect the interactions to be
greater for the Cable Access question, which uses val ue-based persuasive appeals.

7 To reduce the complexity of the estimated equation, we omitted the group dummies and
associated multiplicative terms after finding in preliminary analysis that the effects of vaue priorities and



vaue conflict did not vary across target groups. Similar logic led us to drop the political knowledge *
values interactions, which were not sgnificant in any preliminary equations.

*® |t should be noted that approximately 65 items (or about 30 minutes of interviewing time)
separated the val ue questions from the politicad tolerance questionsin theinterview. Thus, it is highly
unlikely that the observed relationships between the value congtructs and political tolerancein Tables 1
and 2 was somehow “artificidly” induced ether by the format or the content of the value items.

9 The “main effects’ of the variables involved in the interaction indicate only the conditiona
effects of avariable a asingle vaue (0) of the varigble with which it interacts. Thus, given the coding of
the basdline tolerance dummy, the main effects of the value variables indicate their impact among initidly
intolerant respondents only. The graphsin Figure 1 were congtructed to display the conditional effects of
the value measures, depending on one'sinitia basdline tolerance judgment. Specifically, the graphsin
Figure 1 show the probability of moving from no change (point 0) to some change (point 1) in baseline
tolerance judgments after being presented with a counter-argument. To compute the predicted
probabilities, we varied the leve of the two vaue varidbles and initid tolerance, while holding the other
predictorsin Table 2 at their mean vaue.

2 The reason why the average or main effect of initid tolerance isindgnificant in Table 2 is dear
in the graph: these opposing effects of vaue priorities among the two groups cancel each other out in the

full sample.



