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ABSTRACT

This paper uses qualitative and quantitative data to investigate attitudes about tolerance that are held by British and American citizens. First we review focus group data on the frames of reference that they use to understand this concept. Then we turn to survey data to assess relative degrees of tolerance and to analyze correlates of these orientations. Finally we use materials from focus groups and in-depth interviews to examine justifications for tolerance found in these political cultures. Our goal is to explain tolerance by exploring its meaning. And our results suggest that, although Britons and Americans express in surveys similar conclusions about the desirability of toleration, they come to these views by way of quite different understandings and justifications, which helps to explain the different practices of toleration that have developed in each nation.   

POLITICAL TOLERANCE: MEANING, MEASUREMENT AND CONTEXT 

Ian Budge’s research programs are framed by a democratic, utilitarian, and interest aggregating perspective which is widely shared among his colleagues who study comparative political behavior and institutions.  He departs from many of these colleagues, however, in his strong support for direct democracy as an alternative to our present representational regimes.

In direct democracies, citizens would vote on the most important political decisions, and their votes would determine public policy.  Much of the skepticism directed at this regime type concerns its feasibility and its presumed intolerance.  Budge wrote The New Challenge of Direct Democracy (1996) to address such criticisms with logic and empirical data.  Using these tools, he constructs an institutionally sophisticated and compelling case for the feasibility of electronically based direct democracy in the 21st century.  It is difficult to read his book and not be persuaded that direct democracy should be taken very seriously as a program for institutional reform, and that it deserves much more attention and study that it has been given by the profession of political science.  

By contrast, Budge’s case against the fears of direct democracy’s presumed intolerance is somewhat less convincing.  It is less convincing in part because it rests on propitious data about referenda and policy initiatives which are difficult to interpret because those who vote on these matters tend to be high in education (one of tolerance’s strongest correlates) and quite poorly informed about the issues involved.  But the case is less convincing mainly because it runs up against the consistent findings of survey research since the 1950s that, in most modern liberal democracies, the majority of citizens is often disturbingly intolerant.  It is difficult not to worry that an electronically based direct democracy would open the door to even more intolerance than we have now.  Budge’s analysis of the data on referenda and policy initiatives shows that there is less to fear than direct democracy’s critics claim – but that may nevertheless leave much to fear, despite the constitutional and institutional safeguards he would keep in place.


Yet, just as the optimistic data on referenda and policy initiatives are difficult to interpret, so the pessimistic data from survey research that skeptics use to justify their skepticism is not so clear and convincing either.  To assess the critics’ fears systematically, we need to know much more than we do about tolerance in liberal democratic regimes and how it might best be investigated.  As a modest step in this direction, our chapter uses surveys, focus groups and in-depth interviews to analyze comparatively the attitudes of tolerance held by citizens in Great Britain and the United States. We proceed as follows. First we review focus group data on the frames of reference that citizens use to understand tolerance. Then we turn to survey data to assess relative degrees of tolerance and to analyze important correlates of these orientations. Finally we use qualitative materials from focus groups and in-depth interviews to examine justifications for tolerance found in the political cultures of these two nations. Our goal is to explain tolerance by exploring its meaning. 


_____________________________________________________________

The quintessential liberal practice of political tolerance is also the historical condition from which liberalism itself first emerged during the Protestant Reformation and its aftermath (Rawls 1993: xxivff).  Since then, tolerance has evolved under the guidance of the ideas of John Locke, the principal architect of tolerance and liberalism both, and, more recently, of John Stuart Mill, who carried these conceptions into the modern age.  

In Great Britain and the United States today, tolerance is highly valued by many citizens, but it is imperfectly understood, and it is therefore an unstable and sometimes unsuccessful liberal “practice.”  A practice is an institutionalized pattern that includes a set of formal and informal rules, a mode of conduct, and associated attitudes (see Frazer and Lacey 1994).  The formal rules of tolerance are legal and constitutional; the informal rules are social norms.  The mode of conduct, toleration, is what liberalism wishes to achieve.  But the attitudes of tolerance are the key.  Where they are not firmly established, intolerant attitudes will make intolerant behavior more likely, and their communication to others will promote intolerance in the culture and thereby undermine the entire practice (Williams 1996).  

Our attitudinal data are drawn from interviews conducted in Great Britain and the United States to study a wide range of topics concerning citizenship and the making of citizens. The project employed a quasi-experimental research design, a variation of a “non-equivalent comparison group” design, (see Cook and Campbell 1979) which integrated a macro comparative case study design at national and community levels with a variable-oriented design at the individual level. The principal virtue of these data for analyzing comparatively the meaning of a concept like tolerance is their cross-national cultural and linguistic commonality. This should facilitate the cross-national reliability and validity of our psychological measures. The design’s basic element is the local community, where citizens learn, experience and talk about their citizenship (C.f., Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995: 8). Thus, the data are not national samples but are instead drawn from demographically matched research sites: small, stable market/farming communities in Lincolnshire and Minnesota; urban, predominantly working class communities in Manchester and Philadelphia; and, upper middle class suburban communities in Essex and North Carolina. 


In each of these communities, we assembled accounts of local history, participant observation information, aggregate data, transcribed interviews with focus group and community leaders, and face-to-face survey interviews with secondary school students and their parents and teachers, as well as with random samples of adult citizens -- approximately 3,000 interviews in all.
 The analysis in this paper employs the surveys with random samples of adults and the transcribed focus group data and in-depth elite interviews.
  

THE CONCEPT OF TOLERANCE: FOCUS GROUPS


Philosophers find tolerance peculiar, paradoxical and equivocal (Heyd 1996).  It is peculiar, they say, in that it is liked neither by those who practice it (who would prefer to meddle) nor by those to whom it is applied (who would prefer approval) (see Fletcher 1996).  Tolerance is paradoxical because it characterizes as virtuous putting up with things that one believes are wrong (see Horton 1996).  And it is equivocal, for its liberal prescriptions frequently contravene democracy’s majority rule, public order, civility and community; and there is little agreement on what its proper limits should be.  Our citizens find tolerance equally problematic, but less for its abstract philosophical conundrums than for its applications in particular cases.  Thus, most of our American respondents accept tolerance as a desirable part of their constitution, while most Britons understand it as a desirable part of their national character.  But what puzzles them both nonetheless is how exactly they should react to the KKK organizers, Moonies, National Front members or New Age Travelers who appear in their communities.


The paradoxical aspect of tolerance’s prescriptions – putting up with things that one believes wrong – gives everyone the greatest difficulty.  This becomes especially troubling when opposition to a group is rooted more in moral reasoning than in prejudice, more in disapproval of New Age Travelers, for example, than in plain dislike.  Raphael (1988: 139) formulates the dilemma as follows: “to disapprove of something is to judge it to be wrong.  Such a judgement does not express a purely subjective preference.  It claims universality…. [Therefore] the content of the judgement, that something is wrong, implies that the something may properly be prevented.”  This paradox troubled discussants in the British and American focus groups, who tended to confound disapproval and dislike. If we feel that a group is wrong or, worse, positively evil, they said, why should it be “allowed”?  What are the uses of a tolerance that permits what we believe should be condemned?


To impress, such uses must seem important. And they do. The first utility of tolerance is to promote freedom by increasing choice.  The second is to ensure civic peace by “making room” for beliefs and ways of life that others wish to pursue. “Constitutional” and “civic” are important frames of reference that our citizens use to incorporate these two utilities as they seek to understand the problem.
 The constitutional frame is political, public and official, whereas the civic frame is social, moral and informal.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND CIVIC FRAMES


Political scientists have carefully studied constitutional tolerance, which is associated with political freedom – freedom from government control – for it enables citizens to pursue political ideas and programs and thereby enriches democracy.  There is a long, cumulative tradition of empirical research in this area, and as a result we know a good deal about the subject.  By protecting minorities, and particularly extreme minorities (e.g., KKK), constitutional tolerance is said to protect all citizens.  This constitutional frame of reference focuses upon the electoral arena to warn against formal interference (typically by government) with freedom of speech, association, or participation in elections.  It is driven by respect for constitutional rules of the game.  This is what most political scientists have studied and what we ourselves have investigated with our quantitative survey data.


But for most citizens, the concept of “tolerance” calls up instead narratives about intolerance toward cultural minorities in their communities.  This is what they discuss first in our focus groups.  Thus they are more likely to lead with civic than with constitutional frames of reference, even when a discussion of tolerance is introduced (as ours was) with a constitutionally-oriented question.  Civic tolerance facilitates coexistence among groups in pluralistic societies.  It concentrates on conduct in the community, on inhibiting dispositions to shun, demean, exclude, manipulate, censor or stifle fellow citizens.
  And it is driven by the moral belief that toleration is the right response to difference.

Although few of our British or American citizens readily think in constitutional frames, when these frames of reference enter their discussions they take them up and – particularly in the United States – acknowledge their importance and talk seriously about the principles involved. Constitutional frames of reference occasionally appear in the British transcripts too.  But since the British Constitution is unwritten, and since most of its doctrines are unfamiliar to most British citizens, (Searing 1982) the principles that tolerance calls to mind are much more likely to be moral than constitutional, legal or political. 


If constitutional and civic concerns commingle in our Americans’ discussions of tolerance,
 these Americans nevertheless join their British counterparts in treating civic contexts as the place where the most difficult problems and temptations arise.  This is where they say the most intransigent intolerance exists.  Even those who gave tolerant answers to our explicitly constitutionally oriented questions, knew that, outside this legal framework, they themselves would be able to find effective means of being intolerant if they wished.  That was the chief implication they drew out of their discussions of the contrast between official, constitutional tolerance and unofficial civic intolerance, between public and formal compliance with the law and private and informal action designed to undermine unpopular groups.  “A community can have laws without legislation,” they said.  And those laws are often intolerant.

NEGATIVE TOLERANCE AND POSITIVE TOLERANCE

The British focus group discussions of tolerance mainly address negative tolerance, which like negative freedom, refers simply to an absence of interference.  American discussions, by contrast, are more likely to address positive tolerance which, like positive freedom, asks citizens to respect one another.  These divergent understandings reflect the divergent paths that Locke’s prescriptions have taken in Britain, which still sees itself as a relatively homogeneous nation state, and in the United States, which has come to see itself as a heterogeneous society of immigrants.  And these contrasting interpretations are captured in the leading definitions of tolerance found in each nation’s dictionaries:

TOLERANCE, n:

Great Britain.
1. The action or practice of bearing pain or hardship; the power or ability to endure something.  2. The action of allowing something or granting permission. 3. The disposition to accept without protest or adopt a liberal attitude toward the opinion of others; forbearance.  The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.

United States
1. A fair and objective attitude toward those whose opinions, practices, race, religion, nationality, etc., differ from one’s own; freedom from bigotry.  2. Interest in and concern for ideas, opinions, practices, etc., foreign to one’s own; a liberal, undogmatic viewpoint.  The Random House Dictionary of the English Language.

Some American dictionaries go further still:

United States.
1. Recognition of and respect for the opinions, practices, or behavior of others.  Webster’s II New Riverside University Dictionary.


British definitions stress actions more than attitudes and concentrate on enduring things that one dislikes.  The emphasis on “enduring” is central to these traditional definitions.  It derives from the concept’s English roots in religious conflicts and The Act of Toleration by which the authorities granted freedom of religious worship, on certain conditions, to dissenting Protestants whose opinions and practices they detested.  This is negative tolerance.  The closest that British dictionary definitions come to anything like respect is “forbearance,” which suggests patience and leniency.  This traditional definition, which exhorts us “to endure” beliefs and practices that we may detest, has historically been of the greatest importance.  Today it continues to serve as a powerful deterrent to violations of basic human rights.

The more recent American understandings of tolerance promise members of minority groups something more: a positive tolerance of respect to help them maintain the essentials of their identities and ways of life, and to help them to feel welcome and comfortable in the societies where they live (Walzer 1997).  Positive tolerance asks citizens to be open-minded and empathetic toward “difference;” it asks them to work sympathetically to build institutional and cultural arrangements that will accommodate different ways of life (Mendus 1987).

Positive tolerance extends the baseline from endurance to empathy, from disapproval to open-mindedness, from non-interference to respect.  But even positive tolerance stops short of “approval,” for it would make no sense at all to say that one is tolerant of those whom one anyway supports.  A Neo-Nazi who expresses approval of racist agitation on street corners is expressing support, not tolerance negative or positive.  If support is one bookend to tolerance, then “neutrality” is the other, not because prejudices have been overcome but rather because with neutrality there are no prejudices there.  Putting up with the political campaigns of groups about which one knows little and cares less is being indifferent, not tolerant.  So for tolerance to exist, it must have something to overcome, some prejudice strong or mild, some discomfort, distance or awkwardness in the face of difference.

Although positive tolerance loses coherence as it approaches approval, its spirit of open-mindedness is nevertheless needed to address very real inconsistencies in the traditional logic of negative tolerance (Sniderman 1993).  Without open-mindedness: a) the most prejudiced people count as the most tolerant because they have the most to endure; b) the most tolerant person of all is the most narrow-minded (albeit self-restrained) bigot in the community (Horton 1996); and, c) citizens become more tolerant by becoming more prejudiced, so long as they still restrain their behavior.  This is not what most citizens today mean by a tolerant person.  What is missing is the empathy, open-mindedness and respect that positive tolerance brings to the subject.


Traditional tolerance was originally formulated as “endurance” because at the time much blood was flowing from religious and ethnic hatreds, and no one took seriously the feasibility and significance of open-mindedness (Laslett 1971).  For centuries, “endurance,” seemed to press the limits of the possible and seemed sufficient.  It is one thing to ask people not to interfere with the expression of views they detest, quite another to ask them to listen sympathetically.  Open-mindedness is a tall order for most citizens, one that neither Locke nor Mill required.  “To endure” will always be central to the concept of tolerance.  For if the most tolerant citizens today are those who also show “a willingness to listen and learn,” (Walzer 1997:11), this is a willingness more appropriate for resolving difficulties of civic multiculturalism than battles over fundamental rights for those whose points of view the majority detests.
  

CONSTITUTIONAL TOLERANCE: MEASUREMENT AND MEANING 

Over the past half-century, political scientists have created a body of cumulative survey research on attitudes toward traditional, negative constitutional tolerance.  This work has been theoretically rich, methodologically intriguing and policy relevant.  But it has not yet told us enough about the meaning of these attitudes to the citizens surveyed.  To better understand how they understand tolerance, we need to visit the worlds where their views develop.  This is what we have sought to do with our community-based research design, focus groups and depth interviews.  These qualitative data have already drawn out the concept of positive tolerance and, in the analyses below, they will suggest some new interpretations of responses to established survey instruments.    

Much survey research on constitutional tolerance has been conducted in the United States, where it has consistently produced disturbing results and debates about measures.  The first such study, directed by Samuel Stouffer (1955) in the early 1950s, found that the American public was prepared to deny basic civil rights to unpopular minorities: a majority would deny American citizens who were atheists, communists or socialists the right to speak in public, run for office or even work as a clerk in a store and would condone tapping their phones.  Stouffer’s results probably reflected the era’s McCarthite hysteria; but even after this hysteria had subsided, Prothro and Grigg (1960) found similar patterns.  Although a large majority of rank and file American citizens endorsed the abstract principles of minority rights, much smaller proportions were prepared to apply these principles in concrete cases.  A similar discrepancy between principle and practice was found by McClosky (1964).  

The support from ordinary Americans for constitutional tolerance seemed decidedly shaky.  Public opinion apparently threatened individual liberty, much as John Stuart Mill had worried it would do in democratic regimes.  How then was constitutional tolerance successfully maintained in the United States?  One answer suggested that it wasn’t, that there were more cases of intolerance than people cared to admit.  Another answer provided the foundation for “the elitist theory of democracy” – it was the country’s leaders who, despite intolerant publics, upheld America’s regime of constitutional tolerance.  This view was encouraged by survey evidence that found local notables and politicians comparatively tolerant and disposed to practice what they preached.  Similar results were subsequently reported for national politicians too, as well as for British Members of Parliament (Sullivan, Walsh, Shamir, Barnham and Gibson 1993).
  


Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus (1982) identified several weaknesses in these early investigations.  By concentrating on attitudes towards communists,
 the early studies may have under-estimated the true level of intolerance.  Respondents who were counted as tolerant because of their tolerant attitudes toward communists on the far Left might, if given the chance, have revealed intolerant attitudes to groups on the far Right.  Moreover, when Nunn, Crockett and Williams (1978) replicated Stouffer’s study twenty years later, their finding that intolerance had declined substantially was suspect because Americans’ fear of communists had declined during the same period.  Had Stouffer’s survey instrument, which was also used by Nunn, Crockett and Williams, measured citizens’ attitudes toward tolerance, or, had it measured their attitudes toward communists?  If Nunn, Crockett and Williams’ 1970s citizens had been asked not about communists but rather about political groups they despised as much as their predecessors had despised communists during the 1950s, perhaps they would have reacted with equally intolerant attitudes.  


Sullivan and his colleagues therefore advocated two changes in the way tolerance was gauged.  Firstly, it should not be measured in terms of citizens’ declarations of support for abstract principles because these are disconnected from actual political groups and situations.  Secondly, although tolerance must be assessed with reference to actual political groups, the measure should not be standardized by focusing on only one group (eg communists) which investigators pre-select.  Instead it would be preferable, a) to use a self-anchoring measure that would allow each respondent to identify the political group that she most strongly opposes, and then b) ask her about the appropriateness of “absence of interference” with members of this group acting in public contexts as equal citizens.  Accordingly, Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus asked respondents to identify, from a list of controversial political and campaigning groups, the one they most disliked, and then asked them whether or not they would approve of their “least liked” group engaging in, or being prevented from engaging in, a range of activities that included freedom of speech, press, association and other legal and peaceful public activities.  Using new survey questions based on these considerations, they found that intolerance had probably not declined since the 1950s, although the principal targets of intolerance might have changed. A large majority of the public still wanted to ban their most disliked group from running for President, or teaching in schools; in fact, they wanted to outlaw it altogether.
  Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus’ least-liked measure of constitutional tolerance has become the standard approach.
  With only minor and contextual variations, it has been applied in a wide range of nations, to both publics and leaders.
  Our survey measure closely resembles theirs.  And our focus group discussions suggest that respondents do not distinguish very much between disapproval and dislike.  Thus, citizens were shown a list of ten controversial political groups and asked to identify, in two steps, the group they disapproved most of all.
  

____________________

Table 1 Here

____________________

As Table 1 shows, in each country there were two groups which together attracted most disapproval: white supremacist groups like the KKK (37 percent) and the American Nazi Party (30 percent) in the United States, and Provisional Sinn Fein (the political wing of the IRA) (47 percent) and the neo-Nazi National Front (30 percent) in Britain.  Here is the first common pattern from our American and British survey data.  The distribution of disapproval varied only slightly among communities.
  Each country’s communist party, toothless and virtually defunct by this time, is far behind.  And, these four extremist groups are the ones that, in each country, are most often associated with serious violence and intimidation.
  Together they will constitute, in the measure’s next stage, the key reference groups for two-thirds of the Americans and three-fourths of the British.  The remainder of the respondents will be asked about the appropriateness of toleration for another group in the table, the group of which they said they disapproved even more than of Sinn Fein or the KKK.  This is clearly the foundation for a measure of negative tolerance, of the disposition not to interfere with citizens whose beliefs and practices one strongly disapproves or detests.  

Thus, respondents were asked whether or not a member of the group they disapproved most should be allowed to: (1) teach in a local school or college; (2) form a local branch of the organization; (3) run for the local town council; and (4) organize and speak at a local public meeting.  They were also asked whether they would (5) support a campaign to ban from the local library a book favoring the organization.  Responses were coded as “yes,” “no,” “don’t know” and “no answer.”  The list of groups, and its administration in the interview, differs from Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus’ instrument in minor respects and was also varied slightly between the American and British samples to take account of the different political conditions in the two countries.
  Respondents were given one point for a tolerant response to each of these five items, and the points were summed to form a scale (range 0-5) where high scores signify high tolerance.
  

This is a measure of negative constitutional tolerance toward a political group that each respondent strongly dislikes.  It is a measure of the respondent’s willingness to accept, at least formally and minimally, members of this group as equal citizens.  It is by design not a direct measure of tolerance as a simple, general moral principle, for it has been context-grounded by making it group-specific. Still, our focus group discussions of similar items support the view that it nonetheless functions as an indirect measure of a general disposition “to endure,” to put up with the public activities of citizens who are members of groups whose practices the respondent detests or disapproves.
  The generalization of this context-grounded measure is based on two related assumptions.  One is that a reasonably valid assessment of a general disposition toward constitutional negative tolerance is the reluctance to interfere with public activities of members of political groups that one thoroughly detests.  The second spells this out: citizens who are willing to endure the communists, nazis, or vivisectionists they detest will be disposed to endure as well the beliefs and practices of groups they merely dislike.  

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF TOLERATION

Negative constitutional tolerance is a demanding virtue, because it requires responses that are far from obvious.  It is a difficult disposition to learn, because it seems to depend on hypothetical reasoning and on the inculcation of counter-intuitive habits.  It also relies on context.

A CONTEXT-DEPENDENT DISPOSITION

Negative constitutional tolerance is embedded in quite particular contexts.  This frustrates our efforts to construct measures that “travel well” across places and times.  The centers of gravity that ground it are community situations and group characteristics.  Given all the contextual baggage that burdens this notion, the least-liked measure nevertheless appears to capture remarkably well the concept’s central ideas.  It identifies effectively the most constitutionally tolerant citizens in the community.  And if some of these tolerant citizens are also narrow-minded (albeit self-restrained), this muddle has more to do with the concept of negative constitutional tolerance than with the standard least-liked measure, which has produced the results reported in Table 2. 

____________________

Table 2 Here

____________________


In Table 2 we report tolerance scores by nation and by type of community.  Respondents were given one point for willingness to endure the participation of their least-liked group in each of the measure’s five public activities, e.g., speaking at a local public meeting or running/standing for the town council.  Hence, their highest possible tolerance score is 5 and the lowest 0.  

First of all, and most strikingly, Table 2 suggests that our citizens’ experience of tolerance is indeed rooted in their local communities: their dispositions towards negative constitutional tolerance vary more across the different types of communities than they do between the two nations.  This seems strong support for the contextual claims about tolerance, which in this case, apparently depends a good deal on the local community experience.  

The pattern across different types of communities (suburban most tolerant, urban least tolerant, and rural in between) is the same in both the United States and Great Britain.  This constitutes a second pattern shared by our American and British citizens, the first being the types of groups that they liked least (Table 1).  Yet our participant observations in these communities suggest to us that this pattern may reflect a still further example of context-dependency.  Urban communities are surely not the least tolerant in all places and times.  They may be so here because many citizens in each felt threatened by disadvantaged minorities in adjacent high-crime neighborhoods.  Initially, we expected to find the least tolerance in our rural settings, both of which are relatively homogeneous, closed and isolated and possess a strong sense of community and common values.  But our mainly white, mainly working-class, urban Manchester community is adjacent to a crime-ridden West Indian and Asian neighborhood, while our mainly white, mainly working-class urban Philadelphia community is an island that extends out westwards into a depressed African-American area with burned-out houses and drug dealers.
 

Thirdly, and again similarly, those citizens who strongly support constitutional tolerance for the groups they detest (tolerance scores of 4 or 5) are very much in the minority in both the United States (38%) and Great Britain (27%).  Approximately two-thirds of our respondents are unwilling to treat as equal citizens members of a group whose beliefs or practices they very strongly disapprove.  They are disposed to exclude them from employment and political activities which, as citizens, they have the right to pursue. “A community can have laws without legislation.”  And those laws are often intolerant.  This is what they told us in the focus groups.  And this is what they tell us in the surveys.  They would bar members of their most disapproved group from teaching in a local school or forming a local branch in the community.  Under half would allow them to run/stand for the town council.  The only toleration that a majority would extend to such organizations is the right to speak at a local public meeting and the right of the local library to stock books favoring the group’s aims.  Thus our data support the sobering conclusions of the early surveys of the 1950s and 1960s.  Low as are the proportions of tolerant citizens among our respondents, they are actually somewhat higher than those found in subsequent surveys for the United States by Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus (1982) and Gibson (1989) and for Britain by Barnum and Sullivan (1989).  This may reflect the fact that our samples are community-based rather than national like these other surveys or, perhaps the effects of presenting the tolerance items in the middle of our long face-to-face interview on citizenship, which may have brought forward respondents’ civic dispositions.  But it may also reflect differences in the groups included in our least-liked measure and theirs, which takes us to the other principal source of context-dependency.  

As can be seen in Table 2, levels of tolerance are higher among our American than among our British respondents, a result also at variance with Sullivan and Barnham’s (1989) study, which found very similar levels of tolerance in these two nations, and with Davis’s (1986) study which likewise reported similar attitudes on civil liberties.  Part of the explanation is the choice of Sinn Fein as the most disapproved group by almost half (47 %) of the British respondents and, in consequence, their focus on whether or not Sinn Fein should be permitted to participate in the designated five public activities.  There is no established political party in the United States with anything like an equivalent record of support or responsibility for domestic violence and terror.
   To assess Sinn Fein’s part in pushing British levels of tolerance below those of the Americans, we removed from the analysis the British respondents whose least-liked group was Sinn Fein and balanced this by removing on the American side the respondents whose least-liked group was the KKK.  Although this did not change the level of tolerance in the US data (it declined by only 2%), the level of tolerance in the British data increased (by 12%) to exceed the American scores.

This exercise draws our attention to the likelihood that negative constitutional tolerance depends not only on the situation of the particular community but also on the character of the disliked group, on its conduct and on the reactions that the conduct elicits.  When the conduct of different types of disliked groups is incommensurable across countries (e.g., Sinn Fein and the KKK), this distorts comparative assessments.  When disliked groups act up (e.g., the National Front in Manchester) or move into particular communities (e.g., the KKK in Philadelphia), this too distorts comparative results.  And when disliked groups change their conduct over time (e.g., Sinn Fein), so will the outcomes in the data.  Moreover, citizens’ reactions to disliked groups may range from a brittle fear for their own physical safety, to moral revulsion at programs of violence against others, to bigoted racism, homophobia or sexism, or to distaste for self-righteous, intolerant Christians.  Differences among these feelings, and among cognitive assessments of the groups and their conduct, affect citizens’ judgements about the types of local public activities in which they are willing “to endure” a particular group’s participation. 


All this context dependency makes it very difficult to construct standardized measures that compare precisely levels of tolerance across countries and communities and over time.  Is the United States more tolerant than Britain, or is Britain more tolerant than the United States?  Since we are talking about relatively small differences in the survey data, these measures cannot tell us.
  For there is no such thing as a meaningful abstract, universal attitude of tolerance, levels of which can be measured and compared precisely across different places and times.  Comparative political psychologists are always challenged, whatever concept they are studying, by the fact that there are no context-free thinking processes.  But tolerance is especially intractable.  Context dependency defines it.  The older context-free measures, which treated tolerance as an abstract, universal principle failed (Prothro and Grigg 1960; McClosky 1964).  Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus’ least-liked measure is an ingenious attempt to introduce the missing contexts while rescuing something of the notion of a general psychological disposition “to endure.”  It introduces the missing contexts by introducing specific disliked groups.  It rescues the elusive generality by standardizing citizens’ feelings about the groups (all “least-liked”).  This produces a measure that has been used successfully to investigate the dynamics of tolerance, the correlates of tolerance and how tolerance is learned.  But these groups are quite different, as are the community contexts in which citizens react to them, not different enough to undermine the entire scientific enterprise, but different enough to create fundamental difficulties for precise descriptive work within that enterprise. 


Furthermore, although our survey measure of tolerance suggests important information about levels and distributions, it cannot tell us anything about the reasoning behind respondents’ answers.  The tolerant say that they would allow a group of which they thoroughly disapprove to exercise its rights.  Why?  What persuades them to overcome the natural inclination to interfere?  To understand the reasoning of the tolerant, we turn to the focus group discussions and depth interviews with community leaders where tolerance was explored in a semi-structured but free-ranging format.


Our qualitative measures of tolerance, both in the focus groups and in the interviews with the leaders, began with hypothetical references to a local branch of a neo-Nazi or Communist party.  This scenario was chosen because it paralleled the survey question and because substantial proportions of survey respondents, particularly the Americans, identified a neo-Nazi, white supremacist or communist group as the one they disapproved most.  Hence we asked the following questions about tolerance:

Suppose that the vast majority of this community did not want a controversial group such as the National Front (U.S.: American Nazi Party) or the Communist Party (U.S.: American Communist Party) to establish a local branch and organize public meetings here in (Name of Community).  Should these groups be allowed to do so anyway?  What makes you say that?  Anything else?

The first thing that we learn from the focus groups and depth interviews is that the quantitative survey measure seems have considerable validity -- many respondents appear to understand and react to it in the constitutional frame of reference that was intended.  Yet these discussions also suggest that the question strikes them as rather abstract, hypothetical and odd.  Although they accepted and discussed the question, it became clear that the constitutional rights of such extreme groups were for them not a serious concern.  They knew about such groups because of what they had read or seen on television, and in two instances from incidents in their communities.  Nevertheless, in nearly every case they shifted the discussion quickly to the context of civic tolerance in order to discuss other groups of which their community had recently disapproved; and these groups were less often political than ethnic, religious or cultural: Mexican-Americans, Asian Britons, Moonies, Scientologists, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Gypsies, New Age Travelers.  Thus although the “least-liked” format of our survey question may “standardize” target groups in the constitutional context, it may not be connecting respondents with what are for them the most salient groups and contexts with which they experience and discuss tolerance.  

CORRELATES OF TOLERANCE


We now turn our investigation of the meaning of tolerance toward two empirical issues.  Firstly, is tolerance associated with particular conceptions of good citizenship?  Secondly, is there a trade-off between tolerance and other forms of good citizenship?  


We preface our answers by reporting one startling negative finding.  Among the citizen duties assessed in our survey is the duty “to be tolerant of people you disagree with.” Respondents were asked whether they considered this a legal duty, a moral duty, not a duty but a good thing for citizens to do, or neither a duty nor a good thing for citizens to do.  We expected that citizens who scored high on our constitutional tolerance scale would be more likely to regard “being tolerant of people you disagree with” as a legal or moral duty than would citizens who scored low on that scale.  But, in fact, there is no significant correlation at the .05 level between these variables in either the American sample or the British sample.  Perhaps this duty question taps dispositions toward civic tolerance that are not related to constitutional tolerance.  Or, perhaps people who score high on the constitutional tolerance scale understand the legal-constitutional situation, but do not understand it as tolerance.  In any case, the two indicators evidently measure different things.

LIBERAL AND COMMUNITARIAN ORIENTATIONS


Table 3 presents the significant bi-variate correlates of tolerance for the United States, Great Britain, and the two countries combined.  It shows that, apart from type of community, the strongest correlates of tolerance are education (.32), political knowledge (.30) and political participation (.24).  These results echo those of earlier studies and lend broad support to the traditional idea that tolerance is more widespread among the politically informed and active. Table 3 also reveals that constitutional tolerance correlates with a range of measures of liberal and communitarian orientations, albeit less strongly but in the expected directions.  The tolerant tend to give a high priority to politically-defined rights (the right to vote and to demonstrate) and to consensual civil rights such as freedom of speech and religion and the right to a fair trial, to privacy and to the protection of property.  But there is a particularly strong association between tolerance and an emphasis on contested individual rights such as the right to an abortion, to be homosexual, to read pornography, to own a gun.  By contrast, our most tolerant citizens are particularly unlikely to give priority to social rights – health care, education, housing and welfare – rights of a kind that people with relatively communitarian conceptions of citizenship might stress.  The tolerant also tend to give high priority to specifically “political” duties – voting, protest, political discussion and education, defending minority rights, including the duty to “respect the rights of others.”  In other words, those citizens who are most likely to tolerate groups they disapprove have a heightened sense of their own individual civic and political rights, including their individual right to engage in unpopular or controversial acts.  They are “liberal” democratic citizens with an understanding of citizenship that is relatively political, individualistic and contractarian.


This profile of the tolerant is sharpened by an examination of the intolerant.  Their most pronounced characteristic is their identification with and loyalty to the nation and its symbols.  Thus, they score high on the patriotism scale, which measures emotive attachments to nationalistic and patriotic symbols such as the American flag and the national anthem, and on the “national duty” scale, which measures the perceived importance of military service, respecting the flag and supporting the Prime Minister / President at times of crisis.  The intolerant also express stronger than average identification with their local communities.  In short, the high value that the intolerant put on national and local solidarity is difficult to convincingly reconcile with making room for minority groups of which they disapprove.  This does not confirm a link between communitarian orientations and intolerance, but it is certainly consistent with it.

____________________

Table 3 Here

                                                          _____________________       

TOLERANCE AND GOOD CITIZENSHIP


The simple correlates of tolerance also help us address the second empirical issue: is there a trade-off between tolerance and other forms of good citizenship, such as patriotism, participation and law-abidingness?  The answer is mixed.  We have already established that constitutionally tolerant citizens tend to place a low value on national solidarity.  On the other hand, they are not politically indifferent – as the high positive correlations with political participation and political knowledge show.  Nor do the tolerant undervalue law-abidingness, as might have been expected of those with permissive attitudes to groups with a reputation for law-breaking.  On the contrary, the tolerant give high priority to specifically legal duties – the duty to obey minor as well as major laws, to pay taxes, to report serious crimes, appear as witnesses in trials and serve on juries.  Nor is there any evidence that their disapproval of the groups to which they concede rights is grounded in social prejudice.  For example, there was no significant correlation between tolerance and sympathy for stigmatized groups such as Blacks, people with AIDS, immigrants, or people on welfare.

Our analysis has so far focused on the combined American and British samples.  But an important difference between these samples needs to be underlined.  Although the pattern of correlations is very similar for the two nations (in terms of direction and significance) the correlations are generally stronger among the American than among the British respondents.  In particular, the association of tolerance with political knowledge and participation, and with a belief in the importance of individual rights and the duty to respect and protect those rights, is much stronger in the United States than in Britain.  Given what we have already learned about the constitutional frame of reference within which people interpret the measure of constitutional tolerance, we interpret this difference as follows.  In the United States, constitutional tolerance may be part of a constitutionalist ideology, which emphasizes individual political and civil rights,
 and which is particularly strong among the politically involved; whereas in Britain tolerance is much less firmly embedded in any crystallized ideology or value-set.  In the United States, a predisposition to be constitutionally tolerant is part of a wider consciousness of the rights of citizens.  In Britain, where such consciousness is much weaker, tolerance is a free-floating value largely detached from others.  This impression is reinforced by our analysis of the third empirical issue: the grounds on which tolerant citizens justify their positions.

JUSTIFICATIONS FOR TOLERANCE


The tolerant say that they would allow groups of which they thoroughly disapprove to exercise their rights.  Why?  What persuades them to overcome the natural inclination to shut such groups down?  To understand the reasoning of the tolerant, we return to our depth interviews with community leaders and focus groups.


The “trigger” question on tolerance, both in the focus groups and in the interviews with community leaders, was about the rights of a hypothetical neo-Nazi or Communist Party to establish a local branch and organize public meetings in the community.  The responses showed that most of our discussants believed that these groups had a reputation for violent confrontation and the disparaging of liberal and democratic institutions.  And many assumed that the local presence of such groups would indeed lead to violence.  Moreover, those citizens who gave the intolerant responses usually justified them on precisely those grounds.


The majority of American community leaders gave a tolerant answer to the trigger question.  Still, there were marked differences in their understandings and motives.  When asked, “What makes you say that?” the Americans (having confirmed that the groups should be allowed to set up a local branch) invariably referred to rights under the Constitution, often in their opening sentences: “…they are protected under the First Amendment;” “I feel very strongly about First Amendment rights;” freedom of speech, freedom of assembly;” “…because they are protected under the Constitution.”  Indeed, it was striking how many American community leaders began with a confident, crisp three or four word reply (“It’s their right;” “Freedom of Speech;” “First Amendment”) as if they were answering a technical or factual question rather than addressing a complex moral issue.  Even the small minority of intolerant leaders framed their answers in terms of the Constitution, feeling the need to justify a departure from it in favor of other overriding principles


The responses of the British community leaders were, by contrast, notably more hesitant and discursive.  They sought to avoid the issue by speculating about whether such a group could make any headway in their community (although this also reflected the hypothetical nature of the question) and tended not to answer analytically or in terms of general principles.   They lacked a conceptual framework of rights in which to fit an answer.  Although the rights of the group were sometimes mentioned, it was usually as an afterthought, or as only one consideration, to be weighed against others such as the impact on local ethnic minorities.  For the majority, the scales came to tilt in favor of tolerance, but it was evident that a minor change in circumstances could make them tilt the other way.  They saw the issue as one of contingency and political judgement, not principle, and therefore said in effect, “It depends.”  For American leaders the absolutistic discourse of constitutional rights was natural, almost instinctive; whereas British community leaders sought to balance the costs and benefits suggested by the preferences of those involved.


These very different routes of reasoning to tolerance taken by the American and British community leaders were repeated by the focus groups in both countries.  In the United States the dominant response to the trigger question was couched in terms of individual rights, rights given by the Constitution, not by a wider principle of equal respect for persons or equal liberties.  The tone was often resigned.  The law gave little option:  “Actually, if we want to abide by the Constitution, yes;”  “As difficult as it is, they have the right.”  Indeed, the American focus groups justified granting rights to unpopular groups in terms of protecting their own rights: “…the tables could reverse;”  “Who decides they’re undesirable?  I mean someone could all of a sudden decide I’m undesirable.”

By contrast, the British focus groups replace the language of individual rights with a practical utilitarian language of community values and benefits.  These discussants are much readier to give majorities in the local community the right to determine whether or not unpopular groups should be allowed entry.  We have shown elsewhere (Conover, Crewe and Searing 1991) that in Britain conceptions of national identity and citizenship are not constitutional or legal but “organic,” a matter of gradually acquired characteristics and shared experiences that enable people to “belong.”  Thus, the emphasis highlights the duty to “fit in” rather than the “right to dissent.”  This was particularly noticeable when the discussion moved away from the Communist Party or National Front and into the civic frame with minorities like Gypsies or the homeless.  Minority groups had the right to pursue their own way of life but only if they “conformed to the majority” (thereby undermining the principal function of tolerance according to J.S. Mill), or “did not adversely affect the community.”  Tolerance was predicated on judgments about whether a group was likely to conform in the future, even if it was currently unpopular; and much of the focus group discussion was, in fact, constructing a narrative about the degree to which the minority in question did or would conform.  Information, impression and anecdote were traded, rumors were repeated and contradicted, in an attempt to reach a consensus about the acceptability of the minority.  Whether or not to tolerate therefore became a matter of judgment, not about the applicability of principles to particular cases but rather about the acceptability of minorities to the local community.

CONCLUSION


Tolerance is one of the foremost values associated with citizenship.  Good citizens are expected to be tolerant, and healthy liberal democracies are expected to produce a tolerant citizenry.  But surveys of the public in the United States and Great Britain have consistently found that a majority of citizens are intolerant.  We have considered this well-known finding from a number of perspectives.  Firstly, we have argued that the idea of tolerance has an ambiguous relationship with conceptions of good citizenship.  The purpose of tolerance is to promote freedom and civic peace.  But people can be tolerant for reasons that contradict our common understandings of good citizenship, and intolerant for reasons that are consistent with them.  Secondly, we have argued strongly that the relationship of tolerance to citizenship depends on the understandings that people have both of tolerance and of citizenship, and that these understandings will be shaped by the national and community contexts in which people live.

Because American conceptions of tolerance incorporate ideas from the English political philosophers John Locke and John Stuart Mill, it may not seem surprising to find in the United States and Great Britain similar response patterns to equivalent survey items (e.g., Barnham and Sullivan 1989).  But it should be surprising, because the liberal political cultures of tolerance in these nations have evolved over three hundred years in response to quite different demographic, political, social and economic challenges.  Hence, when Americans and Britons express in surveys similar conclusions about the desirability of tolerating similar activities of similar groups, they are likely to have come to these conclusions by way of rather different understandings and justifications.  The focus groups and in-depth interviews suggest that tolerance today means quite different things to citizens in these two liberal democracies, and that these different meanings structure the different practices of toleration that are recorded in their history books and daily newspapers.  

Context matters so much because citizens’ understandings of the concept of tolerance are structured by particular systemic, institutional and cultural factors, including controversies about intolerance in their local communities.  Citizens store information about such events as narratives, which they process through their culture’s frames of reference in order to work out their own feelings and views about the subject.  Tolerance is a topic about which many of them have quite crystallized, if intolerant, attitudes, because hardly a month goes by without dramatic tolerance issues becoming topics for public discussion.  What then are desirable aims for civic education in this area?  The negative tolerance of “enduring” fellow citizens whose ways of life one detests does not sound at all as attractive as does the positive tolerance of open-mindedness and respect. Yet it is clearly the more critical of the two, and must be vigorously taught, for it prevents serious harm and secures equal rights, whereas the other protects identities and ameliorates second-class citizenship. Surely both must be promoted by liberal democratic states, but the mix and the particular formulations will vary according to the circumstances of international, national and local contexts. 

British and American citizens have been educated to be tolerant and can be educated to be more tolerant still.  But a hundred years of public instruction and voting has not yet created publics anything like as tolerant as John Stuart Mill hoped to see.  Survey data on the subject are not convincing because it is so difficult to measure precise levels of tolerance across communities and countries.  It is clear enough, however, that citizens who strongly support constitutional tolerance for groups they detest are very much in the minority in both the United States and Great Britain.  Specific plans for more effective education in the liberal virtue of toleration, including plans for learning through the democratic discussion that Ian Budge advocates, is required to put to rest the skeptics’ fears of majority tyranny and to strengthen the case for electronically based direct democracy. 

    � These tape-recorded interviews with focus groups, community leaders and teachers were conducted by the principal investigators between 1991 and 1993.  In all three communities in Great Britain, professional survey organizations conducted the face-to-face interviews with the adult random samples, parents and pupils. Corresponding interviews in the suburban and rural communities in the United States were carried out by interviewers who were recruited, trained and supervised by the principal investigators.  Since the number of respondents in the adult random samples, parent samples, and student samples varies somewhat between communities, each of these samples has been weighted to produce equal Ns for each community.


   � The random samples of adult citizens included approximately 125 respondents per community. The focus groups include eleven from British communities and twelve from American communities. Each was composed of 8-10 members recruited as “quota samples” stratified to reflect community composition by gender, social class, ethnicity, and age. We excluded respondents who had been interviewed in the surveys but, to facilitate interaction, included acquaintances as well as strangers (see, Bloor et al 2001: 22-24). All the groups were chaired by a principal investigator. The elite interviewees (15 per community) were chosen  according to a positional sample that included leaders from the following sectors of each community: political (e.g., mayor, city council members), business (e.g., C.E.O. of major local employer), religious (e.g., minister), media (e.g., newspaper editor), education (e.g., head local secondary school). 


� Contemporary philosophers recognize this distinction too, although they are concerned that it is not so clear cut.  (Heyd 1996).  Scanlon (1996), for example, characterizes the distinction as one between institutional politics, which involves fundamental legal and political rights (including voting, running/standing for election, and organizing and propagandizing to shape public policy), and informal politics, which involves attitudes, communications and relationships among individuals and groups in the political community.


� Political scientists often characterize as “political tolerance” what we will call here “constitutional tolerance.”  We prefer the adjective “constitutional” to avoid falling into the habit of treating this electorally-focused arena as more genuinely  “political” than the civic side of tolerance, or citizenship for that matter.  


� Civic tolerance directs attention more to persons than to their ideas, because the ways of life in question are typically embodied in the identities of the persons themselves (see Horton, 1996).


� In the same vein, Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus (1982:111-12) asked their respondents about ten intolerant acts, six of which were “political” (e.g., free speech) and three of which were “social” (e.g., moving in next door).  In a factor analysis, these items loaded consistently on two separate factors; but the factors were strongly correlated with each other.


� Nonetheless, something like open-mindedness apparently helps in the constitutional arena too.  Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus (1982:155) have found that, in the United States, dogmatism has a very strong negative relationship to their measure of constitutional tolerance.  In their model, they introduce dogmatism as one of the important independent variables associated with tolerance. It makes sense to treat open-mindedness/dogmatism as a distinct independent variable when we are discussing extremist political groups like the KKK, with whom we would not expect even the most tolerant citizens to adopt a sympathetic listening orientation.  But it doesn’t make as much sense to treat it as a separate independent variable in the civic context, because here the most tolerant citizen is the most open-minded citizen.  Here, open-mindedness is part of the definition of tolerance itself.


� British commentators were, characteristically, neither startled by the “discovery” of illiberal publics in the United States and Britain, nor particularly worried about it.  And, as for the elitist theory of democracy, that seemed old hat too, for it had long been embedded in the prevailing Liberal interpretation of the British Constitution.  


� Stouffer’s study also explored public attitudes to the rights of socialists and atheists.  But it is evident that for many respondents these terms were almost synonymous with “communist.”


� Subsequent studies have found somewhat more sanguine results (Sniderman, Tetlock, Glaser, Green and Hout 1989; Page and Shapiro 1992).  Still, as Kinder (1998) observes, the record isn’t inspiring. 


� C.f., Sniderman, Tetlock, Glaser, Green and Hout (1989); Gibson (1992a).


� See, for example, Gibson, Duch and Tedin (1992b) on Russia; Shamir (1991) on Israel; and Barnum and Sullivan (1989) on Britain, who report a level and distribution of political intolerance very similar to that in the United States.


� Now I’m going to read out the names of various political groups one at a time.  For each one, please tell me how much you approve or disapprove of this group using the numbers on this card.  If you very strongly disapprove of the group, you should give it a score of “0.”  If you very strongly approve of the group, you should give it a score of “10.”  If you neither disapprove nor approve of the group, you should give it a “5.”  If your views are somewhat in between, you should read out the number that comes closest to how you feel.”From what you have told me, you particularly disapprove of Read Names of R’s Two Lowest-Rated Groups (or All Groups Tied For the Lowest rating).  Which group do you disapprove of the most?  


� Still, the patterns reflect how local contexts shape thinking about tolerance.  The American  suburban community was more likely to choose the KKK (there had recently been a march), and the British suburban community was more likely to choose the National Front (there had recently been trouble in the nearby East End, from which many of them came).  Gay rights groups were more likely to be chosen in the rural communities of both countries.  Pro-choice groups were more likely to be chosen in the American rural community (where Protestant churches are very active) and in the British urban community (where there is a large Catholic minority).


� This survey was conducted before Sinn Fein transformed itself into a legitimate political force pursuing a peaceful settlement of the conflict in Northern Ireland.


� Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus’ list was read out whereas ours was shown on a card.  Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus gave short labels to their groups (“socialists,” fascists,” etc.) whereas our card spelled out the type of organization in slightly more detail and gave specific examples.  Groups included in their list but not in ours were: socialists, atheists, and the Symbionese Liberation Army.  Groups included in our list but not in theirs included feminist groups, gay rights groups, animal rights groups and, in Great Britain, Provisional Sinn Fein and the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament.  Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus asked their respondents whether the disliked group should be outlawed, banned for running for the Presidency, and subject to wiretaps, whereas our survey did not.


� Reliabilities: sample 1 (.6500), sample 2 (.6946).


� It is the universality of tolerance as a general principle or rule that is most problematic, for tolerance is a virtue that is pragmatic and contextual.  That is why Americans have found it so difficult to construct universally applicable laws in this area, laws that will constrain the activities of neo-nazis but not civil rights groups.  There always seem to be limits, which always seem to be defined in the context of the character of particular groups and situations.  Tolerance is a psychological disposition and a practice, not a general principle.  Tolerance is always case-specific; as a “principle,” it is always wrapped in “It depends.”


� The particular character of these two urban contexts may trigger what Walzer (19997:38-39), revising Sidgwick, suggests may be an inverse relationship between heterogeneity outside the local community and intolerance within it, or what Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus (1982) characterize as the powerful influence of “threat perceptions.”


� The impact of Sinn Fein on the results is suggested by the particularly wide gap between American and British respondents in the proportions who would tolerate their most-disapproved group running for office.


� We might learn more about this question by collecting comparative data on laws and intolerant activities, on the rules and conduct that constitute, alongside the attitude, the practice of tolerance.  The problem lies not in our measures but instead in the equivocal nature of the attitude that drives this practice, the attitude that considers toleration desirable and motivates it.


� Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus (1982) find in their American model a strong relationship between constitutional tolerance and support for constitutional principles.
































TABLE 1.  LEAST LIKED GROUP BY COUNTRY





POLITICAL GROUP�
U.S. (%)�
G.B. (%)�
�
�
�
�
�
1.  Provisional Sinn Fein �
n.a.�
47�
�
�
�
�
�
2.  White Supremacist Groups (eg KKK)�
37�
n.a.�
�
�
�
�
�
3.  American Nazi Party / National Front�
30�
30�
�
�
�
�
�
4.  American / British Communist Party�
10�
06�
�
�
�
�
�
5.  Gay Rights Groups�
09�
06�
�
�
�
�
�
6.  Pro-Choice Groups�
07�
05�
�
�
�
�
�
7.  Pro-Life Groups�
02�
03�
�
�
�
�
�
8.  Black Rights Groups�
02�
01�
�
�
�
�
�
9.  Right-Wing Fundamentalist Groups (eg Moral Majority)�
02�
00�
�
�
�
�
�
10. Feminist Groups�
00�
00�
�
�
�
�
�
11. Animal Rights Groups�
00�
02�
�
�
�
�
�
12. Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament�
n.a.�
01�
�
�
___�
___�
�
�
100�
100�
�
�
�
�
�
(N)�
(375)�
(375)�
�
�
�
�
�



Notes: Categories of political groups are spelled out in more detail in the question where they are also listed in a different order than in this table.












































TABLE 2.  TOLERANCE SCORES BY COUNTRY AND TYPE OF COMMUNITY





NUMBER OF TOLERANT RESPONSES�
U.S. 


(%)�
G.B. 


(%)�
SUBURBAN


(%)�
URBAN


(%)�
RURAL


(%)�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
0�
19�
27�
13�
34�
22�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
1�
19�
19�
14�
24�
19�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
2�
12�
17�
13�
15�
15�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
3�
12�
11�
12�
09�
14�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
4�
16�
13�
20�
09�
15�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
5�
22�
14�
29�
09�
15�
�
�
___�
___�
___�
___�
___�
�
�
100�
100�
100�
100�
100�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
(N)�
375�
375�
250�
250�
250�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Mean Score�
2.5�
2.1�
3.0�
1.6�
2.3�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

















































































TABLE 3.  CORRELATES OF TOLERANCE: U.S. AND G.B.


�
�
�
�
�
VARIABLES�
U.S  / G.B.�
U.S.�
G.B.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
BACKGROUND�
�
�
�
�
Education�
.32**�
      .39*�
.25**�
�
Suburban�
.26**�
.25**�
.29**�
�
Urban�
      -.24**�
     -.25**�
     -.27**�
�
Social Class�
.17**�
.14**�
.22**�
�
�
�
�
�
�
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR�
�
�
�
�
Political Knowledge�
.30**�
.37**�
.23**�
�
Political Participation�
.24**�
.26**�
.16**�
�
�
�
�
�
�
CITIZEN PREDISPOSITIONS�
�
�
�
�
Emphasizes Social Rights�
      -.24**�
     -.28**�
     -.12*�
�
Emphasizes Political Rights�
.21**�
.25**�
.16**�
�
Emphasizes Contested Civil Rights�
.18**�
.20**�
.12**�
�
Patriotism�
      -.18**�
-.28**�
-.22**�
�
Emphasizes Legal Duties�
.13**�
      .23**�
       .02�
�
Emphasizes Civil Rights�
.11**�
      .10�
       .07�
�
Emphasizes Liberal Duties�
.11**�
      .13*�
       .01�
�
Emphasizes National Duty�
      -.12**�
-.17**�
-.19**�
�
Local Community Identification�
      -.10**�
-.12**�
-.13**�
�
Feminism�
.09**�
.14**�
       .04�
�
�
�
�
�
�
SPECIFIC RIGHTS AND DUTIES�
�
�
�
�
   EMPHASIZES DUTY TO:�
�
�
�
�
Respect the Rights of Others�
.15**�
.17**�
      .08�
�
Respect the Flag�
      -.13**�
     -.23**�
-.14**�
�
Being Loyal to Your Country�
      -.11**�
-.13**�
-.17**�
�
Defend Rights of Minorities�
        .10�
 .14**�
     -.02�
�
Protest Bad Laws�
        .06�
 .13**�
      .03�
�
Tolerate People You Disagree With�
      -.04�
     -.10�
      .02�
�
   EMPHASIZES RIGHT TO:�
�
�
�
�
Demonstrate Against Government�
.21**�
.25**�
.16**�
�
Be Homosexual�
.10**�
.14**�
      .04�
�
Read Anything, inclu. Pornography�
.10**�
.14**�
      .07�
�
�
�
�
�
�
** = sig. < .01 (2 tailed)    * = sig. < .05 (2 tailed)
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