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Web Appendix

for the manuscript “Freedom for All? The Strengths and Limits of Political Tolerance”, 
submitted for the British Journal of Political Science
In this Web Appendix we provide additional details on some issues raised in our manuscript:

1. The representativeness of our Main study sample (see note 19 in the manuscript).
2. The Validation study.

3. Tolerance towards each group on four individual indicators (see note 28).

4. Analyses of determinants of tolerance excluding respondents who are sympathetic towards the eight groups (see note 36).

5. Analyses of who changed their opinion in response to counterarguments (see note 44).

1. The representativeness of our Main study survey sample
This section examines the representativeness of the sample to assure that the results are not based on a sample that grossly over- or under represents parts of the target population. Population data have been used as controls for the following three variables: Gender, age and county. Only valid answers are included in the following.

Table A1 provides a breakdown of the sample and the population across gender. The table shows a remarkable symmetry with no significant differences between the sample and the population.  

Table A1: Distribution of the sample and population across gender. Per cent.

	
	Survey
	Population

	Men
	49.4
	50.4

	Women
	50.6
	49.6

	N
	1967
	


Note: Population data for 2006 obtained from Statistics Denmark, (www.statistikbanken.dk) ‘BEF3: Folketal 1. januar efter kommune/amt, alder, køn, herkomst, statsborgerskab og oprindelsesland’. *: Difference between sample and population significant at the 0.05-level.

Table A2 shows the distribution of the sample and population across age using five-year intervals. The table shows a few deviations between the sample and the population. The pattern is that the sample tends to underrepresent the youngest age groups while the middle-aged groups are slightly overrepresented. Only two differences were significant, however. 
Table A2: Distribution of the sample and population across age. Per cent.

	
	Survey
	Population

	18-20 years
	4.0
	4.8

	21-25 years
	  5.5*
	7.7

	26-30 years
	8.8
	9.1

	31-35 years
	9.9
	     10.1

	36-40 years
	     10.7
	     11.1

	41-45 years
	     11.4
	     10.9

	46-50 years
	     11.1
	     10.1

	51-55 years
	     11.4*
	9.9

	56-60 years
	     11.0
	     10.8

	61-65 years
	9.7
	8.8

	66-70 years
	6.6
	6.6

	N
	1967
	


Note: Population data for 2006 obtained from Statistics Denmark, (www.statistikbanken.dk) ‘BEF3: Folketal 1. januar efter kommune/amt, alder, køn, herkomst, statsborgerskab og oprindelsesland’. *: Difference between sample and population significant at the 0.05-level.

Table A3 displays the distribution of the sample and the population across counties. A comparison of the two distributions shows no systematic differences between the sample and the population. Only Ringkjøbing County is significantly overrepresented. 

Table A3: Distribution of the sample and population across county. Per cent.

	
	Survey
	Population

	Copenhagen city
	8.8
	9.5

	Frederiksberg city
	1.2
	1.7

	Copenhagen County
	    11.0
	    10.9

	Frederiksborg County
	7.6
	6.8

	Roskilde County
	3.9
	4.5

	West Zealand County
	4.9
	5.7

	Storstrøm County
	4.8
	4.9

	Bornholm County
	1.0
	  .8

	Funen County
	9.2
	8.9

	South Jutland County
	5.1
	4.5

	Ribe County
	3.9
	4.1

	Vejle County
	7.2
	6.6

	Ringkjøbing County
	  6.3*
	5.0

	Aarhus County
	    12.3
	    12.4

	Viborg County
	3.9
	4.3

	North Jutland County
	8.8
	9.2

	N
	1967
	


Note: Population data for 2006 obtained from Statistics Denmark, (www.statistikbanken.dk) ‘BEF3: Folketal 1. januar efter kommune/amt, alder, køn, herkomst, statsborgerskab og oprindelsesland’. *: Difference between sample and population significant at the 0.05-level. 

2. Validation study survey

The Validation study was conducted as a web survey by the Zapera polling agency in December 2008. The respondents were recruited from 18-70 year-olds in Zapera’s standing so called ‘Denmark Panel’. Out of the 2,766 respondents contacted answers were obtained from 1,023 yielding a response rate (AAPOR RR1) of 37%. To gauge the representativeness of the sample we have examined the distribution of the sample on gender, age, and region of origin (due to the major Danish local government reform of 2007 that abolished the counties we are not able to examine the distribution across counties in 2008 since neither the polling agency nor Statistics Denmark provide a breakdown on the now non-existent counties) and compared the sample with the actual distribution of the population as recorded by Statistics Denmark. The results are presented below.

Table A4: Distribution of the sample and population across gender. Per cent.

	
	Survey
	Population

	Men
	50.0
	50.3

	Women
	50.0
	49.7

	N
	1023
	


Note: Population data for 2008 obtained from Statistics Denmark, (www.statistikbanken.dk) ‘BEF1A07: Folketal 1. januar efter kommune/region, køn, civilstand og alder’. *: Difference between sample and population significant at the 0.05-level.

Table A5: Distribution of the sample and population across age. Per cent.

	
	Survey
	Population

	18-20 years
	2,2*
	5,3

	21-25 years
	6,6*
	8,3

	26-30 years
	6,9*
	8,6

	31-35 years
	8,3
	9,9

	36-40 years
	8,0*
	10,4

	41-45 years
	9,2*
	11,5

	46-50 years
	9,2
	10,1

	51-55 years
	11,3
	9,6

	56-60 years
	14,4*
	9,4

	61-65 years
	15,1*
	9,9

	66-70 years
	8,8*
	7,0

	N
	1023
	


Note: Population data for 2008 obtained from Statistics Denmark, (www.statistikbanken.dk) ‘BEF1A07: Folketal 1. januar efter kommune/region, køn, civilstand og alder’. *: Difference between sample and population significant at the 0.05-level.

Table A6: Distribution of the sample and population across region. Per cent.

	
	Survey
	Population

	Capital
	30.0
	30.9

	Zealand
	15.2
	14.7

	South Denmark
	22.7
	21.4

	Central Jutland
	22.5
	22.5

	Northern Jutland
	9.7
	10.4

	N
	1023
	


Note: Population data for 2008 obtained from Statistics Denmark, (www.statistikbanken.dk) ‘BEF1A07: Folketal 1. januar efter kommune/region, køn, civilstand og alder’. *: Difference between sample and population significant at the 0.05-level. 

As can be seen in the tables, the sample is clearly representative of the population on gender and region of origin. However, the age distribution of the sample diverges significantly from that of the population in the sense that the younger cohorts are underrepresented while the older cohorts are overrepresented. To correct for this problem, the analyses of the web survey have been carried out on a data set weighted on gender, age, and region of origin. 
3. Tolerance towards each group on four individual indicators
As noted, the distribution of tolerance towards the eight groups is roughly the same on each of the four indicators making up our combined tolerance measure. The percentage tolerant answers for each group on each indicator is presented in Table A7.

Table A7. Tolerance by Target Group

	
	Mus-lims
	The far right  
	Chri-stian fund.
	The far left 
	Neo-Nazis
	Bikers
	Isla-mic fund.
	The auto​nome

	To express themselves
	71
	73
	68
	76
	53
	59
	51
	71

	Telephone tapping
	51
	36
	50
	49
	24
	23
	18
	35

	Speaking at secondary schools
	74
	61
	64
	72
	31
	52
	44
	48

	Demon-strate
	81
	77
	83
	81
	59
	73
	61
	76

	Average
	70
	62
	67
	70
	42
	52
	43
	58

	N
	456
	443
	462
	427
	462
	439
	485
	454


Note: Entries are the percentage of the valid answers (excluding don’t knows) expressing political tolerance, i.e., agreeing somewhat or completely with the tolerant position. The averages are based on the respondent averages across the four items. Ns indicate the number of respondents with valid answers on all four items. The 95% confidence interval around each entry is a maximum of ±2.4 percentage points wide.

4. Analyses of determinants of tolerance excluding respondents who are sympathetic towards the eight groups
The table below reproduces the analysis in Table 1 on the sub-set of respondents who score below the mid-point of the sympathy scale. As is evident, the results are highly similar.

Table A8. Regression of Tolerance on Target Group, Group Sympathy, Perceived Group Threat, Gender, Age, Education, Authoritarian-Libertarian Position, Democratic Rights, General Threat Perception, Social Trust, and Political Party Choice

	
	Political Groups
	Social Groups

	
	Coefficient
	Std. error
	Coefficient
	Std. error

	Intercept
	0.717***
	0.050
	0.604***
	0.046

	Target Group
	
	
	
	

	Neo-Nazis
	-0.253***
	0.030
	-
	-

	The autonome
	-0.150***
	0.032
	-
	-

	The far right
	-0.071*
	0.034
	-
	-

	The far left (ref.)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Sympathy
	0.052
	0.078
	0.117
	0.070

	Sympathy × Target Group
	
	
	
	

	Sympathy × Neo-Nazis  
	0.250
	0.132
	-
	-

	Sympathy × The autonome  
	0.294**
	0.104
	-
	-

	Sympathy × The far right
	0.082
	0.101
	-
	-

	Sympathy × The far left (ref.)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Target Group
	
	
	
	

	Islamic fundamentalists
	-
	-
	-0.047*
	0.022

	Muslims
	-
	-
	0.014
	0.044

	Christian fundamentalists
	-
	-
	0.138***
	0.024

	Bikers (ref.)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Sympathy × Target Group
	
	
	
	

	Sympathy × Islamic fundam.
	-
	-
	0.236*
	0.117

	Sympathy × Muslims
	-
	-
	0.270*
	0.119

	Sympathy × Christian fundam.
	-
	-
	-0.212*
	0.100

	Sympathy × Bikers (ref.)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Female
	-0.066***
	0.013
	-0.039**
	0.014

	Age
	0.000
	0.001
	0.000
	0.001

	Education: Low
	-0.097***
	0.025
	-0.085**
	0.026

	Education: Medium
	-0.066***
	0.015
	-0.047**
	0.015

	Education: High (ref.)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Authoritarian-Libertarian Values
	-0.260***
	0.038
	-0.305***
	0.039

	General Democratic Rights
	0.227***
	0.024
	0.212***
	0.024

	General Threat Perception
	-0.085*
	0.033
	-0.080*
	0.034

	Social Trust
	0.068**
	0.024
	0.022
	0.024

	Perceived Group Threat
	-0.104***
	0.023
	-0.149***
	0.024

	Party Choice
	
	
	
	

	Social Democrats
	0.019
	0.018
	0.027
	0.018

	Social Liberals
	0.057*
	0.023
	0.050*
	0.023

	Conservatives
	0.043
	0.024
	0.026
	0.024

	Socialists
	0.075**
	0.023
	0.066**
	0.023

	Danish People’s Party
	0.050*
	0.023
	0.032
	0.023

	Liberals (ref.)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Adjusted R2
	0.39
	0.37

	N
	1319
	1294


Note: *: p < .05; **: p < .01; ***: p < .001. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients and standard errors. The dependent variable is scalded from 0 to 1, with 1 being the most tolerant.

5. Analyses of who changed their opinion in response to counterarguments

As mentioned in note 38 we have further investigated the pliability of tolerance. As we find, previous studies have shown that the strength of opinion might influence the pliability of tolerance. Gibson’s (1998; Gibson and Gouws 2003) research has, however, presented a mixed pattern; among intolerant respondents, it was easiest to persuade those who had initially placed themselves in the “somewhat agree” category, while among the tolerant respondents those who had placed themselves in the “completely agree” category were easiest to persuade. However, this dynamic is more pronounced in the Russian study than in the South African one.

As presented in Table A8, the result of our study is much clearer: while we could move 26 and 22 percent, respectively, of those who initially agreed or disagreed completely, we can persuade 38 and 28 percent of the respondents who agreed or disagreed somewhat to shift; and we find the same pattern in the tolerant group as in the intolerant group. All told, Gibson’s complicated results from Russia are likely a result of the specific political context, not a general pattern, which is also in accordance with Gibson’s (1998) own interpretation of the Russian data.

Table A9. “Opinion changers” by strength of opinion and original opinion. Per cent.

	Original opinion
	Strength of opinion
	Percentage of changers
	Total N

	Intolerant
	Strong
	22
	300

	
	Weak
	28
	95

	Tolerant
	Strong
	26
	1038

	
	Weak
	38
	275

	Total
	
	27
	1708


When considering the raw numbers in the final column of Table A8, it should also be noted that there is no noticeable difference in the strength of the opinions between the originally tolerant and intolerant respondents. Thus, contrary to the arguments of earlier studies  QUOTE "(jf. Sullivan et al., 1982: 114)" 
(cf. Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus 1982, 114; Gibson 1998; Gibson and Gouws 2003, 130-31)
, nothing indicates that tolerant people have weaker opinions than intolerant people.
Further, previous studies have shown that factors other than the target groups and the strength of opinion influence pliability. In his Russian study Gibson (1998) shows that the pliability of those who are tolerant is first and foremost determined by the sense of threat (the greater the sense of threat, the greater the shift); the degree of dogmatism (the more dogmatic, the greater the shift) and education (the shorter the education, the greater the shift). It is more difficult to explain the movements among intolerant respondents, though here the sense of threat and the importance of the question play a role. 

The results from the Danish study are somewhat similar to the Russian results, and we also experience greater success in terms of explaining the movements within the tolerant group than within the intolerant group. As can be seen in the blockwise logistic regression analysis presented in Table A9, only general democratic rights have a significant relationship with movement within the intolerant group, while gender, education, and authoritarian-libertarian values have consistent significant effects within the tolerant group (all variables were coded as described in the appendix of the article).
As the movements in the tolerant and intolerant groups are more or less equal, the movements within the latter appear more arbitrary than those within the former. A tentative explanation for this difference relates to the makeup of the initially tolerant compared to the intolerant group. Further analyses (not shown) indicate that the initially intolerant are less educated, less politically aware and less interested in politics. This could imply that the constructs in the intolerant group are more influenced by measurement error which would obscure the analyses.
Table A10. Factors contributing to stability of opinion in counterargument experiment. Logged odds ratios (standard errors in parentheses) and Nagelkerke’s R2 from logistic regressions. Initially tolerant and intolerant shown separately.

	Variables
	Model I
	Model II
	Model III
	Model IV

	Initially intolerant
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.42 (0.50)
	1.61 (0.76)*
	1.69 (0.82)*
	1.77 (0.82)*

	Age
	0.02 (0.01)
	0.02 (0.01)
	0.02 (0.01)
	0.02 (0.01)

	Female
	-0.05 (0.25)
	0.06 (0.27)
	0.05 (0.28)
	0.06 (0.28)

	Low Education
	-0.38 (0.49)
	-0.50 (0.51)
	-0.49 (0.51)
	-0.49 (0.51)

	Middle Education
	-0.24 (0.33)
	-0.37 (0.35)
	-0.36 (0.35)
	-0.36 (0.35)

	Authoritarian-Libertarian Values
	
	-0.10 (0.69)
	0.00 (0.69)
	0.00 (0.69)

	General Democratic Rights
	
	-1.06 (0.45)*
	-1.04 (0.45)*
	-1.06 (0.45)*

	Social Trust
	
	-0.46 (0.44)
	-0.51 (0.44)
	-0.46 (0.45)

	General Threat Perception
	
	-0.31 (0.60)
	-0.33 (0.61)
	-0.33 (0.61)

	Group Sympathy
	
	
	-0.66 (0.61)
	-0.58 (0.62)

	Perceived Group Threat
	
	
	0.15 (0.48)
	0.14 (0.48)

	Weak Opinion
	
	
	
	-0.23 (0.29)

	Nagelkerke’s R2
	.015
	.045
	.052
	.055

	Initially tolerant
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	1.21 (0.24)***
	1.08 (0.42)**
	1.15 (0.44)**
	1.22 (0.44)**

	Age
	0.01 (0.01)
	0.00 (0.01)
	0.00 (0.01)
	0.00 (0.01)

	Female
	-0.46 (0.13)**
	-0.49 (0.14)***
	-0.52 (0.14)***
	-0.50 (0.14)***

	Low Education
	-1.11 (0.25)***
	-0.67 (0.27)*
	-0.68 (0.27)*
	-0.68 (0.27)*

	Middle Education
	-0.77 (0.14)***
	-0.52 (0.15)**
	-0.53 (0.15)***
	-0.53 (0.53)**

	Authoritarian-Libertarian Values
	
	-0.98 (0.35)**
	-0.96 (0.35)**
	-0.93 (0.36)**

	General Democratic Rights
	
	0.54 (0.26)*
	0.54 (0.26)*
	0.47 (0.26)

	Social Trust
	
	0.54 (0.25)*
	0.47 (0.26)
	0.49 (0.26)

	General Threat Perception
	
	-0.30 (0.33)
	-0.33 (0.34)
	-0.29 (0.34)

	Group Sympathy
	
	
	0.54 (0.29)
	0.52 (0.29)

	Perceived Group Threat
	
	
	-0.45 (0.24)
	-0.42 (0.24)

	Weak Opinion
	
	
	
	-0.26 (0.16)

	Nagelkerke’s R2
	.049
	.086
	.098
	.101


Note: *: p < .05; **: p < .01; ***: p < .001.
The dependent variable is stability of opinion after counterarguments coded 1 for stable opinion and 0 for changing opinion. Reference categories on categorical variables are: male. high education. and strong opinion. Coefficients are logged odds ratios for stable opinion after counterargument. N (tolerant) = 1228; N (intolerant) = 356.
