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• Equivalent levels of political intolerance and prejudice emerge on the left and right.
• Results are consistent across multiple studies and methodological approaches.
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Three studies examined ideological symmetries and asymmetries in political intolerance and prejudice toward
political activist groups. Using both student and non-student samples, and two alternative methodologies for
studying political intolerance, the results of these studies converge on three important and novel conclusions.
First, consistent with the ideological conflict hypothesis, both liberals and conservatives were politically intoler-
ant and prejudiced toward ideologically dissimilar groups, to similar degrees. Second, whereas political intoler-
ance and prejudice are related intergroup phenomena, they have different threat-based antecedents.
Specifically, whereas symbolic threat significantly predicted prejudice, it did not predict political intolerance of
the same groups. Finally, the threat-based antecedents of political intolerance depended on the political objec-
tives of the group itself. Across studies, only safety threat predicted intolerance of left-wing groups. In Studies
1 and 2, only realistic threat predicted intolerance of right-wing groups; however, Study 3 revealed that those ef-
fects are attributable to beliefs that right-wing groups are a threat to people's rights. Theoretical and practical im-
plications of these findings are discussed, including their relevance to political intolerance and prejudice
reduction interventions.

© 2014 Published by Elsevier Inc.
Introduction

There has been recent controversy regarding the role of political
ideology in political intolerance judgments. Whereas some perspec-
tives argue that conservatives are more politically intolerant than
liberals (i.e., ideological asymmetry in political intolerance judgments),
others suggest that liberals and conservatives are equally politically in-
tolerant of their disliked groups (i.e., ideological symmetry). On the one
hand, Lindner and Nosek (2009) recently found evidence of ideological
asymmetry: specifically, conservatism predicted political intolerance of
anti-American (and presumably left-wing) speech, but liberalism did
not predict political intolerance of anti-Arab (and presumably right-
wing) speech. However, Crawford and Pilanski (2013) noted several
limitations to Lindner and Nosek's (2009) approach, such as examining
a) only a single comparison of targets (anti-Arab vs. anti-American)
who did not clearly possess directly contrasting political objectives,
b) only one mode of political expression (i.e., free speech rights), and
c) intolerance of individuals but not groups, which is the typical unit
of analysis in political tolerance research (e.g., Gibson & Gouws, 2003;
Marcus, Sullivan, Theiss-Morse, & Wood, 1995).

In their study, Crawford and Pilanski (2013) assessed the protection
of both free speech rights as well as rights to assembly of multiple left-
wing and right-wing groups and individuals with directly contrasting
political objectives (e.g., pro-life vs. pro-choice activists). Across seven
comparisons, Crawford and Pilanski (2013) found clear evidence of
ideological symmetry in political intolerance judgments: conservatism
predicted intolerance of left-wing targets, whereas liberalism predicted
intolerance of right-wing targets. Moreover, liberals weremore intoler-
ant of right-wing than left-wing targets, whereas conservatives were
more intolerant of left-wing than right-wing targets.
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Although Crawford and Pilanski's (2013) results are inconsistent
with Lindner and Nosek's (2009), as well as some other evidence of
ideological asymmetry in the literature (e.g., Davis & Silver, 2004;
Sniderman, Tetlock, Glaser, Green, & Hout, 1989), they are consistent
with other evidence of ideological symmetry in political intolerance
judgments (e.g., Suedfeld, Steel, & Schmidt, 1994), including evidence
stemming from one of the most highly influential research programs
in the political intolerance literature: Sullivan, Marcus and colleagues'
studies of people's intolerance of their least-liked groups (Marcus
et al., 1995; Sullivan, Marcus, Feldman, & Piereson, 1981; Sullivan,
Piereson, & Marcus, 1982). In the least-liked groups (LLG) paradigm,
people first indicate the group they dislike the most through either
free response or from an experimenter-generated list of possible
groups, and then provide intolerance judgments regarding their chosen
group. This method has become the standard for examining political
intolerance judgments (Gibson, 2006; Gibson & Gouws, 2003), and re-
veals intolerance among those on both the political right and left
(Marcus et al., 1995; Sullivan et al., 1981).

Crawford and Pilanski's (2013) results are also consistentwith other
recent evidence that liberals and conservatives are equally prejudiced
against (Chambers, Schlenker, & Collisson, 2013) andwilling to discrim-
inate against (Wetherell, Brandt, & Reyna, 2013) each other. Summariz-
ing these recent results, Brandt, Reyna, Chambers, Crawford, and
Wetherell (2014) developed the ideological conflict hypothesis (ICH),
which argues that people across the political spectrum are prejudiced
against and intolerant of ideologically dissimilar others, largely because
of the threat these groups pose to one's deeply heldworldviews, and the
values and beliefs that underlie them.

While there is a good deal of theory and empirical evidence to
support the ICH, some of its arguments likely require further refine-
ment. First and foremost, the ICH does not make a conceptual dis-
tinction between political intolerance and prejudice, despite both
theoretical and empirical reasons for suspecting that they are related
but distinct intergroup outcomes. Prejudice (or “social intolerance,”
as it has been sometimes labeled in the political tolerance literature;
e.g., Gibson, 2006) refers to negative evaluations of or feelings toward
particular social groups and their individual members (Allport,
1954; Mackie & Smith, 2002; Yzerbyt & Demoulin, 2010). Prejudice
is typically distinguished from beliefs about groups and their indi-
vidual members (i.e., stereotypes) and behavioral expressions of
negative feelings and beliefs (i.e., discrimination). On the other
hand, political intolerance refers to the willingness to deny certain
social groups democratically-guaranteed rights, such as the freedom
to assemble, to speak publicly regarding their beliefs, to run for pub-
lic office, or to organize in order to influence policy (see Sullivan &
Transue, 1999 for a review).

Perhaps at the heart of the conceptual distinction between polit-
ical intolerance and prejudice is the fact that political intolerance re-
flects antipathy at a level beyond simple prejudice. As multiple
scholars have noted, it is one thing to dislike a group, but a step be-
yond that to willingly allow that groups' rights and freedoms to be
restricted (Gibson, 2006; Skitka et al., 2013; van der Noll, Poppe, &
Verkuyten, 2010). It is therefore possible to be politically tolerant
of groups toward whom we feel great hostility and prejudice. For
example, adherence to democratic principles and values can often
override intolerance judgments against even one's least-liked
group (Marcus et al., 1995; Skitka et al., 2013; Sullivan & Transue,
1999). This conceptual distinction between political intolerance
and prejudice is further borne out in research utilizing the LLG
paradigm, which carries the built-in assumption that people are
prejudiced against their selected least-liked group. The fact that
non-trivial proportions of respondents express political tolerance to-
ward even their least-liked group indicates that political intolerance
and prejudice do not necessarily go hand-in-hand (Gibson, 2006;
Marcus et al., 1995; see also van der Noll et al., 2010 for evidence of
this distinction outside of the LLG paradigm).
Additional research provides empirical support for this conceptual
distinction. For example, Skitka et al. (2013) recently found in a U.S.
sample that moral conviction predicted prejudice against targets who
held opposing positions on deeply moral issues, but was unrelated to
political intolerance toward these same targets. This was not the case,
however, in a Chinese sample, in which moral conviction predicted
both political intolerance and prejudice toward dissimilar targets.
These results suggest that different psychological processes are associ-
ated with political intolerance and prejudice, at least in countries with
relatively strong democratic norms like the U. S. Finally, Gibson
(2006) noted that in contrast to scholars who have conceptually con-
flated political intolerance and prejudice (e.g., Stenner, 2005, p. 325),
he has observed only small or even non-significant correlations be-
tween political intolerance and prejudice toward Whites in South
Africa and toward Jews in Russia. Gibson (2006, p. 26) subsequently ar-
gued that understanding the apparent disjunction between political in-
tolerance and prejudice is “one of the most important tasks of future
[political tolerance] research.”

Thus, whereas some previous scholarship has implicitly (Brandt
et al., 2014) or explicitly (Stenner, 2005) equated the two, there
are both conceptual and empirical reasons to expect political intoler-
ance and prejudice to be distinct intergroup phenomena. If so, they
should have different antecedents, as Skitka et al.'s (2013) findings
suggest. Further, given that different values and motives underlie
liberalism and conservatism (e.g., Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009;
Janoff-Bulman, Sheikh, & Baldacci, 2008; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, &
Sulloway, 2003; Morgan, Mullen, & Skitka, 2010), it is plausible that
different antecedents would underlie liberals' and conservatives' politi-
cal intolerance and prejudice toward right-wing and left-wing political
activist groups, respectively. Given that perceived threat is a powerful
antecedent of both political intolerance (Feldman, 2003; Gibson,
2006; Marcus et al., 1995) and prejudice (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005;
Duckitt, 2006; Stephan & Stephan, 2000), the present studies examined
different types of threat as predictors of political intolerance and preju-
dice against left-wing and right-wing activist groups.

Whereas Crawford and Pilanski (2013) found that perceived
threat mediated the relationship between political ideology and po-
litical intolerance, their threat item (“How threatening is this group
to our country as a whole?”) did not clearly identify the type of threat
being assessed. Both the political science (e.g., Gibson, 2006; Marcus
et al., 1995) and social psychology (e.g., Pettigrew et al., 2008) litera-
tures point toward intergroup (or “sociotropic”) threats asmore predic-
tive of political intolerance and prejudice than interpersonal (or
“egocentric”) threats. Further, multiple theoretical perspectives such
as the sociofunctional threat-based approach (Cottrell & Neuberg,
2005) and integrated threat theory (ITT; Stephan & Stephan, 2000) rec-
ognize themulti-dimensionality of intergroup threat, and posit that the
effects of different types of threat depend on the intergroup context.
The present investigation focused primarily on symbolic threat, which
stems from intergroup conflict over values and beliefs (Stephan &
Stephan, 2000), realistic threat, which stems from real or perceived
group competition over limited societal resources (Stephan &
Stephan, 2000), and safety threat, which stems from perceived physical
danger to the group (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005).

Following Gibson's (2006, p. 26) recommendation to asses both po-
litical intolerance and prejudice toward the same target groups in order
to compare these intergroup phenomena, the present studies examined
political intolerance and prejudice toward both left-wing (e.g., pro-
choice) and right-wing (e.g., pro-life) political activist groups. Using po-
litical activist groups as targets provides a more controlled test of the
distinction between political intolerance and prejudice (and the pro-
cesses that underlie them) than using non-political social groups
(e.g., African-Americans; Muslims; atheists). Specifically, a non-
political social group's political identity is far more apparent in political
intolerance judgments than in prejudice judgments toward them; how-
ever, an activist group's political identity is apparent regardless of
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whether one is making prejudice or political intolerance judgments to-
ward them.

The ICH predicts that people across the political spectrum will
direct prejudice against groups with dissimilar worldviews. World-
views contain the symbolic values and beliefs that provide meaning
and importance to their adherents (Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006;
Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991). Groups perceived as
worldview threats should therefore be perceived as symbolic
threats. Consistent with this argument, Wetherell, Brandt, and
Reyna (2013); Wetherell, Reyna, and Sadler (2013) found that per-
ceived value violations predicted the willingness of both liberals
and conservatives to discriminate against ideological dissimilar
groups. Other evidence indicates that symbolic threat primarily pre-
dicts prejudice against ideologically dissimilar groups over and
above realistic and safety threats (Crawford et al., 2014). Further,
Skitka et al.'s (2013) finding in a U.S. sample that moral convictions
predicted prejudice but not political intolerance against ideological-
ly dissimilar targets suggests that symbolic threat (which captures
threat to moral values and beliefs) is more strongly related to preju-
dice than political intolerance. Thus, symbolic threat should be a
stronger predictor of prejudice than of political intolerance in the
present studies, even when directed toward the same groups.

Regarding political intolerance, multiple theoretical perspectives
suggest that conservatism is related to needs for security and cer-
tainty (Hibbing et al., 2014; Jost et al., 2003). Consistent with these
accounts, political conservatism is related to fear of dangerous
events or people (e.g., Altemeyer, 1996), increased physiological re-
sponses to threatening visual stimuli (Oxley et al., 2008), fear of loss
and death (Jost et al., 2003), and other-focused prevention motives
toward maintaining social order (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2008). Recent
evidence has directly linked right-wing authoritarianism (which is
positively correlated with political conservatism; Jost et al., 2003)
to political intolerance of left-wing groups, especially under condi-
tions of public disorder (Crawford & Pilanski, 2014). All of the
above suggests that safety threat should most strongly predict polit-
ical intolerance of left-wing groups.

Finally, although there are notable exceptions (Graham et al.,
2009; Janoff-Bulman et al., 2008; Morgan et al., 2010), social and po-
litical psychologists have generally placed greater emphasis on un-
derstanding the motivations underlying conservatism than on
those underlying liberalism (e.g., Jost et al., 2003; see Duarte et al.,
in press for a discussion). Indeed, with the exception of LLG studies
which have typically not focused on the political orientation of the
perceiver or the group, extant studies have focused almost exclu-
sively on political intolerance and prejudice toward left-wing, so-
cially deviant, or low status groups (see Brandt et al., 2014 for a
discussion of this issue).

There is therefore limited existing theoretical or empirical basis
for predictions regarding the types of threat specifically related to
liberals' underlying psychological motives. If distinct processes do
not underlie political intolerance and prejudice, then symbolic
threat would likely also predict political intolerance of right-wing
groups. However, realistic threat may be a viable candidate mecha-
nism, for several reasons. First, with recent progressive victories in
the U.S. (e.g., the election and re-election of the first African-
American president; passage of the Affordable Care Act; strides to-
ward marriage equality), liberals may feel they have more to lose
from potential conservative gains. Second, given that liberals
perceive conservatives as relatively low in warmth but high in com-
petence (Crawford, Modri, & Motyl, 2013), they may oppose conser-
vatives' rights because they see them as highly capable of
successfully competing for political power, which is certainly a
scarce resource in political conflict (Velasco-Gonzalez, Verkuyten,
Weesie, & Poppe, 2008). The present studies will therefore openly
explore the threat perceptions that underlie political intolerance of
right-wing groups.
The present studies

These predictions and possibilities were tested across three studies.
Study 1 utilized the content-controlled method employed by Crawford
and Pilanski (2013), experimentally varying whether participants eval-
uatedmultiple left-wing or right-wing groups. This study testedwheth-
er ideologically symmetrical biases in political intolerance and prejudice
emerged, in line with Crawford and Pilanski (2013) more specifically,
and the ICH more generally. Importantly, it also examined whether dif-
ferent types of threats mediated the relationships between political ide-
ology and both political intolerance and prejudice toward activist
groups. In an attempt to both replicate Study 1's findings and to test
these predictionswithin the context of the standardmethod of studying
political intolerance, Study 2 utilized the LLG method. This study also
provided an analysis of the reasons people gave for choosing their
least-liked group, and possible ideological symmetries and asymmetries
in those choices. Finally, Study 3 returned to the content-controlled
method and sought to provide further support for these hypotheses
with improved measures of core constructs, while also extending
Study 2's findings regarding the reasons that people gave for choosing
their least-liked group.

The studies can potentially make several important contributions
to our understanding of political intolerance and prejudice. First,
they may identify the differential processes that underlie these dis-
tinct intergroup phenomena. Second, they may reveal important dif-
ferences in the motivations that underlie political intolerance on the
left and right. Third, these results may explain not only why political
intolerance and prejudice are distinct intergroup phenomena, but
also why some studies reveal moderate correlations between the
two (e.g., Crawford & Pilanski, 2013) while others reveal no relation-
ship between them (e.g., Gibson, 2006). Finally, these studies can
provide further evidence pertaining to controversy regarding
whether ideological variation in political intolerance and prejudice
is characterized by symmetry or asymmetry. Relatedly, these find-
ings can potentially bridge these two often conflicting accounts by
suggesting that there are symmetries in outcomes (i.e., little differ-
ence between liberals and conservatives in levels of political intoler-
ance and prejudice) but asymmetries in processes (i.e., different
motivations for political intolerance on the left and right) related to
intergroup attitudes.

Study 1

Study 1 tested the differential effects of symbolic, realistic, and
safety threats on political intolerance and prejudice toward left-
wing and right-wing political activist groups using the content-
controlled method recently developed by Crawford and Pilanski
(2013). This approach has at least two advantages over the LLG
method. First, whereas the LLG method essentially holds ideology
constant (as conservatives and liberals generally select left-wing
and right-wing groups, respectively), the content-controlled meth-
od allows variation in ideology within randomly assigned target
group conditions, and thus allows for a test of the indirect effects of
political ideology on political intolerance and prejudice via the dif-
ferent types of threat. Second, whereas participants only evaluate
groups they dislike in the LLGmethod, they evaluate groups they dis-
like or like in the content-controlled method, allowing for tests of
ideological biases in political intolerance judgments (Crawford &
Pilanski, 2013).

Method

Participants

Two separate sampleswere collected for Study 1. Sample 1 consisted
of 151 college students (70% female; 76%White;Mage=20 years)who



Table 1
Left-wing and right-wing political activist groups used in Studies 1, 2 and 3.

Political issue Left-wing group Right-wing group

Gun control Gun control activist group Gun rights activist group
Abortion rights Pro-choice activist group Pro-life activist group
Marriage equality Pro-gay marriage activist group Anti-gay marriage activist group
Church–state separation Activist group for church–state separation Activist group against church–state separation
Affirmative action Pro-affirmative action activist group Anti-affirmative action activist group
Social welfare Pro-welfare activist group Anti-welfare activist group
Immigration reform Pro-immigrant rights activist group Anti-immigrant rights activist group

Note: All groups were used in Study 2. All groups were used in Studies 1 and 3 except the immigration reform groups.
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completed the survey online for course credit. Sample 2 consisted of
177 U.S. residents (36% female; 83% White; Mage = 33 years) re-
cruited through the online labor market Amazon.com's Mechanical
Turk (MTurk), where well-established findings in social psychology
and political science have been replicated (e.g., Berinsky, Huber, &
Lenz, 2012; Horton, Rand, & Zeckhauser, 2011). Interested individ-
uals selected a link to the online survey and were compensated 50
cents for their participation. These samples were combined for a
total of 328 participants (52% female; 80% White; Mage = 27 years).
Materials and procedures

Participants were first randomly assigned to provide political intol-
erance judgments of either six left-wing or six right-wing activist
groups, representing directly contrasting positions on six political is-
sues. The groups selected were similar to those used in Crawford and
Pilanski (2013). Political intolerance of each group was assessed with
one 6-point item (1 = Strongly Disagree; 6 = Strongly Agree) for each
target. These items were similar to those used by Crawford and
Pilanski (2013), which were derived from Marcus et al.'s (1995) politi-
cal intolerancemeasure. Itemswere averaged to form the political intol-
erance measure (α = .82), which was balanced with positively and
negatively worded items (see Appendix A).

On a separate page, participants then provided feeling thermometer
ratings for each target (0=very cold, 100=verywarm; reverse-scored
so that higher scores indicated more prejudice), which were averaged
to form the prejudice measure (α = .85). The target descriptions are
provided in Table 1. Participants then indicated the extent to which
they think each group: “violates your core values and beliefs” (symbolic
threat); “takes away societal resources from people like you” (realistic
threat); and “makes our society more dangerous and less safe” (safety
threat). These items were derived from extant measures of these differ-
ent types of intergroup threat (Duckitt, 2006; Gibson & Gouws, 2003;
Stephan & Stephan, 2000), and were measured on 7-point scales
(1 = To no extent at all; 7 = To a great extent). Scores were averaged
across the six targets to form three separate threat measures (αs =
.87, .88, and .89 for symbolic, realistic, and safety threats, respectively).

Participants then indicated whether liberals or conservatives
support eight different policies (e.g., same-sex marriage). Correct
and incorrect answers were coded as 1 and 0 respectively, and
were summed to form a political knowledge measure (α = .65).1

Lastly, participants reported political ideology (1 = Extremely Liberal;
7= Extremely Conservative) and party affiliation (1= Strong Democrat;
7= Strong Republican), and provided demographic information such as
age, gender, race/ethnicity, education, and socioeconomic status.
1 In all three studies, the internal reliability for political knowledge is somewhat low.
This is likely due to the fact that the political knowledge measure was highly negatively
skewed (skewness greater than the absolute value of 1.33 in all three studies), thus suffer-
ing from severe range restriction,which can attenuate item inter-correlations (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2013), and thus internal reliability estimates (Cronbach, 1951). Despite its low in-
ternal reliability, it was consistently negatively correlated with political intolerance in ac-
cordance with extant findings (e.g., Sullivan & Transue, 1999).
Results

Preliminary analyses

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
Table 2 reports the correlations among and descriptive statistics for

the study variables. Political ideology was weakly negatively correlated
with political knowledge, and weakly positively correlated with politi-
cal intolerance. The three measures of perceived threat were strongly
correlatedwith each other. Each type of threatwasmoderately correlat-
ed with political intolerance, and strongly correlated with prejudice.
Unlike in typical LLG studies, but similar to Crawford and Pilanski's
(2013) results, political intolerance and prejudiceweremoderately pos-
itively correlated.
Replicating ideological symmetry in political intolerance and prejudice
A moderated multiple regression was computed with participant

ideology (mean-centered) and group ideology (0 = right-wing,
1 = left-wing) entered in Step 1, and the Ideology × Group interac-
tion entered in Step 2 (Aiken &West, 1991). In Step 1, amain effect of
Ideology emerged, b = .10, SE = .04, β = .13, p = .017, such that
conservatism predicted political intolerance. However, a main effect
of Group also emerged, b=− .24, SE= .11, β=− .12, p= .032, such
that there were higher levels of political intolerance expressed to-
ward right-wing than left-wing groups.

The expected Ideology × Group interaction in Step 2 was robust,
b = .44, SE = .08, β = .43, p b .001. As Fig. 1 (panel A) shows, con-
servatism predicted political intolerance of left-wing groups,
whereas liberalism predicted political intolerance of right-wing
groups. Further, whereas liberals (1 SD below the mean) were
more intolerant of right-wing than left-wing groups, b = − .86,
SE = .15, β = − .42, p b .001, conservatives (1 SD above the mean)
were more intolerant of left-wing than right-wing groups, b = .38,
SE = .15, β = .19, p = .013. These results fully replicate Crawford
and Pilanski's (2013) findings. Further, liberals' and conservatives'
levels of political intolerance toward ideologically dissimilar targets
were roughly equivalent (see Fig. 1, panel A). However, liberals' in-
tolerance of left-wing targets was considerably lower than conser-
vatives' intolerance of right-wing targets. Thus, whereas the
observed main effect of conservatism on political intolerance may
at face seem consistent with Lindner and Nosek's (2009) findings,
the interactive effect indicates that this main effect is driven by the
fact that liberals were much more tolerant of ideologically similar
groups than were conservatives.

In a similar analysis of prejudice ratings, there was no significant
ideology main effect (p = .707), but there was an Ideology × Group
interaction, b = 19.44, SE = 1.22, β = .80, p b .001. Consistent with
the ICH and related research (e.g., Chambers et al., 2013), conserva-
tism predicted prejudice against left-wing groups, b = 9.40, SE =
.86, β= .66, p b .001, whereas liberalism predicted prejudice against
right-wing groups, b=−10.04, SE= .86, β=− .69, p b .001, to sim-
ilar degrees.



Table 2
Study 1: correlations, descriptive statistics, and reliability coefficients.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Political ideology
2. Political knowledge − .15⁎⁎

3. Symbolic threat .02 − .07
4. Realistic threat .06 − .21⁎⁎⁎ .59⁎⁎⁎

5. Safety threat .01 − .17⁎⁎ .71⁎⁎⁎ .68⁎⁎⁎

6. Prejudice .02 − .03 .71⁎⁎⁎ .51⁎⁎⁎ .67⁎⁎⁎

7. Political intolerance .13⁎ − .37⁎⁎⁎ .32⁎⁎⁎ .41⁎⁎⁎ .41⁎⁎⁎ .32⁎⁎⁎

M 3.28 6.85 3.34 2.78 2.71 52.68 2.45
SD 1.40 1.49 1.76 1.66 1.66 24.62 1.02
Skewness .58 −1.56 .19 .57 .57 .11 .39

Note: dfs for correlations ranged between 299 and 323.
⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.
⁎⁎⁎ p b .001.
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Effects of threat on political intolerance and prejudice toward left-wing
groups

A path analysis tested the indirect effects of ideology on political
intolerance and prejudice toward left-wing activist groups via sym-
bolic, realistic, and safety threats. Using Mplus version 7 software
(Muthén & Muthén, 2008–2012), political intolerance and prejudice
were specified as separate outcome variables, symbolic, realistic, and
safety threats as separate and correlated mediators, and ideology as
the independent variable. Table 3 reports bs, SEs, and p-values for
each path from the fully saturated model (with 5000 bootstrapped
samples). As expected, safety threat was the only significant
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Fig. 1. Ideology × target interactive effect on political intolerance in Studies 1 and 3.
⁎p b .05; ⁎⁎⁎p b .001.
predictor of political intolerance, along with a marginally significant
direct effect of ideology. Also as expected, symbolic threat predicted
prejudice; additionally, there was a direct effect of ideology and an
effect of safety threat. Fig. 2 (panel A) displays a model with all
non-significant paths trimmed, which had excellent fit to the data
(χ2 = .40, χ2/df b 1; CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000, SRMR = .006).
Moreover, the indirect effect of ideology on political intolerance via
safety threat was significant (b = .18, SE = .03, p b .001, 95% CI .12,
.25), as were the indirect effects of ideology on prejudice via symbol-
ic (b= 2.14, SE= .76, p b .005, 95% CI .64, 3.39) and safety (b= 2.55,
SE = .67, p b .001, 95% CI 1.23, 3.66) threats.

Effects of threat on political intolerance and prejudice toward right-wing
groups

A path analysis identical to the one described above was computed
for right-wing groups. Table 3 reports bs, SEs, and p-values for each
path from the fully saturated model. Only realistic threat significantly
predicted political intolerance. Unlike for left-wing groups, there was
nodirect effect of ideology on political intolerance. The results regarding
prejudice were less straightforward. Ideology had a strong direct effect
on prejudice. There was an unexpected effect of safety threat on preju-
dice, and the effect of symbolic threat approached but did not reach sig-
nificance. This model was next trimmed to only include significant or
predicted effects; however, neither symbolic threat nor safety threat
reached significance in predicting prejudice in this model (ps = .157
and .151, respectively). As a test of the fit of the predicted model, the
model was re-specified to include the indirect effect of ideology on po-
litical intolerance via realistic threat, and the indirect effect of ideology
Table 3
Study 1: path analyses on political intolerance and prejudice against left-wing and right-
wing activist groups.

Left-wing targets Right-wing targets

N = 165 N = 163

Outcome variable Predictor b SE p b SE p

Political intolerance Realistic .07 .11 .505 .12 .05 .012
Symbolic .03 .07 .643 − .06 .07 .353
Safety .31 .12 .011 .09 .05 .089
Ideology .11 .06 .066 − .07 .07 .286

Prejudice Realistic 1.45 1.57 .358 −1.19 .74 .109
Symbolic 3.37 1.16 .004 1.92 1.32 .136
Safety 4.50 1.76 .011 2.05 1.02 .043
Ideology 4.75 .94 b .001 −8.32 1.07 b .001

Realistic Ideology .54 .07 b .001 − .43 .09 b .001
Symbolic Ideology .58 .08 b .001 − .58 .08 b .001
Safety Ideology .47 .07 b .001 − .49 .08 b .001
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Fig. 2. Path analyses of effects of threat on political intolerance of and prejudice against left-wing targets in Studies 1 (panel A) and 3 (panel B). ⁎p b .05; ⁎⁎p b .01; ⁎⁎⁎p b .001.Note: Tests
are reported with 5000 bootstrapped samples.
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on prejudice via symbolic threat, alongwith the direct effect of ideology
on prejudice, which was quite robust in the original model. This model,
presented in Fig. 3, had excellent fit to the data (χ2 = 2.16, χ2/df b 1;
CFI = 1.00, RMSEA= .000, SRMR = .022). The indirect effect of ideol-
ogy on political intolerance via safety threat was significant (b=− .06,
SE= .02, p = .008, 95% CI − .11,− .02), and the indirect effect of sym-
bolic threat on prejudice was marginally significant (b = −1.42, SE =
.74, p = .053, 95% CI−2.87, .02, 90% CI−2.64, − .22).2

Discussion

Consistent with recently emerging evidence (e.g., Gibson, 2006;
Skitka et al., 2013), political intolerance and prejudice appear to be dis-
tinct intergroup outcomes, even when directed against the same target
group. Specifically, symbolic threat predicted prejudice but not political
intolerance against political activists, despite the fact that political intol-
erance and prejudice were moderately correlated with one another.
These findings are also consistent with recent empirical evidence that
symbolic threat, but not other types of threat, predicts political preju-
dice (Crawford et al., 2014), and that at least in societies with rich dem-
ocratic traditions, moral convictions predict prejudice but not political
intolerance (Skitka et al., 2013).

For left-wing target groups, both symbolic and safety threatmediated
the ideology-prejudice relationship. For prejudice against right-wing
target groups, the results were less straightforward: whereas sym-
bolic threat was clearly related to prejudice, it did not have
2 Sample (student vs.MTurk) didnotmoderate the reported effects. No threat × target ×
sample interactions were significant for either political intolerance or prejudice, ps N .183.
significant unique effects on prejudice when safety threat was in-
cluded in the model. This result is somewhat inconsistent with the
robust indirect effects of ideology on prejudice via symbolic threat
observed by Crawford et al. (2014).

Most interestingly, different types of threats emerged as predictors
of political intolerance of left-wing and right-wing groups: whereas
only safety threat predicted political intolerance of left-wing groups,
only realistic threat predicted political intolerance of right-wing groups,
and these types of threat mediated the relationship between political
ideology and political intolerance. Study 1 therefore offers the first evi-
dence that political intolerance and prejudice not only derive from dif-
ferent threat-based sources, but that the sources of political
intolerance vary by the target group's political objectives.

Study 2

The primary purpose of Study 2was to replicate themain findings
of Study 1 using the LLG method (Marcus et al., 1995). It is important
to replicate Study 1's findings in this other methodological context
for several reasons. First, replication would show comparability be-
tween the newly developed content-controlled and the standard LLG
methods, which has yet to be established. Second, differences between
the twomethods could potentially alter the effects observed in Study 1.
For example, political intolerance and prejudice appearmoderately cor-
related in content-controlled studies (Study 1; Crawford & Pilanski,
2013), but uncorrelated in LLG studies (see Gibson, 2006). Thus, Study
2 could help rule outwhether the differential antecedents of political in-
tolerance and prejudice observed in Study 1 are due to differences be-
tween these two alternative methods.

image of Fig.�2


A

B

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Note: Tests are reported with 5,000 bootstrapped samples.

Realistic 
Threat

Symbolic 
Threat

Prejudice

Political 
Intolerance

Ideology

-.42(.09)***

-.58(.08)***

-8.57(1.14)***

.17(.05)***

2.46(1.22)*

Rights 
Threat

Symbolic 
Threat

Feeling 
Thermometer

Political 
Intolerance

Ideology

-.53(.06)***

-.68(.06)***
-4.73(1.04)***

.49(.13)***

11.32(.99)***

Safety 
Threat

Social 
Distance

-.43(.06)*** .33(.09)***

.47(.07)***

-.24(.10)*

Fig. 3. Path analyses of effects of threat on political intolerance of and prejudice against right-wing groups in Studies 1 (panel A) and 3 (panel B). ⁎p b .05; ⁎⁎p b .01; ⁎⁎⁎p b .001.Note: Tests
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Additionally, at the end of the survey, participants indicated why
they chose their particular group as their least-liked group. Responses
to this questionwere analyzed in order to shed further light on ideolog-
ical symmetries and asymmetries in people's opposition to ideologically
dissimilar political activist groups.

Finally, one limitation of Study 1was thatwhereas the political intol-
erance items tended to mention specific target groups (e.g., Lambda
Legal; see Appendix A), the prejudice and perceived threat items men-
tioned general target groups (e.g., pro-gay marriage activist group; see
Table 1). Despite this difference in group description, political intoler-
ance was still moderately correlated with prejudice and perceived
threat. That said, to address this limitation, all measures used in Study
2 referenced general target groups.

Method

Participants

Two-hundred two current U.S. residents were recruited through
MTurk. Twenty participants failed to correctly identify their previously
chosen least-liked group at the end of the survey (described below)
and were therefore removed, leaving 182 participants in the final anal-
ysis (47% female; 82% White; Mage = 36 years).

Materials and procedures

Participants were first presented with a list of fourteen different po-
litical activist groups (see Table 1). Theywere asked to choose the group
they dislike the most, and were told that they would be asked several
questions about this group on subsequent pages.

After selecting their least-liked group, participants completed
five items that were averaged to form the political intolerance mea-
sure (1 = Strongly Disagree; 6 = Strongly Agree; α = .88). These
items were also derived from Marcus et al. (1995) and Crawford
and Pilanski (2013), and are reported in Appendix A. Participants
then completed the same measures of symbolic, realistic and safety
threat used in Study 1, and rated their least-liked group on a 0–100
feeling thermometer scale (reverse-scored). They then completed a
7-item political knowledge measure (α = .55) similar to that used
in Study 1. Participants were next asked to recollect the activist
group they had initially chosen as their least-liked group, and were
given space to indicate why they chose this particular group as
their least-liked political activist group. Finally, they completed ide-
ology, party, and demographic information.

Results

Preliminary analyses

Descriptive statistics
Table 4 reports the correlations among and descriptive statistics

for the study variables. As in Study 1, there was a weak negative cor-
relation between political intolerance and political knowledge, and a
weak positive correlation between political intolerance and ideolo-
gy. Political intolerance was moderately positively correlated with
realistic and safety threats, but uncorrelated with symbolic threat.

image of Fig.�3


Table 5
Study 2: path analyses of political intolerance and prejudice against left-wing and right-
wing activist groups.

Left-wing targets Right-wing targets

N = 60 N = 122

Outcome variable Predictor b SE p b SE p

Political intolerance Realistic .06 .08 .482 .26 .05 b .001

Table 4
Study 2: correlation among and descriptive statistics for study variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Political ideology
2. Political knowledge − .13
3. Symbolic threat − .09 .30⁎⁎⁎

4. Realistic threat .18⁎ .05 .24⁎⁎

5. Safety threat − .003 .06 .36⁎⁎⁎ .37⁎⁎⁎

6. Prejudice − .07 .27⁎⁎ .37⁎⁎⁎ .16⁎ .16⁎

7. Political intolerance .18⁎ − .24⁎⁎ .06 .38⁎⁎⁎ .31⁎⁎⁎ .08
M 3.34 6.04 5.80 4.15 4.90 88.96 3.09
SD 1.64 1.23 1.42 2.01 1.88 18.55 1.27
Skewness .45 −1.33 −1.39 − .07 − .63 −2.47 .45

Note: dfs for correlations ranged between 172 and 180.
⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.
⁎⁎⁎ p b .001.
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The three threat measures were weakly to moderately correlated
with prejudice and with one another.

Unlike in Study 1, but consistentwith extant LLG studies, political in-
tolerancewas uncorrelatedwith prejudice. However, this is likely due to
severe restriction in range for prejudice ratings: the modal response
(40% of respondents)was 100, which is themaximum score on the feel-
ing thermometer scale. Further, 90% of respondents rated their least-
liked group above 60 on the 100-point scale, leaving the distribution
highly negatively skewed (see Table 4). Thus, in all likelihood, prejudice
is uncorrelatedwithpolitical intolerance in Study 2 (andother LLG stud-
ies) because range restriction on any given variable can deflate its corre-
lation with other variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Therefore, the
differences in the relationship between political intolerance and preju-
dice observed in Studies 1 and 2 likely reflect differences between the
content-controlled and LLG methods in range restriction of prejudice
ratings.3

Differences in political intolerance and prejudice by chosen least-liked
group

One hundred twenty-two participants (67%) selected a right-wing
group, whereas 60 participants (33%) selected a left-wing group. Con-
servatism was strongly correlated with choosing a left-wing group,
r(180) = .61, p b .001. Consistent with the weak bivariate correlation
between political intolerance and ideology reported in Table 4, people
who chose a left-wing group (M = 3.38, SD = 1.38) were slightly
more intolerant of that group than those who chose a right-wing
group (M = 2.96, SD = 1.19), F(1,178) = 4.45, p = .036. That said,
the average level of political intolerance was below the scale midpoint
of 3.5 for both left-wing and right-wing target groups, indicating that
on average, participants were mostly tolerant of their least-liked
group. There was a marginally significant tendency for those who
chose a right-wing group (M= 90.79, SD= 16.08) to reportmore prej-
udice than thosewho chose a left-wing group (M= 85.24, SD= 22.46),
t(174) = 1.88, p = .062.

Effects of threat on political intolerance and prejudice toward left-wing
groups

A path analysis was computed with political intolerance and prej-
udice included as separate outcome variables, and symbolic, realistic,
and safety threats as separate independent variables. Table 5 reports
bs, SEs, and p-values for each path from the fully saturated model. As
expected, safety threat was the only significant predictor of political
intolerance of left-wing groups. Prejudice against left-wing groups
3 In contrast, prejudice ratings in Studies 1 and 3, which each utilized the content-
controlled method, were not significantly skewed (skewness less than the absolute value
of .50; see Tables 2 and 7). Moreover, none of the political intolerance measures in any of
the three studies were significantly skewed (see Tables 2, 4 and 7).
was expectedly predicted by symbolic threat, but also unexpectedly
by realistic threat. (Recall that there was an unexpected effect of
safety threat on prejudice against left-wing groups in Study 1). A
trimmed model with paths from safety threat to political intolerance
(b = .27, SE = .08, p b .001), and from symbolic threat (b = 5.24,
SE = 2.13, p = .014) and realistic threat (b = 2.93, SE = 1.22,
p = .016) to prejudice had excellent fit to the data (χ2 = 1.71, χ2/
df b 1, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000, SRMR = .032).

Effects of threat on political intolerance and prejudice toward right-wing
groups

A path analysis identical to the one described above was computed
for right-wing groups. Table 5 reports bs, SEs, and p-values for each
path from the fully saturated model. As in Study 1, realistic threat was
the only significant predictor of political intolerance of right-wing
groups. As expected, symbolic threat was the only significant predictor
of prejudice against right-wing groups. A trimmed model with paths
from realistic threat to political intolerance (b = .27, SE = .06,
p b .001), and from symbolic threat (b = 4.41, SE = 1.53, p = .004)
to prejudice had excellent fit to the data (χ2 = .83, χ2/df b 1; CFI =
1.00, RMSEA = .000, SRMR = .020).

Reasons for choosing least-liked groups

Participants' written reasons for choosing their least-liked group
were examined using a grounded approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1997).
Responses were reviewed by two independent coders to identify
themes that were theoretically relevant to the political intolerance liter-
ature (i.e., personally affected by the group or its policies; belief that the
group possesses too much power; making the country less safe; Gibson,
2006; Marcus et al., 1995; Stenner, 2005) and themes that emerged in
participants' responses: threatening other people's rights, taking away
resources from others, harmful or hateful toward others, cognitively or
personally deficient (e.g., extreme, ignorant, hypocritical), and principled
Symbolic − .08 .11 .421 − .09 .08 .229
Safety .28 .08 b .001 .08 .06 .133

Prejudice Realistic 2.57 1.30 .049 .31 .75 .680
Symbolic 4.56 2.24 .042 4.68 1.44 .001
Safety 1.34 1.46 .357 − .84 .67 .333
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or moral objection to the group or its policies. Initial inter-coder reliability
was adequate for each theme (K N .70) with the exception of harmful or
hateful toward others (K = .66). After initial independent coding, the
two coders then reviewed and resolved coding discrepancies.

The frequencies with which these eight themes emerged in the re-
sponses of participants who chose left-wing or right-wing groups
were compared, and are reported in Table 6. Consistentwith political in-
tolerance theories that find little role for being personally affected by a
group or its policies (e.g., Gibson, 2006; Stenner, 2005) or believing
that the group is too powerful (e.g., Gibson, 2006; Marcus et al., 1995),
these themes were hardly mentioned in participants' responses, and
no significant between-group differences emerged. Consistent with re-
search on ideological symmetries in dehumanizing political opponents
(Crawford, Jussim, & Pilanski, 2013; Crawford, Modri, & Motyl, 2013;
Crawford, Wiley, & Ventresco, 2013), there were no significant group
differences in seeing one's chosen group as personally or cognitively
deficient.

Participants who chose left-wing groups were more likely to
mention themes of taking away resources from others (usually in
the context of “reverse racism,” or taking away resources from
“hard-working” people), and were more likely to raise principled
moral objections to the policies advocated for by the activist group.
Somewhat surprisingly, while theywere slightlymore likely tomention
safety concerns, this difference was not significant. Among participants
who chose right-wing targets, a large proportion of them raised con-
cerns about the group taking away or threatening the rights of others.
They were also more likely to mention how hateful or harmful the
group was toward others. Finally, although very few participants men-
tioned being personally affected by the group, people who chose right-
wing groups were marginally more likely to mention this theme.

Discussion

Study 2 largely replicated Study 1's findings. Specifically, symbolic
threat predicted prejudice but not political intolerance against both
left-wing and right-wing political activist groups. And again, whereas
only safety threat predicted political intolerance of left-wing groups,
only realistic threat predicted political intolerance of right-wing groups.
Thus, these findings replicate across two different research designs that
produce very different relationships between political intolerance and
prejudice (i.e., correlated in the content-controlled, but uncorrelated
in the LLG method).

The analysis of participants' reasons for choosing their least-liked
group provided additional evidence of both symmetry and asymmetry
in the processes underlying antipathy toward ideologically dissimilar
others. Whereas people across the political spectrum think of their po-
litical opponents as deficient, ignorant, extreme, and hypocritical (see
also Crawford, Jussim, & Pilanski, 2013; Crawford, Modri, & Motyl,
2013; Crawford, Wiley, & Ventresco, 2013), there were notable differ-
ences in the themes that emerged between people choosing left-wing
or right-wing groups. Those choosing left-wing groupsweremore likely
to mention their moral or principled objections to the targets' policies.
Table 6
Study 2: emergence of themes in participants' reasons for choosing their least-liked group.

Left-wing
groups

Right-wing
groups

N % N % χ2 p

Personal 0 0.00 7 5.70 3.58 .058
Too powerful 0 0.00 3 2.50 1.50 .221
Less safe 10 16.70 14 11.50 .95 .331
Threaten rights 10 16.70 52 42.60 12.06 b .001
Take away resources 19 31.70 10 8.20 16.54 b .001
Harmful and hateful 10 16.70 39 32.00 4.79 .029
Deficient 15 25.00 39 32.00 .94 .333
Principled/moral objection 37 61.70 45 36.90 9.98 .002
Many of these responses made it clear that the participant strongly
objected to the policy advocated for by the chosen activist group.
These participants were also more likely to mention their belief that
the target groups' policies took resources away from the deserving
and gave them to the undeserving. This theme is consistent with evi-
dence that conservatives perceive those who benefit from public assis-
tance as violating values of hard work and self-reliance (Wetherell,
Reyna, & Sadler, 2013).

In contrast, those choosing right-wing groupsweremuchmore likely
to emphasize the impact that the target groups' policies had on other
people: restricting their rights, and expressing hatred toward them or
causing them harm. These concerns appear to map onto themoral foun-
dations of fairness and harm, respectively (e.g., Graham et al., 2009,
2013), and to the values of universalism and egalitarianism, which are
also linked to left-wing beliefs (Cohrs, Moschner, Maes, & Kielmann,
2005; Crawford, Wiley, & Ventresco, 2013).

Study 3

The results of Studies 1 and 2 converge to indicate that whereas
symbolic threat underlies prejudice but not political intolerance across
the political spectrum, different types of threats underlie political intol-
erance of left-wing and right-wing activist groups (safety and realistic
threat, respectively). That said, there are three important limitations
to the previous two studies that need to be addressed in order to gain
greater confidence in their conclusions. First, with the exception of
Study 2'smeasure of political intolerance, all constructswere operation-
alized with single-item measurements, which tend to be less reliable
than multiple-item measures. Study 3 therefore employed multi-item
measures of political intolerance, prejudice, and threat.

Second, and relatedly, Studies 1 and 2 operationalized prejudice
using single-item feeling thermometer ratings. Whereas feeling ther-
mometer ratings capture global affective target evaluations (Abelson,
Kinder, Peters, & Fiske, 1982), they do not necessarily capture the
physical or psychological distancing that often characterizes preju-
dice (e.g., Dovidio, Esses, Beach, & Gaertner, 2002; Skitka, Bauman, &
Sargis, 2005). Therefore, Study 3 utilized amulti-itemmeasure of social
distance (Skitka et al., 2013) as an additional measure of prejudice.

Third, whereas themeasures of symbolic and realistic threat used in
Studies 1 and 2 either explicitly or implicitly referred to an intergroup
context, the safety threat measure referred to how the group makes so-
ciety as a whole more dangerous and less safe, and may have captured
concerns regarding the superordinate category (i.e., society). To rectify
this limitation, the additional threat measures used in Study 3 also ex-
plicitly or implicitly referred to an intergroup context.

Finally, there are several potential explanations for why realistic
threat consistently predicted political intolerance of right-wing targets
in Studies 1 and 2, including concerns over conservative activist groups
potentially eliminating recent progressive gains, stereotypical beliefs of
conservatives as cold but efficient (Crawford, Jussim, & Pilanski, 2013;
Crawford, Modri, & Motyl, 2013; Crawford, Wiley, & Ventresco, 2013),
and the zero-sum nature of political conflict itself (Velasco-Gonzalez
et al., 2008). However, although participants' qualitative responses in
Study 2 regarding their reasons for choosing a right-wing group as
their least-liked group should be interpreted as being related to political
intergroup outcomes more broadly (as participants chose their least-
liked group prior to completing the political intolerance and prejudice
measures), they may explain why realistic threat predicted political in-
tolerance against such groups. Specifically, participants who chose
right-wing groups were much more likely to believe that their chosen
group violates the rights of others. This suggests that they may have
interpreted the realistic threat item (“takes away societal resources
from people like me”) in terms of taking away democratically guaran-
teed rights and freedoms from like-minded or allied groups and individ-
uals. Cottrell and Neuberg's (2005) finding that Evangelical Christians
strongly elicit threats to rights and freedoms is also consistent with
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this interpretation. To examine this possibility, rights threat was also
measured in Study 3. If the effects of realistic threat on political intoler-
ance of right-wing activists observed in Studies 1 and 2 reflect concerns
over rights, then any effects of realistic threat on political intolerance of
right-wing groups should evaporate once rights threat is taken into
account.

Method

Participants

Three hundred participantswere recruited viaMTurk. Two attention
checks were embedded within the survey for the purpose of excluding
inattentive participants (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009).
Fifty-five participants failed to pass both attention checks and were re-
moved, leaving 245 participants in the final analysis (56% female, 80%
White,Mage = 36 years). This 18% attention check failure rate is consis-
tent with those observed in typical MTurk samples using similar proce-
dures (e.g., Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2012; Oppenheimer et al.,
2009).

Materials and procedures

As in Study 1, participants were first randomly assigned to either six
left-wing or right-wing targets, and then provided political intolerance
judgments of each target, followed by prejudice measures (i.e., feeling
thermometer and social distance ratings). Participants then completed
the four different threat measures (i.e., symbolic, realistic, safety, and
rights) in randomorder. They then completed the same political knowl-
edge measure (α = .59) used in Study 1, followed by ideology, party,
and demographic information.

Political intolerance wasmeasured with three items used in Study 2
(see Appendix A), measured on 6-point scales (1 = Strongly disagree;
6 = Strongly agree; α = .95). Feeling thermometer ratings (reverse-
scored to indicate greater prejudice) were identical to those used in
Studies 1 and 2 (α = .86). Social distance was measured with three
items drawn from Skitka et al. (2013), each following the stem, “How
willing or unwillingwould you be to have someone from each of the fol-
lowing groups…?”: “come work in the same place as you do,” “marry
into your family,” and “as a close personal friend.” Items were complet-
ed on a 6-point scale (1 = Very unwilling; 6 = Very willing), and were
reverse-scored to indicate greater social distance (α = .97).

In addition to the three threat items used in Studies 1 and 2, two
additional items were included for each type of threat, each follow-
ing the stem, “To what extent do you think the following groups…?”:
“strengthen the values, norms, and traditions that are important to
you” [reverse-scored], and “reject moral values that are important
to you” (symbolic threat); “should have more influence in our society”
[reverse-scored], and “hold too many positions of power and responsi-
bility in our society” (realistic threat); “are not physically dangerous to
people like you” [reverse-scored], and “endanger the physical safety of
people like you” (safety threat).

As in Studies 1 and 2, the additional symbolic and realistic threat
items were drawn from existing intergroup threat measures
(i.e., Duckitt, 2006; Stephan & Stephan, 2000). The additional safety
threat items were drawn from Cottrell and Neuberg's (2005) “en-
dangered physical safety” measure. Rights threat was measured
with two items drawn from Cottrell and Neuberg's (2005) “personal
rights and freedoms” measure (“restrict the personal rights of peo-
ple like you,” and “limit the personal freedoms of people like you”),
andwith one item created by the author (“protect the personal rights of
people like you” [reverse-scored]). Each threat scale was balanced with
two positively worded items and one negatively worded item, and was
completed on 7-point scales (1 = To no extent at all; 7 = To a great
extent). In all cases, measures of political intolerance, prejudice, and
threat were constructed by averaging across the items for all six target
groups. Each threat measure was internally reliable (αs between .92
and .94 for the four threat scales).

Results

Preliminary analyses

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
Table 7 reports the correlations among and descriptive statistics

for the study variables. Unlike Studies 1 and 2, but similar to
Crawford and Pilanski (2013a), there was no significant relationship
between ideology and political intolerance. As in the other content-
controlled study (Study 1), political intolerance was moderately cor-
related with both prejudice indicators (i.e., feeling thermometer and
social distance ratings). The four threat measures were strongly cor-
related with each other. Each type of threat wasmoderately correlat-
ed with political intolerance, and strongly correlated with both
prejudice indicators.

Replicating ideological symmetry in political intolerance and prejudice
Ideological symmetry in political intolerance judgments was

again observed. A moderated multiple regression model was com-
puted with participant ideology and group ideology (0 = right-
wing, 1 = left-wing) entered in Step 1, and the Ideology × Group in-
teraction entered in Step 2. Unlike Study 1, there were no unexpect-
ed main effects of ideology (b = .05, p = .270) or condition (b =
− .23, p= .109); instead, the expected Ideology × Group interaction
emerged in Step 2, b = .42, SE = .09, β = .40, p b .001. Fig. 1 (panel
B) shows that as in Study 1, conservatism predicted political intoler-
ance of left-wing groups and liberalism predicted political intoler-
ance of right-wing groups. Further, whereas liberals were more
intolerant of right-wing than left-wing groups, b = − .89, SE = .20,
β = − .39, p b .001, conservatives were more intolerant of left-
wing than right-wing groups, b = .41, SE = .20, β = .18, p = .040.
The magnitude of these effects is quite similar to those observed in
Study 1.

Similar analyses were performed on feeling thermometer and social
distance ratings. There were no significant ideology main effects on ei-
ther feeling thermometer (b = − .35, p = .196) or social distance rat-
ings (b = − .06, p = .300). Instead, as expected, Ideology × Group
interactions emerged for both feeling thermometer, b = 23.86, SE =
1.39, β = .95, p b .001, and social distance ratings, b = .99, SE = .09,
β= .75, p b .001. Consistent with Study 1, conservatism predicted prej-
udice against left-wing groups (feeling thermometer: b = 11.15, SE =
1.03, β = .70, p b .001; social distance: b = .46, SE = .06, β = .56,
p b .001), and liberalism predicted prejudice against right-wing groups
(feeling thermometer: b=−12.71, SE= .93, β=− .79, p b .001; social
distance: b = − .54, SE= .07, β = − .61, p b .001), to similar degrees.

Primary analyses plan

The purposes of Study 3 were to replicate the primary effects
from Studies 1 and 2 using multi-item construct measures, extend
the prejudice findings to social distance ratings, and examine the po-
tential effects of rights threat on political intolerance and prejudice.
Analyses are first presented with models excluding rights threat,
and then with models including rights threat. Models excluding
rights threat allow for a test of the replication of Studies 1 and 2,
and a comparison of models with and without rights threat allows
a test of whether the effect of realistic threat on political intolerance
of right-wing targets observed in Studies 1 and 2 is accounted for by
rights threat, as suggested by the qualitative responses in Study 2. In
all models, feeling thermometer and social distance ratings were ex-
amined as separate outcome variables in order to both test the repli-
cability of the findings from Studies 1 and 2 (which only included



Table 7
Study 3: correlation among and descriptive statistics for study variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Political ideology
2. Political knowledge − .09
3. Symbolic threat .001 .07
4. Realistic threat − .03 − .03 .85⁎⁎⁎

5. Safety threat − .04 − .15⁎ .63⁎⁎⁎ .74⁎⁎⁎

6. Rights threat − .05 − .09 .81⁎⁎⁎ .85⁎⁎⁎ .68⁎⁎⁎

7. Prejudice (FTs) − .06 .01 .88⁎⁎⁎ .81⁎⁎⁎ .59⁎⁎⁎ .78⁎⁎⁎

8. Prejudice (SD) − .04 − .02 .76⁎⁎⁎ .73⁎⁎⁎ .66⁎⁎⁎ .68⁎⁎⁎ .75⁎⁎⁎

9. Political intolerance .08 − .42⁎⁎⁎ .28⁎⁎⁎ .41⁎⁎⁎ .46⁎⁎⁎ .44⁎⁎⁎ .35⁎⁎⁎ .41⁎⁎⁎

M 3.35 6.91 3.67 3.49 2.76 3.24 51.58 2.80 2.41
SD 1.56 1.37 1.65 1.44 1.35 1.38 26.87 1.42 1.13
Skewness .36 −1.34 .30 .18 .24 .36 .07 .30 .47

Note: dfs for correlations ranged between 226 and 241.
⁎ p b .05.

⁎⁎⁎ p b .001.
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feeling thermometer ratings) and whether those previous findings
extend to a different measure of prejudice (i.e., social distance).
Effects of threat on political intolerance and prejudice toward left-wing
groups

Excluding rights threat
Path analyses tested the indirect effects of ideology on political intol-

erance and prejudice toward left-wing activist groups via symbolic, re-
alistic, and safety threats. Political intolerance, feeling thermometer
ratings, and social distance ratings were specified as separate outcome
variables, symbolic, realistic, and safety threats as separate and correlat-
ed mediators, and ideology as the independent variable. Table 8 reports
bs, SEs, and p-values for each path from the fully saturatedmodel (with
5000 bootstrapped samples). As expected, safety threat emerged as the
only significant predictor of political intolerance. Also as expected, sym-
bolic threat emerged as a predictor of both prejudice indicators; there
were additional effects, however, with marginally significant effects of
safety threat on social distance and significant effects of realistic threat
and ideology on feeling thermometer ratings. A trimmedmodel includ-
ing the above-mentioned paths had a good fit to the data, and all paths
were significant (χ2 = 7.30, χ2/df b 2; CFI = .998, RMSEA = .041,
SRMR = .035).
Table 8
Study 3: path analyses of political intolerance and prejudice against left-wing and right-
wing activist groups with rights threat excluded.

Left-wing targets Right-wing targets

N = 127 N = 118

Outcome variable Predictor b SE p b SE p

Political intolerance Realistic .20 .16 .218 .26 .14 .075
Symbolic − .09 .12 .450 − .26 .12 .029
Safety .37 .09 b .001 .23 .12 .060
Ideology .08 .08 .308 − .08 .10 .437

Feeling thermometers Realistic 4.79 1.95 .014 2.90 1.46 .047
Symbolic 7.34 2.04 b .001 9.39 1.24 b .001
Safety − .80 1.46 .585 − .32 .89 .722
Ideology 3.72 1.22 .002 −4.67 1.03 b .001

Social distance Realistic .22 .15 .162 .06 .10 .558
Symbolic .30 .14 .029 .34 .10 b .001
Safety .18 .10 .063 .32 .10 .002
Ideology .05 .07 .503 − .13 .09 .155

Realistic Ideology .57 .06 b .001 − .59 .06 b .001
Symbolic Ideology .72 .06 b .001 − .68 .06 b .001
Safety Ideology .38 .07 b .001 − .43 .06 b .001
Including rights threat
A second model was computed identical to the above model with

the exception that rights threat was also included as a potential me-
diator. Table 9 reports bs, SEs, and p-values for each path from the
fully saturated model. Again, only safety threat significantly predict-
ed political intolerance of left-wing groups. Replicating Studies 1
and 2, symbolic threat significantly predicted feeling thermometer
ratings (with an additional effect of rights threat and a direct effect
of political ideology). Unexpectedly, only rights threat emerged as
a significant predictor of social distance, although symbolic and
safety threats approached significance. Fig. 2 (panel B) displays a
model with all non-significant and unpredicted paths trimmed,
which had a good fit to the data (χ2 = 7.35, χ2/df b 2; CFI = .996,
RMSEA = .061, SRMR = .038).

The indirect effect of ideology on political intolerance via safety
threat was significant (b = .18, SE = .04, p b .001, 95% CI .12, .25), as
were the indirect effects of ideology on feeling thermometer ratings
via symbolic (b= 5.05, SE= 1.34, p b .001, 95% CI 2.85, 7.24) and rights
(b = 2.64, SE= .83, p = .002, 95% CI 1.27, 4.01) threats, and on social
distance via symbolic (b= .19, SE= .09, p= .034, 95% CI .04, .34), safe-
ty (b = .07, SE = .03, p = .029, 95% CI .02, .13), and rights (b = .16,
SE= .07, p = .023, 95% CI .05, .28) threats.
Table 9
Study 3: path analyses of political intolerance and prejudice against left-wing and right-
wing activist groups with rights threat included.

Left-wing targets Right-wing targets

N = 127 N = 118

Outcome variable Predictor b SE p b SE p

Political intolerance Realistic .12 .16 .442 .06 .16 .714
Symbolic − .15 .13 .251 − .33 .12 .007
Safety .35 .10 b .001 .17 .13 .186
Rights .19 .13 .142 .36 .16 .019
Ideology .08 .08 .351 − .08 .10 .442

Feeling thermometers Realistic 2.86 2.11 .175 1.77 1.68 .292
Symbolic 5.64 2.03 .006 9.14 1.29 b .001
Safety −1.18 1.46 .421 − .57 .84 .503
Rights 4.83 1.74 .006 1.84 1.34 .170
Ideology 3.61 1.22 .003 −4.62 1.03 b .001

Social distance Realistic .08 .17 .668 .10 .12 .417
Symbolic .19 .14 .157 .37 .11 .001
Safety .15 .10 .130 .33 .10 .001
Rights .34 .15 .021 − .10 .14 .493
Ideology .04 .07 .531 − .14 .09 .135

Realistic Ideology .57 .06 b .001 − .59 .06 b .001
Symbolic Ideology .72 .06 b .001 − .68 .06 b .001
Safety Ideology .34 .07 b .001 − .43 .06 b .001
Rights Ideology .52 .05 b .001 − .53 .06 b .001
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Effects of threat on political intolerance and prejudice toward right-wing
groups

Excluding rights threat
A path analysis excluding rights threat was first examined, identical

to the one conducted for left-wing targets described above. Table 8
reports bs, SEs, and p-values for each path from the fully saturated
model. Realistic and safety threats marginally predicted political in-
tolerance of right-wing targets (along with an unexpected negative
effect of symbolic threat). As expected, symbolic threat significantly
predicted both prejudice indicators; for feeling thermometer ratings,
there was a relatively weaker additional effect of realistic threat,
along with a direct effect of ideology, whereas for social distance,
there was an additional effect of safety threat. A trimmed model in-
cluding the above-mentioned paths had excellent fit to the data,
and all paths were significant (χ2 = 3.81, χ2/df b 1; CFI = 1.00,
RMSEA = .000, SRMR = .017).

Including rights threat
The model including rights threat as an additional mediator is re-

ported in Table 9. As expected, whereas realistic threat was a mar-
ginally significant predictor of political intolerance in the model
without rights threat, it was not a factor in this model. Instead,
only rights threat significantly predicted political intolerance of
right-wing groups. Also as expected, symbolic threat significantly
predicted both prejudice indicators; these effects were accompanied
by a direct effect of ideology on feeling thermometer ratings and an
effect of safety threat on social distance ratings. Fig. 3 (panel
B) displays a model with all non-significant paths trimmed, which
had good fit to the data (χ2 = 12.79, χ2/df = 2.13; CFI = .988,
RMSEA = .098, SRMR = .029).

The indirect effect of ideology on political intolerance via rights
threat was significant (b = − .26, SE = .07, p b .001, 95% CI − .38,
− .14), as was the indirect effect of ideology on feeling thermometers
via symbolic (b=−7.70, SE = 1.00, p b .001, 95% CI −9.33,−6.06)
threat, and the indirect effects of ideology on social distance via sym-
bolic (b = − .32, SE = .06, p b .001, 95% CI − .42, − .22) and safety
(b = − .14, SE = .04, p = .002, 95% CI − .21, − .07) threats.4

Discussion

The purposes of Study 3 were to replicate findings from Studies 1
and 2 withmulti-item instead of single-item construct measures, ex-
tend the operational definition of prejudice to include social dis-
tance, and test the hypothesis suggested in Study 2's qualitative
findings that political intolerance of right-wing groups is driven by
perceived threat to people's rights and freedoms. Each of these pur-
poses were realized. First, replicating findings from Studies 1 and 2,
symbolic threat predicted prejudice but not political intolerance to-
ward both left-wing and right-wing activist groups. This relationship
emerged across both feeling thermometer and social distance mea-
sures of prejudice. As in Studies 1 and 2, while there were some ad-
ditional threat effects on prejudice, they were generally less robust
than those of symbolic threat.

As in Studies 1 and 2, political intolerance of left-wing groups was
driven by safety threat. Also as in Study 1 (but not Study 2), safety threat
4 In all three studies, path analyses were reported separately for left-wing and right-
wing target groups for ease of interpretation. Alternatively, one could hypothesize signif-
icant target × safety threat and target × realistic threat (or target × rights threat, Study 3)
interactive effects on political intolerance, and significant main effects of symbolic threat
on prejudice. Alternative analyses found models with these specified paths to possess
good fit in all three studies (Study 1: CFI = .991, RMSEA = .045, SRMR = .019; Study
2: CFI = .952, RMSEA = .065, SRMR = .042; Study 3: CFI = .968, RMSEA = .101,
SRMR = .042). All predicted paths were significant across all three studies, with the ex-
ception of the target × realistic threat path in Study 1, which approached significance
(p= .154). Additional analyses are available from the author upon request.
had an additional but less robust effect on prejudice (specifically, social
distance, but not feeling thermometer ratings). Study 3 also replicated
thefinding fromStudies 1 and 2 that realistic threat predicts political in-
tolerance of right-wing groups. However, as the qualitative results from
Study 2 suggested, this effect of realistic threat was eliminated when
rights threatwas included in themodel, suggesting that the effects of re-
alistic threat on political intolerance of right-wing groups observed in
these three studies are attributed to the perceived threat the groups
pose to people's rights and freedoms.

General discussion

Across both student and non-student samples, and using both well-
established and newly developed methods of studying political intoler-
ance (i.e., the least-liked groups [LLG] and content-controlled methods,
respectively), results from these three studies converge on several novel
conclusions with important implications for the study of political intol-
erance and prejudice. First, and consistentwith other recently emerging
evidence (Gibson, 2006; Skitka et al., 2013; vanderNoll et al., 2010), po-
litical intolerance and prejudice appear to be related but distinct inter-
group phenomena. Specifically, political intolerance and prejudice had
distinct threat-based antecedents: whereas symbolic threat predicted
prejudice against both left-wing and right-wing activist groups across
both feeling thermometer and social distance measures of prejudice, it
did not significantly predict political intolerance against these same tar-
gets. This was the case regardless of whether political intolerance and
prejudice were moderately correlated (in Studies 1 and 3 using the
content-controlled method) or uncorrelated (in Study 2 using the LLG
method). Further, Studies 1 and 3 largely supported the hypothesis
that symbolic threat mediates the relationship between ideology and
prejudice. These results dovetail nicely with those found in Skitka
et al.'s (2013) U.S. sample, in which moral conviction (which captures
strength of belief in right andwrong) predicted prejudice, but not polit-
ical intolerance.

Therewere someadditional predictors of prejudice beyond symbolic
threat that should be noted. First, unlike for political intolerance, there
were strong direct effects of ideology on prejudice against left-wing
and right-wing activists in both content-controlled studies. However,
in Study 3, this direct effect only occurred on feeling thermometer but
not on social distance ratings. In Study 2, realistic threat also predicted
prejudice against left-wing groups, and in Studies 1 and 3, safety threat
also predicted prejudice against both left-wing and right-wing groups.
Interestingly, in Study 3, this effect only occurred on social distance
but not feeling thermometer ratings, suggesting that safety concerns in-
fluence the desire to physically distance oneself from ideologically dis-
similar others. These additional effects were more abundant in the
studies utilizing the content-controlled method, likely reflecting the
stronger inter-correlations of threat variables in those designs due to
relatively less range restriction on those variables. Given the extent to
which previous research has linked prejudice to realistic, safety, and
rights threats (e.g., Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Stephan & Stephan,
2000), it should perhaps be unsurprising that they had occasional ef-
fects on prejudice beyond symbolic threat. That said, the preponderance
of evidence from these studies indicates that prejudice against ideolog-
ically dissimilar political activist groups is primarily driven by threats to
one's deeply held values and beliefs, as predicted by the ICH (Brandt
et al., 2014).

Most interestingly, the strongest threat-based predictor of political
intolerance of activist groups depended on the political objectives of
the target group itself. Across all three studies, safety threat emerged
as the only significant predictor of political intolerance of left-wing ac-
tivist groups. In Studies 1 and 2, realistic threat was the only significant
predictor of political intolerance of right-wing groups. That said, the
qualitative results of Study 2 suggested that people who chose right-
wing groups as their least-liked groupwere very likely to raise concerns
regarding how those groups infringe upon the rights and freedoms of
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others, and that rights and freedomsmay be considered a threatened
resource. Results from Study 3 were consistent with this interpreta-
tion: the effect of realistic threat on political intolerance of right-
wing groups was eliminated when rights threat was included in
the path model. This is consistent with Cottrell and Neuberg's
(2005) classification of threat to rights and freedoms and threat to
more tangible resources (akin to the present operationalization of
realistic threat) under the umbrella category of obstacles to the ingroup.
In Studies 1 and 3, safety and realistic/rights threats mediated the rela-
tionship between ideology and political intolerance against left-wing
and right-wing targets, respectively. The addition of the social distance
measure in Study 3 is important to further distinguish prejudice from
political intolerance, as both social distance and political intolerance
could be interpreted asmeasures ofwillingness to discriminate. Instead,
these outcomes had distinct threat-based predictors. There were no ad-
ditional effects of other types of threat on political intolerance of activist
groups in any of the three studies.

The emergence of safety and rights threat as antecedents of polit-
ical intolerance converges with findings from Gibson and Gouws'
(2003) political tolerance research in South Africa. Gibson and
Gouws (2003) report that in unpublished findings (Gouws, 1992),
perceptions of one's least-liked group as violent, anti-democratic,
and threatening to civil liberties were related to political intolerance.
Further, Gibson and Gouws (2003) report other evidence that per-
ceptions of their least-liked group as a danger to society and as
anti-democratic were people's most-cited reasons for expressing po-
litical intolerance. Unfortunately, in subsequent analyses, Gibson
and Gouws (2003, p. 70) collapse across these perceptions of vio-
lence and anti-democratic sentiment to create a measure of
“sociotropic threat,” making it difficult not only to tease apart their
effects, but also to examine their effects on political intolerance of
left-wing and right-wing groups separately. The present findings
are consistent with Gibson and Gouws' (2003) evidence, but make
the important contribution that the target's political objectives de-
termine the influence of these types of threat on political intolerance.

Together, these studies provide convincing evidence of ideological
symmetries related to intergroup outcomes, as people on the right and
left were politically intolerant and prejudiced toward ideologically dis-
similar groups, to similar degrees. The fact that prejudice against activist
groups on the left and right was most strongly predicted by symbolic
threat also points toward symmetry in processes associated with polit-
ical prejudice, consistent with the ICH (Brandt et al., 2014). At the same
time, there were important asymmetries in the processes by which
those on opposite ends of the political spectrum respond with political
intolerance of dissimilar others. The observed effect of safety threat on
political intolerance of left-wing groups is consistent with extant theo-
rizing and evidence linking conservatism to needs for security and cer-
tainty (Hibbing et al., 2014; Jost et al., 2003) and avoidance of negative
events and dangerous people (Altemeyer, 1996; Crawford & Pilanski,
2014; Oxley et al., 2008). On the other hand, political intolerance of
right-wing groups seems to derive from a perception that the group it-
self threatens the rights of others, especially of like-minded or allied
groups or individuals. Thus, ironically, political intolerance against
right-wing groups is driven by a concern that these groups are them-
selves politically intolerant.

Implications, limitations, and future directions

Distinguishing between political intolerance and prejudice
As noted earlier, political intolerance reflects antipathy at a level

beyond simple prejudice (Gibson, 2006; Skitka et al., 2013). Like-
wise, the present findings suggest that whereas perceived value dis-
similarity (as captured by symbolic threat) is enough to predict
disliking of and distancing from ideologically dissimilar groups, it is
not enough to predict political intolerance of those groups. Instead,
more tangible threats to rights or physical safety appear necessary
to inspire political intolerance. Symbolic threat appears more closely
related to group identification than tangible threats (Riek, Mania, &
Gaertner, 2006), suggesting that any dissimilarity of group identities
(but especially political ones) will engender symbolic threats, but
not necessarily the tangible threats associated with safety and rights.
Together, then, these findings imply a distinction not only between
prejudice and political intolerance, but also in the severity between
abstract-level threats (e.g., symbolic threat) and concrete-level
threats (e.g., realistic, safety, rights), a distinction implied by inte-
grated threat theory (Riek et al., 2006).

The distinction between political intolerance and prejudice is in-
tegral not only to our theoretical understanding of these intergroup
phenomena, but perhaps more importantly, to designing successful
interventions aimed at reducing them. The present findings suggest
that a) prejudice may be more difficult to reduce than political intol-
erance, b) different types of interventions may be necessary for each,
and c) the success of different political intolerance reduction inter-
ventions may depend on the ideological orientation of the partici-
pant. First, prejudice was much more willingly expressed in these
studies than political intolerance, consistent with other evidence
(e.g., Gibson, 2006; Skitka et al., 2013), and indicative of contexts
(like the U.S.) with strong democratic norms. Further, prejudice
was consistently predicted by symbolic threat, which reflects deep-
seated differences in moral beliefs and values that are relatively re-
sistant to change (Paluck, 2009). Political intolerance, however,
seems to be reflected by processes that go beyond value and belief
dissimilarity. Instead, it involves more tangible threats (i.e., to safety
among those on the right, and to valuable societal resources [includ-
ing rights themselves] among those on the left). Future work is need-
ed to determine whether challenging these perceptions can reduce
political intolerance.

In these studies, prejudice was operationalized as a generally nega-
tive reaction toward a group. Following theoretical approaches that rec-
ognize that discrete emotions underlie prejudice, future research could
explore the distinct emotional reactions that underlie prejudice and po-
litical intolerance toward ideologically dissimilar activist groups. For ex-
ample, drawing on Cottrell and Neuberg's (2005) sociofunctional
model, disgust (as a consequence of value dissimilarity) may underlie
distancing from activist groups across the political spectrum, whereas
anger (as a consequence of perceived obstacles to the ingroup) and
fear (as a consequence of perceived physical safety) may underlie polit-
ical intolerance of right-wing and left-wing groups, respectively.

These results indicate that political intolerance and prejudice are re-
lated but distinct intergroup phenomena, demonstrated not only in
their weak to moderate relationship with each other, but also in
their differential threat-based antecedents. That said, despite the
fact that these results replicated across multiple samples, construct
operationalizations, and methodologies, the present evidence is solely
correlational. These studies should provide the basis for future investi-
gations that manipulate the different types of threat to examine
their causal influences on political intolerance and prejudice toward
ideologically dissimilar groups.

Comparing the LLG and content-controlled methods

These studies provide the first comparison of the well-established
LLG method and the more recently-developed content-controlled
method for examining political intolerance. Many of the similarities
across the three studies suggest that results obtained from the LLG
method can be replicated in the content-controlled method. That said,
therewere several notable differences between the studies that suggest
not only important differences between the two methods, but limita-
tions to the LLG method. First and foremost, as Gibson (2006) has re-
ported, political intolerance and prejudice appear to be uncorrelated
in studies using the LLG method (see also Sullivan et al., 1982). Rather
than reflecting an interesting puzzle regarding the relationship between
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political intolerance andprejudice (as suggested byGibson, 2006, p. 25),
however, this non-relationship appears to be an artifact of the LLG
method, as the range of prejudice ratings is severely restricted when
people evaluate their least-liked group. There is no such range restric-
tion with studies using the content-controlled method (i.e., Studies 1
and 3 of the present paper; Crawford & Pilanski, 2013), and studies
using this method reveal moderate correlations between political intol-
erance and prejudice. These results suggest that there truly is a relation-
ship between political intolerance and prejudice, but that it cannot be
detected using the LLGmethod because of the prejudice rating range re-
striction endemic to its design.

Second, because participants are randomly assigned to left-wing and
right-wing groups as opposed to choosing a single disliked group, only
the content-controlled method allows for the examination of biases in
political intolerance judgments. This is often a meaningful outcome to
social and political psychologists, who debate whether there are ideo-
logical symmetries or asymmetries in such biases (Crawford, 2012;
Crawford, Jussim, & Pilanski, 2013; Nosek & Lindner, 2013). Finally,
the content-controlled method can offer more reliable estimates of po-
litical intolerance judgments as researchers can examine judgments to-
ward multiple targets, not just toward the single target chosen in the
LLG method.
Conservatism and its relationship with political intolerance and prejudice
Consistent with the ICH, there was no relationship between political

conservatism and prejudice in these studies. Thus, the so-called
“prejudice gap” (Chambers et al., 2013) between liberals and conser-
vatives appears to be a methodological artifact of almost exclusively
using left-wing targets in previous prejudice research (see Brandt
et al., 2014 for this argument). Regarding political intolerance,
while two of these three studies revealed a small effect of conserva-
tism on political intolerance, it should be interpreted with caution.
Fig. 1 makes clear that the main effect of ideology observed in
Study 1 was due primarily to how tolerant liberals were of left-
wing groups; liberals and conservatives were equally intolerant of
ideologically dissimilar groups. Thus, consistent with the ideological
conflict hypothesis, these results generally indicate ideological sym-
metries in the intergroup outcomes of political intolerance and preju-
dice. To be sure, however, these are just three data points in a sea of
evidence. Such controversies regarding ideological symmetry and
asymmetry in intergroup phenomena deserve to be resolved through
meta-analytic treatment.
Conclusion

There has been reasoned debate in the literature regarding ideo-
logical symmetry vs. asymmetry in an assortment of social psycho-
logical outcomes (e.g., Brandt & Crawford, 2013; Crawford, 2012;
Crawford, Jussim, & Pilanski, 2013; Nam, Jost, & Van Bavel, 2013;
Nosek & Lindner, 2013). The present studies are consistent with the
ideological conflict hypothesis (Brandt et al., 2014), which posits
ideological symmetry in intergroup outcomes such as political intol-
erance and prejudice. Whereas these results underscore symmetries
in the processes underlying political prejudice, they point toward
fundamental asymmetries in the processes underlying political in-
tolerance of left-wing and right-wing groups. Together, these studies
therefore recognize and reflect ideological symmetries in intergroup
outcomes, but also important symmetries and asymmetries in the
processes underlying those outcomes.
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Appendix A

Political intolerance items used in Studies 1, 2 and 3.

Study 1

1. I believe that a group that supports (opposes) affirmative ac-
tion should not be allowed to organize in order to influence
government policy on affirmative action in higher education.

2. I believe that members of AmericanWelfare Advocates (Americans
Against Welfare) should not be allowed to organize in order to ad-
vocate for more generous (restrictive) social welfare policies.

3. I believe that members of Lambda Legal (Focus on the Family)
should not be allowed to organize in order to pass laws legalizing
(banning) gay marriage.

4. I think thatmembers of a state Pro-Choice (Right to Life) organiza-
tion should be allowed to distribute pro-choice (pro-life) pam-
phlets and buttons on local college campuses (reverse-scored).

5. I think that an Atheist (Evangelical Christian) group should not be
allowed to organize in order to remove the phrase “Under God”
from the Pledge of Allegiance (allow school prayer) in American
public schools.

6. I believe that the Brady Campaign (NRA), a pro-gun control
(rights) group, should be allowed to hold a rally in support of
stricter (more lenient) gun laws (reverse-scored).

Studies 2 and 3

1. I think that this group should not be allowed to organize in order
to influence public policy.*

2. I believe that this group should not be allowed to hold rallies out-
side of government buildings.*

3. I think that this group should be allowed to distribute pamphlets
and other materials on local college campuses (reverse-scored)*.

4. I think that members of this group should be allowed to run for
public office in the U.S. (reverse-scored).

5. I believe that members of this group should not be allowed to
teach in public schools and universities.

Note: For Study 1 items, text for left-wing targets is in regular font,
whereas text for right-wing targets is in italicized font. Itemswith aster-
isks were also used in Study 3.
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