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In loyalty to their kind
they cannot tolerate our minds.
In loyalty to our kind

we cannot tolerate their obstruction.
Crown of Creation — Jefferson Airplane (1968)

Introduction

Societies change through the years. Our societywshoaces of becoming more
individualistic and more polarized between diffdrgnoups than a couple of years
ago. Vice-prime minister Verhagen (CDA) and ther@@n Counselor Merkel stated
that the multicultural society had failed, and mafiticians were not disagreeing
with those statement8.This might imply people became also more intoletawards
other groups in society they do not admire. In teled terms, this might be a fair
conclusion. In Germany the Neo-Nazis gain popuylarih Greece, together with
extreme left, the fascist party has won the elestiorhe economic crisis strengthens
feelings of insecurity and intolerance. In the Netands, the PVV is major factor in
the political landscape. This party can be considess a far-right party, leaning
toward extremism. This party systematically exchiiuslims and East-Europeans as

respectable citizens of Dutch society.

During the elections of 2010, a small poll amonghhschool students was
surveyed. In the results, The PVV became the biggel#tical party with 20.6% of
the total votes among adolescents aged betweemd3.& (Scholierenverkiezingen
2011). This might be an indication society is hardg over the years. In the national
elections, the PVV became only fourth with 15,5%lef votes (Kiesraad 2010). This
might imply the young generation is more intolerth@n their parents. If this is true,
this might contradicts the findings of Jennings afidmi (1974), who found that
adolescents are generally more tolerant than plaeants.

Concerning the extent to which parents influerfee tblerance level of their
child, academic research so far is limited. Theeaesh conducted by Jennings and
colleagues is pretty out-dated and was held ima social cleavages were different.

Therefore, parental-child relationship and politiearning will be the focused on the

! Jeroen Langelaar, “Maxime Verhagen: Multiculturséenenleving is mislukt,Elsevier 15 February
2011.

2 «“Merkel: Multiculturele samenleving is misluktNRC Handelsbladl7 October 2010.

% Kate Connolly, Anti-austerity movements gaining momentum acroseop,” The Guardian 27
April 2012.



level of political tolerance in this research. Takthe parental-child relationship and
social learning in regard, familial interpersonamnumunication patterns have an
influence on the development of tolerance in cbiid{Owen & Dennis 1987, 560).
The Owen and Dennis article appeared to be usefal theoretical framework, but
since the research was taken 25 years ago in Wast@WSA), differences in the
origins of political tolerance in the Netherlantiege days might be possible. Though
political tolerance is a contested term, followiigtzé and Steenekamp, the concept
in this research is defined as an attitude in wipelople accept more unfamiliar
values of different groups in a democracy and iw ffiar these groups should obtain
democratic rights, even if these values of theed#iiit groups are incongruent with the
own cultural beliefs (Kotzé & Steenekamp 2012).

The most important theory that will be used instihesearch focuses on
political learning theory and development psychglagth the focus on parental-child
relationship in discussing politics at home. Onéhaf expectations is that in families
where politics is frequently discussed, the levigbalitical tolerance between parents
and their children will not differ much. With othesords, parent-child congruence on
identity, political attitudes and alienation willebobservable. This indicates the
importance of the parents in the adolescent’s le¥aiolitical tolerance. Therefore,
the research question offered here is as followibDges the parent-child socialization

in political learning process influences the leakpolitical tolerance?”



Political tolerance

Sullivan and colleagues attempted to examine therménants of political tolerance
level with a content-controlled measure by condhgrthe ‘least-liked” method, which
was widely used by researchers over the last 3 y&his method is discussed in the
‘Research Design & Methods’-section of this ess8ull{van et al 1979; 1981).
During their research, Sullivan et. al had discedetwo predictors to determine the
level of political tolerance. The first predictarfpolitical tolerance conducts general
norms and the second is the so-called perceiveshthof the ‘least-liked’ group
(Sullivan et al 1981, 103). Education and sociaiust are proven to have a correlation
with psychological security, which could be usediatermine the political tolerance
(Sullivan et al 1981, 103). People who are highdyaated and who have a higher
social status than average, appear to be moreamléhan people with lower
education and social status. However, in this meseaocial status is considered the
same as the socialization environment. For thisaeat might be interesting to
examine in how parents have influences in the foghaf their adolescents’ political

tolerance.

Political Tolerance amongst youth

Several influential sources exist to form an owiitjpal identity and a certain level of
political tolerance. The main source appears to sbeial networks, meaning
acquaintances or educational institutions. In aadityoung whites in Canada with a
diverse social network are more likely to expressgher level of tolerance (Harrell
2010, 736). Harrell discussed a form of multicidturolerance, which means it is
acceptable for the respondent to support freedospeéch to at least one group they
found objectionable, but did not allow freedom @kesch to exclusionary groups
(Harrell 2010, 731). Tolerating racist groups isrenanlikely. For this reason, young
people appear not to be absolute tolerators (Ha&@l0, 736). The general
conclusion of her research is that young Canaditsare able to make friends with
people from different racial and ethnic groups @pp® be more tolerant, on both
social and political level (Harrell 2010, 736). ®igand Joslyn support this study;

belonging to a group with pluralistic charactedstdoes increase political tolerance



(Cigler & Joslyn 2002, 19). This has to do with geb-culture identity where more
tolerant attitudes are more likely to be expreg§agler & Joslyn 2002, 19).

A strong feature in the work of Harrell is the distion between three forms of
tolerance, namely (1) intolerance, (2) multicultutalerance, and (3) absolute
tolerance (Harrell 2010, 731). In this, she undediabsolute tolerance barely exists
since this would mean that every group, even exstsiwould be allowed the right
to speak, but it appears to be more likely thateswist groups are considered
dangerous or as a perceived threat (Sniderman2€Qal, 45). Therefore it could be
considered that everyone has at least one ‘ldesd-ligroup according to Sullivan et
al (1981).

It might however be interesting to see that OwenD&nnis have found a
substantial, significant prove for parental inflaeron the level of political tolerance
of their children (Owen & Dennis 1987, 559). Thisght be a connection to the
findings of Harrell. It appears that in order tmétion in a diverse social network the
parents are rather likely to have taught theirdrkih to be tolerant in some manner.
An important aspect is an interpersonal commurooagiatron to the development of
tolerant norms (Owen & Dennis 1987, 558). In additio the researches of Tedin and
Jennings, Stoker, and Bowers, higher levels otipalitolerance occur when children
are encouraged to discuss politics and when ttaitiqal opinion is respected by
their parents (Owen & Dennis 1987, 559). Moreower association of an adolescent
with their parents plays an eminent role. Adoleszevho identified more with their
parents were less likely to be lower in implicitied prejudice and thus are more
tolerant (Sinclair, Dunn & Lowery 2005, 286). Ted{h980), Owen and Dennis
(1987), and Jennings, Stoker and Bower (2009) statethe absence of talking about
politics in families increases intolerance. Thisame that parental influence on the
childhood development of politically tolerant aities can be quite substantial (Owen
& Dennis 1987, 559). This might be true, but thiirdings do not explain the
situation when adolescents appear to be more talénan their parents, which was
assumed by Jennings and Niemi (1974).

Although the importance of socialization is not leeted in these researches, the
specific relationship between parents and adoléscenpoorly understood, partly
because most researches focuses on the socialrketimstead of the parent-child

socialization relationship. For this reason, ituiseful to draw insights from the



political learning literature in order to offer mwsitions about the parent-child

socialization process considering political tole®n

Political learning and socialization process

Both Sullivan (1981) and Duch and Gibson (1992)eheencluded that education is a
micro-level determinant for political tolerance. Mover, based on the research of
Harrell (2010) and Cigler and Joslyn (2002) pddititolerance is formed by a diverse
culturally environment, which can also be connedtethe social-status determinant
(Sullivan 1981). But Duch and Gibson (1992) did appear to have taken in account
the importance of the home; since it seems unlikedy ideological self-identification
is formed in schools or the cultural environmeriyon

But as argued earlier in this study, parents migivte a bigger influence in the
level of political tolerance of their children thaxpected. Therefore it might be
useful to outline the importance of political leign Sears and Levy state that
adolescents will assimilate the political prefenof their parents into their own
perspective, which is called ‘family transition’d&s & Levy 2003, 77). Jennings et
al have emphasized the major role of parents ilmenting the political learning of
their adolescent children (Jennings, Stoker & Bawa009, 795). However they have
stated that this phenomenon occurs more substgntiaituations where parents are
politically engaged and frequently discuss politiwgh their children (Jennings,
Stoker & Bowers 2009, 795; Tedin 1980, 142). Iresearch conducted 40 years ago,
they emphasized the parenting role is as an int@rgevariable in the perceptions of
political learning (Jennings & Niemi 1968, 183).rfSaon and lovini confirm these
findings. During their research, the extent of srarssion of racial attitudes from the
father towards his son was examined. Throughout tesearch it became clear that a
relationship between white fathers’ perceived faaitudes and white sons’ attitudes
exists, but black fathers appeared not to havenfimence on the racial attitudes of
their sons (Carlsson & lovini 1985, 235). Theirdstunight suggest the relevancy of
adolescent’s perception and parental attitudes eraimgy socialization processes
(Carlsson & lovini 1985, 237).

Subsequently it can be questioned where theseratiifes emerge; could this be
due to various parenting styles? Authoritarian pting style proved an alignment
among the youth to the political system while atdthtive parenting style did not
(Gniewosz, Noack & Buhl 2009, 342). Although pdaiiti alignment in the regression



could be more explained with the transmission maliah the parenting style model
(Gniewosz, Noack & Buhl 2009, 342). Even in idgntifbrmation, a coherence
between identity of the adolescent and their parenyet to be proven and therefore
an indication for the parenting style (Knafo & Sanz 2004, 451). In their research
they do not focus on adolescents who strongly tdjee parents’ values (Knafo &
Schwartz 2004, 450). This is a problem in the mesmant of the concept. Muldoon
et al discussed this issue on the formation obnatiidentification where parents and
family were regarded as important sources of siaaibn, but the intergenerational
transmission of identity was viewed as natural arvitable (Muldoon et al 2007,
579). Tedin states that when their parents engagecbnversations about politics in
front of their children these adolescents assimilaiore political views from their
parents than from their friends. (Tedin 1974; Ted0, 152).

Influences from the parents might have more imgaan the influences of friends.
It might be interesting to distinguish the diffeces in tolerance between parents and
adolescents. What are these differences and, meangdre important, what are the
similarities in this relation? To what extent coydrents influence their children
regarding political tolerance? The political toleca literature has said social
networks and education are the most important atdrs, but few researches focused
on the role of the parents. In the political leagntheory, researchers stated children
assimilate much of the political attitudes of thearents, but it has not been directly
tied to political tolerance. This research thereftries to examine the connection
between the two existing theories by hypothesitivag the level of political tolerance
is for a large part caused by parent-child so@éilin in political learning process. To
be more specific, in families where politics isquently discussed, the children will
appear to be more tolerant than children in famidere politics is discussed poorly.
The goals of this research are to explain theiogighip between the level of political
tolerance and political learning and to appoint diféerences in political tolerance
due to the generation effect to examine if adolescaow are more intolerant than

their parents in their youth.



Research Design & Methodology

Before the hypothesis can be investigated, thescpsavided in the research itself
should be discovered. Since this research primddguses on political learning
amongst Dutch adolescents and how it influenceis kel of political tolerance, it
appears logical that Dutch high school studentdlaeaunit of observation. The cases
were collected from high schools through the Nd#mels, but mainly from
Hilversum and its area around. This town is repregeve in this research because it
is a relatively high multicultural and diverse towith approximately 85.000 citizens
with an average of 35% of its citizens who can bas@ered as immigrants (CBS
2011). The compositions of the classes are thexadorerse with adolescents from
different cultures and social statuses. Accordmglarrell (2010) such highly diverse
social networks should increase political toleran€er this reason, differences in
political tolerance amongst these adolescents are tikely to be explained by home
environment, in particular the role of the parents.

Five respondents were recruited out of Social Stldgses in HAVO4 to VWOG6.
Two respondents were out of high school and stulliemhd University College. The
respondents were all between 15 to 18 years oldirétt the adolescents in these
settings were provided a survey based on Sullivdteéast-liked method’ to
distinguish different levels of political tolerancén the Sullivan method, the
respondents were asked to identify the group imegpthey liked the least (Sullivan
et al 1979, 785). In the method, respondents weesepted with a series of six
statements (the parents got seven statements)agrae-disagree format that elicited
their views about a range of activities in which miers of that group might
participate (Sullivan et al 1979, 785)n this study, the questions were adjusted to
the target group. Instead of asking ‘Members of legst-liked group should be
allowed to teach in the publics schools,’ this egsk asked ‘Would you mind if

members of your least-liked group would be youcheas?’ The respondent provided

* The six statements were to measure political aolee and differ from ‘Would you mind if a member
of your least-liked group is in your school, holdrygym?’. to ‘Would you mind if members of your
least-liked group will govern the country?’ For first statement, parents got two different statetsie
namely: ‘Would you mind if a member of your leaged group is your colleague?’ and ‘Would you
mind if a member of your least-liked group is yowginager?’ The statement ‘Would you mind if a
member of your least-liked group is your teachar@s asked as ‘Would you mind if a member of your
least-liked group will teach your child?’ to therpats.



a dichotomous yes-no answer for these questiortsthey were able to provide a
motivation for this.

This survey also included questions about politieaining that measured to what
extend the adolescents speak about politics at hantk that measured some
comparisons with their parents. As an example, anbose questions was “Do you
consider yourself as to be more tolerant, justoderdnt or less tolerant than your
parents?” At the end of the survey, the adolesa@st able to fill in a form in which
they could mention if they were willing to partieifg for the in depth-interview
research, with the attendance of at least one @fptdrents. For the research, the
participation of the parents in the interview ispmntant to identify the agreements
and the differences in political tolerance

Ideally, for this research it was wished to haveeniespondents and their parents
within three subcategories: three respondents wkece wnore tolerant than their
parents, three respondents who were less toldnanttheir parents and finally three
respondents who were just as tolerant as theingarenfortunately, it appears rather
difficult to collect that precise number of respents for each subcategory. A couple
of limitations were faced since it appeared not yreaolescents would like to join the
follow up research. The respondents included is tbsearch were willing to give the
interview but the idea of subcategories has becanbi ambiguous. Nevertheless,
this research is not completely biased since thaestill enough variation within the
respondent group.

The interviews were based on a semi-structuredntqal. This intended the
interviews were conducted with some leading quastidut the interviewees were
free to respond in a way they thought they provideeful information. It gave the
interviewer also the possibility to go further iapdh by interesting matters given by
the interviewees. Most of the interviews were haéhd a for the interviewee
comfortable place. This could be at a bar, at theh&n table or via Skype. The
interviewees were asked if they had problems vattording the conversation. During
the interviews, questions about both dependeniratebendent variables were asked.
The questions about the dependent variable weret gdmditical tolerance. Here was
mainly focused on the ‘least-liked group’ of therguas, to obtain the parents’
attitudes towards certain groups in society. Thieependent variables were measured
by questions that applied for political learningdahe generation effect. Regards to

political learning, the questions provided an iattion between the adolescent and



their parents. They were asked if they knew eablkertd opinions and how they felt
about politics. In this section, questions aboatftequencies in which degree politics
is discussed at home were also asked. For the ajemeeffect variable, the parents
were asked to make a comparison with the time Weg at the age of their child and
now. The leading questions are included in the agieof this essay.

To collect the data that tests the hypothesis,rdgsarch is built on a descriptive
in depth-analysis technique called ‘process traciRgocess tracing is a systematic
evaluation of evidence selected and analysed inligine of the given hypothesis
(Collier 2011, 823). Since this research is onlypachelor thesis, no sufficient
evidence for affirming the causal inference canpbevided; it is not possible to
follow the adolescents in different times of theies and to check how their political
opinions have changed over time. Though the outcomthis research is slightly
important for affirming the causal inference. Instlessay, we therefore follow the
‘straw-in-the-wind’-tracing test for causal infemen This test affirms relevance of the
provided hypothesis but does not confirm it (ColR®11, 825). It can only increase
the plausibility of the hypothesis (Collier 2011263. In the ‘straw-in-the-wind’
tracing test, no necessary or sufficient critedionaccepting the hypothesis can be
provided, and it can only slightly weaken other sisting hypothesis about the
formation of political tolerance (Collier 2011, 826n this case it might mean that
even if evidence supporting the hypothesis reggr@litical learning is found, this
method lends weight to the hypothesis, but is nptitbelf a decisive piece of
evidence. This method fits to the purpose of tleisearch. The consisting theory
should not be abolished, but more attention shbaldjiven to the importance of the

parenting role in becoming political tolerant.
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Analysis / results

It was hypothesized that in families where politisshighly discussed, the children
will appear to be more tolerant than children imilees where politics is discussed
poorly due to parent-child socialization politidelarning process. This hypothesis
appears to be plausible in several of the colleckai@. Overall, a tendency in the
adolescence’s level of political tolerance in equst with the level of tolerance of the
parents is observable. Adolescent and parents inaveal least-liked groups in most
cases, even in those families where politics is distussed very often. In the
conversations, some interesting things occurrechéSmight fit in to the theory, but

some others might not. In the following chapteesth differences will be discussed

below. The composition of the different respondeats be found in table 1.

TABLE 1 HERE

Political tolerance

The very first thing that strikes is that all paseappointed extremists or a specific
form of extremism as their least-liked group. Almadl parents gave as an
explanation the fact extremists tend to abolish a@@atic values with violence and
therefore those groups could be considered as wables Neo-Nazis were the
extremist group that was mentioned the most. Thghtrindicate a reliable threat for
this group is still present. The parents mentiolesd often leftist extremists as their
least-liked group. As said before, the least-ligedup of the adolescents matched in
some way with those of their parents. Some slighifferences occurred for this
matter. Whereas the father of respondent 1 merdidaebe slightly feared for all
kinds of extremists, his son only mentioned Muskxiremists as his least-liked
group.

In general, the parents appeared to be ratheratdléowards the extremist
groups. Although they consider them as undesirahiy all share the opinion that
when the extremist groups were chosen via the deatiocules, it should be accepted
and there is nothing they could do about it. Theh®moof respondent 2 put it in a

different way:
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Table 1: overview composition respondent group

Respondent 1 Respondent 2 Respondent 3
Son Father Son Mother Daughter Mother
Age 17 48 18 55 16 55
Profession 4-vwo Manager IT student Food quality| 5-vwo Psychologist
controller
Least-Liked Muslim- Extremist (in Muslim- Neo Nazis Neo Nazis Right-
Group Extremists all forms) Extremists Extremists
(PVV-voters)
Own group* Atheist, Stoner**| Atheist, Liberal Attsi Pacifistic Leftist Leftist
Party preferencg  Unknown D66/VVD Animal party, SP dRv GrlLi
Respondent 4 Respondent 5
Daughter Father Mother Son Father Mother
Age 17 51 45 17 55 54
Profession 5-havo AdministrativeUnemployed 5-havo Photographer  Teacher
assistant English
Least-Liked Neo Nazis Moroccans (Muslim-) Neo Nazis Neo Nazis Neo Nazis
Group Extremists
Own group Socialist Socialist Socialist Leftist t-efberal Green
Party preference PvdA/D66 SP SP GrLi PvdA/GrLi GrlLi
Respondent 6 Respondent 7
Daughter Mother Father Son Father Mother
Age 18 47 48 17 51 53
Profession Student Human Consultant 5-vwo Accountant Interior
University Resources advisor / nurse
College Utrecht | Advisor
Least-Liked Right-Extremists | Right- Right- Right- Extremists Extremists
Group (PVV-voters) Extremists extremists Extremists
(PVV-voters)
Own group Student Social- Intellectuals Bourgeois Liberal Entrepreneu
Democrat
Party preference  GrlLi GrlLi D66 VVD VVD VVD

Respondent 8

Respondent 9

Daughter Father Son Father
Age 18 47 17 44
Profession Future student | Teacher 5-havo Researcher /
Political Science | History and technical
Social Studies advisor
Least-liked Fascists Fascists Extortionists Right-
group Extremists
Own group Highly educated | Progressive, | Centrum-right | Centrum-left
youth Green highly educated
Party preference  GrLi GrLi D66/Brinkman D66/GrLi

* The parents and adolescent
were asked to identify the own
group. They were free filling
this in; this might explain the
diversity in the mentioned own
groups.

** As stoner can be identified 4
a calm, relaxed person. This is
sub-culture among teenagers

a

“I think | might not have problems with my leastdd group chosen in

parliament. | would regret it, because it means ghsubstantially minority of

society has those objectionable opinions. | thimilould suffer more problems

if my least-liked group would come to governmeriioaf, because | think if
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that will happen, something is wrong with our steidBut | still have faith
that people will come to insights and will not vdte such a party. At least |
shall make a strategic vote, to make sure thaextiemist party will not end

up in government.”

The father of respondent 5 reacted slightly diffi¢éi@n these questions:
“I would really have problems when my least-likedogp is chosen in
parliament. There is nothing | can do about it,ause of the democratic
values we have. But | actually think | might moue of the Netherlands when

that party comes into power.”

The father of respondent 6 reacted a bit more dotetbut also mentioned he would

like to emigrate when his least-liked group conmepdwer:
“l do not think they should be banished from marlent or government. But
when that party initially comes to office, | rgalvant to move out of the
Netherlands. If | did not have three school-gadhgdren, | might even have
emigrated in 2010. What bothers me the most ismeb much the fact that
the party is in government, but that fact so mpagple have voted for the
PVV. | should not be comfortable knowing that.”

The parents of respondent 7 stated emigration esbst plausible option when the
least-liked group comes to power:
“Then it is time to move. If that happens in thuntry, it is not the country

with the values | want to see.”

The father of respondent 1 was the most toleramtitethis matter:
“Even someone like Breivik should keep his righvtde® This means that if a
majority will choose for such government, they ddobe able to govern. |
would not like it, but | don't think such things Never happen here. The

reasoning will eventually win.”

® In the summer of 2011, Anders Breivik murdered y@®ing people who were members of the
Norwegian Social-democrat party during their summemp. He did this to prevent the Norwegian
society from multicultural values and further Isiaation, which are in his views due to the Social
democrats.
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Only respondent 4 and her parents appeared to daN#erent view about the least
liked groups. In this family, the parents appeatedbe just as intolerant as the
daughter, but the father is slightly more tolerdain the mother and the daughter. The
father of respondent 4 stated:
“I do not mind if members of my least-liked groupedn parliament or in
government. But | do think they should have oneonality. | believe one
cannot be loyal to more than one country. But againen they function

properly, | really do not mind when they govern toeintry.”

The mother of respondent 3 is the one who has th& alfficulty when her least-
liked group would come into parliament, althougle sltso recognized the importance
of democracy:
“I think it is a bad thing that a party like the P\fs in parliament because of
the fact that this party simply excludes peoplarfreociety. | would very
much have difficulties when this party governs twntry. | truly do not
understand why people would vote for such partygie an example, fifteen
years ago the Centrum Democrats got a high elegiencentage in our

neighbourhood.Personally, | experienced that with high inconeeak.”

The mother of respondent 6 can be considered asitis¢ intolerant parent towards
her least-liked group. Just like her husband, sbeldvemigrate from the Netherlands
when this party comes to office. Unlike the othargmts, she did not mention the
democratic values, which she truly supports, aadof to tolerate her least-liked
group. She fully answered the questions based eim@s and for that matter was
sincere. The father of respondent 9 did also natwan from the perspective of
democratic values, although in an earlier stagehefconversation he stated it is
important to him.

Following this quotes, it can be said that mosepts appeared to be quite
tolerant on the institutional level. Therefore thean be considered as multicultural
tolerant (Harrell 2010). Some parents even leanemowards absolute tolerant,
although none of them can be really considereduak.dn certain ways it can be

assumed that parents are indeed more tolerantthiganchild. The most important

® The Centrum Democrats was the precursor of thedriRFthe PVV. Although the points of views of
this political party were far less extreme than\hesvs of the PVV, in its time it was consideredizes
most extreme-right party.
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reason lies in the fact that the adolescents halifeaent view on how a democracy
should work and how people should act within. Wheeeparents are more nuanced,
the adolescent is more direct in stating they hmmeelems with their least-liked group
in parliament. Respondent 4 appears to have the trmsbles with her least-liked
group:
“Even from the perspective of freedom of speectoul abolish this group.
Their opinions are not tolerant, so why should | tbeerant towards this
group? When | hear about excluding people fromedgaivith violence, | even
get a bit violent myself. If | will run into someerwith those thoughts, | really

feel like punching him.”

Whereas the father of respondent 8 has no probhgthshis least-liked group chosen
into parliament, his daughter has more troubleh wit
“Apparently people vote for this party when theyrmminto parliament. That is

really inconvenient.”

In one interview, respondent 5 was more toleraan this mother. Both respondent 5
and his parents had objections when that group sdmeffice to govern the country.
The son is not completely more tolerant than higheg but respondent 5 had no
problems with his least-liked group in parliamdnit his mother believes that:
“This party should not be included in parliamergcause they exclude certain
groups from society and that is against the cangiital law. Therefore this

group should be excluded from parliament.”

Respondent 9 also appeared to be rather tolerameter, the assumption cannot be
made in this case, since the son chose a someviffexent least-liked group in
comparison to the other respondents:
“Members of my least-liked group should be in f@amlent, but since | have
chosen extortionists as my least-liked group hdbthink they will ever be in

parliament.”

Where the mother of respondent 6 was considerdxk teast tolerant, her daughter

can be considered as the most tolerant respondent:
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“I would not have problems when my least-likedwugravill govern the county.
Those are the rules of democracy. But | would have restriction: | should

be able to protest against it.

As far as an assumption can be made here, it castiemed that parents and their
child are both almost all very political tolerantthwvthe exception of respondent 4,
who appears to be much less tolerant than her {saBuat a wide variation in levels
of social tolerance is visible. Most of the paremtaild like to find a new job when it
appears that their manager is one of their lekstiligroup. Most parents also have
troubles when a member of the least-liked groughes their child. As well the
fathers of respondent 1, 5 and 8, the mothers sgomdents 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 said
basically the same:

“If my child is taught by someone out of my leaget group, | would not

mind. | would have troubles with that if they werging to endorse their point

of views to my child.”

The father of respondent 9 added:
“As a parent, | do not raise my son alone. Thehenis another educator in

my son'’s life. His opinions will also be influerttby his teachers.”

The mother of respondent 5 experienced a membédrepfleast-liked group as a
teacher herself:
“In the third grade my daughter had a right-extistneacher who gave lower
grades to classmates who were Muslims, while thesedred much higher
grades. This kind of racism is objectionable. Hefged after he exposed his
opinion in the KRO’s broadcast ‘Brandpufit’.

Although the parents of respondent 6 experiencedbtes with their least-liked
group, in this family something interesting occdrtbat was not told or visible in the

other interviews. One of the family members of mgfent 6 openly voted for the

" The KRO is a Dutch public broadcaster with Cathatiots. In their broadcast ‘Brandpunt’ politically
sensitive issues are being discussed. The teaaher  that show to promote a book about the
ignorance of the Islamic culture.
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PVV during the last elections, while this party wamcerned to be the least-liked
group of all three interviewees. The father stated:
“I am not sure my mother-in-law votes for the P\t her partner is openly
committed to that party. For this reason, the &acntvith them is somewhat
unpleasant. All the three of us are very sensitivhis illogical reasoning but
out of politeness | will not discuss these matteith him. Much energy is

needed to tolerate his thoughts.”

Political learning

One of the goals of this research is to find ati@ghip between the level of political
tolerance and the parental-child socializationtjmali learning process. As seen in the
previous section of this analysis, it appears atelets are somewhat less tolerant
than their parents, which slightly contradicts tinelings that stated that children used
to be more tolerant than their parents. Owen anthiBestated that higher levels of
political tolerance occur when children are encgadato discuss politics and when
their political opinion is respected by their paee(©Owen & Dennis 1987, 559). The
collected data showed prove for the findings of @vamd Dennis. In families that
frequently discussed politics and in which the apis are mutually respected, the
adolescent showed some higher level of politicédrémce than in families where
talking about politics moderately occurs. In thenfiZes of respondent 1, 4 and 7,
little active political discussion is taken plade. these families it is seen that
adolescents are less tolerant compared with regmbmdrom the other families. This
is not true for respondent 9. In this father-somdaold, politics is not discussed
frequently, but the son appeared to be one of tbst tolerant respondent and very
politically involved. It might be possible to codsr the role of the mother who lives
separately. In the families of respondent 5, 6 &mublitics is discussed on a daily
basis. The father of respondent 5 stated: “Wertadke often about politics than about
soccer at home”. Here it appears to be proventtieaddolescents are somewhat more
tolerant than at least one of their parents. Incthee of respondent 6, she appeared to
be more tolerant than both parents She appointee fnequently the importance of
democratic values. For her, this implies to extdachocratic values to all groups in
society, even those groups that intend to abadtisldemocratic values. Respondents 2
and 3 are not very much into politics, but theywglta moderate interest in political

issues. This is due to the political commitmenthef parents. Respondent 2 said:
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“Especially my dad is interested in politics anlégaabout it often. My mum is
somewhat less interested but is able to catch lipteh to the conversations,
but | do not participate in it. But | feel like Imalearning from those

conversations.”

The mother of respondent 3 said that she couldtsgeher daughter is shaping her
political opinions, mostly due to the Philosophyise she attends at school.
Respondent 3 herself said about it:
“I am pretty interested in politics, but | wouldtriake the initiative to speak
about it. But at regular base my parents discuiigad issues. Sometimes |

participate in the conversation, sometimes | jiss¢h.”

The father of respondent 9 saw a same patterreishihping of the political thoughts
his son experiences:
“One can clearly see my son is more into poliissl am. He is still young,
but | think his interest will grow even more. étlike a seed that evolves into

a plant. | think he can rationally shape his thdagn politics.”

In families where politics is discussed on regblasis, the parents generally know the
party preference of their child. Most of the respemts are in the leftist/green area of
the political spectrum. Only respondent 1 had nee avhat he should vote for. His
father was not certain about his son’s party pegfeg, but he expected the PVV as a
considerable option for his son to vote for. Tha sgects this, but did not provide
another political party in favour.

When the adolescents were asked to place theentsgron the political
spectrum, most of them did not know the preferesideir parents in fully detail, but
they knew the direction of what the parents wiltezalust as the parents placed their
children in the leftist area, the adolescents placed their parents in the leftist area.
Respondent 7 is an exception; he and his pareate phemselves on the rightist area.
Respondent 9 and his father are both in the midtikbe political spectrum, but the
son on the right side and the father on the |l sif it. Respondent 6 knew exactly
the party preferences of her parents. In this familitics is frequently discussed and
the daughter was active for a political youth moeetm Respondent 1 did not know

his fathers political choice. In the families ofpendents 4 and 7, were politics is also
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discussed poorly; the adolescents did know theiemga’ party preference. In the
household of respondent 9 the son knew the pamyation of his father, but the
father did not manage to tell the party preferesfdais son.

From this perspective, it appears reasonable tlobescents assimilate the
party preferences of their parents. These findiagpear to fit into the theory of
Jenning et al that emphasized the role of the paiarthe political learning process
(Jennings, Stoker & Bowers 2009, 795). It was staéités phenomenon occurs more
substantially in situations where parents are ipaliy engaged and frequently discuss
politics with their children (Jennings, Stoker & \Bers 2009, 795; Tedin 1980, 142).
This might be assumed for most of the respondéfdsvever, respondents 4 and 7
appears to be an exception in the theory sincegd#nents are not highly politically
engaged and the discussion about politics are goloome, but the respondents place

themselves in the same political area as her marent

Generation effect in political tolerance

The main conclusion when asking the parents aldmit teast-liked groups in the
time they had the age of their child is that orleast-liked group can change. It
appeared that the fathers of respondent 1 andl Bate exactly the same least-liked
group. For all the other parents this was differ&uth the mother as the father of

respondent 6, Germans could be considered adehsirliked group:

“We were really suffering the World War Syndromverything where
Germans were involved was negative. The lost efsbccer world series in
1974 and how the Germans react, caused ten mars gé negative feelings

towards that group.

For the mother of respondent 2 and the father gfiardent 4 the Moluccans were
considered to be a least-liked grélphe mother of respondent 2 stated that young
people of this group caused troubles because aégaton, not because they were

dangerous. The father of respondent 4 stated tpesitp because he actually had

8 The Moluccans suffered social inequality after thdependence of Indonesia and whished the
government would recognize the Southern Moluccaaragdependent state. Therefore they tried to
focus attention peacefully on the government. A¢ @oint in 1975, the young Moluccans became
desperate and so they hijacked a train at Wijstertavo years after that a train at De Punt, both in
province of Drenthe, with several deaths involMadl975, young Moluccan also attempted to hostage
queen Juliana.
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friends who were Moluccan, but a small group téring the neighbourhood was
what he feared. The fathers of respondents 6 ahdc&me more moderate. These
parents considered themselves as more extremeein ybuth. As the father of
respondent 6 stated:
“In my own youth | was far more radical than | amwn | was more like an
activist. | participated in demonstrations agamstiear weapons. | occupied
buildings. | even considered the VVD-voters as ragst-liked group. If |
compare myself to my daughter, she is much moregadhthan | was at her

age.

The mothers of both respondents 3, 4 and 7 dicknotv their least-liked groups in
their youth anymore. An explanation may be the atseof political discussions in
the homes of the mothers. As the mother of respartistated:
“We discussed politics not very often. | knew myeguas voted PvdA, but it
never got any further. Since my oldest son is @gtd in politics, | know a

little bit more. | got more concerned about pofitaver the years.”

The mother of respondent 7 said politics was nobething to discuss with your
parents:
“My parents never talked about politics in froftus. We were not allowed to
know their party preference. It was really not bmysiness to discuss these

things with my parents.”

In the previous section, party identification ofethlrespondents with the party
identification of their parents appeared to be gqsimilar. Although they generally
did not choose the same party, they were at leatihd same area of the political
spectrum. By examining the generation effect, tpposite evidence can also be
provided. The mothers of respondent 3 and 6 andather of respondent 5 told their
parents were Catholic and therefore voted KVP aer ICDA. The parents do not
consider themselves as to be religious anymoremidteer of respondent 3 said:
“I grew up in a highly catholic village. The cle@eabetween the Protestants
and our denomination was really big. Before | atehhigh school, | barely
had friends outside the Catholic Church. My mothad acquaintances with
only one Protestant, our neighbour. She used tqg $he might be a
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Protestant, but she is really nice!” For me, tlualty changed when | got in
contact with more people from different culturesmg new high school in the
city. | learned new insights in there. My politiaginion does not agree with

the political opinion of my parents.”

The father of respondent 5 also came out of a swiibe, but here the cleavages
were less visible because of the small Catholit pacitizens. Both the parents of
respondent 3 and 5 now identify with the left avéthe political spectrum. Those two
parents are an example of how one did not asseartitegt parents’ political views. But
other examples are also possible. The father gboregent 8 is now active for
GroenLinks, while his father was VVD. The fatherreEpondent 6 was raised in a
CPN family, but is now more liberal and votes D86party like the VVD is still a
bridge too far. The mother of respondent 2 is dhise a very diverse political
environment:

“My father voted VVD, but my mother voted CPN. lurofamily lots of

political discussions were held. | have learnedtdarbm these discussions. |

took over more political views from my mother thadid from my father.”

The fathers of respondent 1 and 7 are a confirmatidghe theory; they did assimilate
the political views of their parents in some walge parents of respondent 1's father
were in the middle of the political spectrum aridappears, so is he. The parents of
respondent 7’s father were liberals, and so isAheinteresting matter occurred in the
family of respondent 9. The son thinks he acqudiritee political views of his
granddad more than he did of his father. The fatiraself said the same:

“I think | look more like my granddad. My parerdse far more on the right

side of the political spectrum than | am. | idgntinore with the views my

granddad had in a way.”

De-pillarization might be the reason for the diffieces in party identification between
the respondents’ parents and their parents. Butetd-liked group appeared to be
more stable through the years. Because of the 8attamld War, many of the parents
had Germans, more specific Nazis and fascistsheis least-liked group. This is a
certain tendency in which it is visible with thergats of the respondents, who

generally choose extremists as their least-likedigr Extremists can be considered to
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be the same as Nazis or fascists, because theywisithto exclude certain groups

from society and generally are anti-democratic.
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Discussion

The analysis provided is very exploratory. Onehsf implicit goals of this research
was to highlight the underestimated importance darent-child political learning

socialization process by other scholars, not tecteall other theories formed about
political tolerance. This research merely attemptedorovide an addition to the
existing theories and findings. From this researah hypothesize-rejecting or
hypothesize-confirming can be drawn. The conclusidmawn out of this research can
increase the plausibility of the given hypothesizethis research because of the

process tracing technique.

Another problem that occurred during this reseavohild be the shortfall of
respondents. Since this research is only built upaly nine respondents and their
parents, no general conclusions could be drawrs $ample was also too small to
trace the level of political tolerance in a statisést. The answers given during the in-
depth interview indicated a certain level of padii intolerance. But since this was
only for the least-liked group, only the level afidrance towards that group was
measured. General tolerance was not measuredsiexhmination, while it could be
untrue to respondents who in the analysis appeathdr intolerant towards the least-
liked group, but who might be very tolerant in getheThe outcome of the analyzes is
therefore uncertain and not generalizable to theleviociety.

Although this research suffers some implicatiabgs still valuable for its
research field. In the analysis some interestindifigs occurred. For the interviewed
respondents, democratic values appeared rather riampoas an indicator for
someone’s level of political tolerance. This pherown occurred by most of the
respondents and even more by their parents. Soreegt was provided for the
theories about political learning. In this researthhecame visible that children
assimilate with their parents’ political opinion€oncerning political tolerance,
children appeared to assimilate the least-likedigras well. Only in families where
politics is discussed poorly, tendencies of lowerels of political intolerance are
visible. This is also conforming to already exigtitheories on political learning and
political tolerance.

All the findings in this research appear to stteeg almost all provided

theories but one. The hypothesis that childrengargerally more tolerant then their
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parents appeared rather unlikely because in théeareh only two respondents
appeared to be more tolerant than their parentsalFahe rest, at least one of the
parents can be considered as more tolerant thancti&d. This might indicate that
young people in this time are less tolerant thaair tharents. How can this be fitted
into the theory that states political toleranceelemcreases when at home there is
spoken about political tolerance? One explanatamlme the more individualistic and
hardened society, as mentioned by all parentssimtierviews.

Leaving society determinants out of consideratibms still feasible parents
have substantial influence in the thoughts of tlebitdren, since a certain level of
political tolerance is formed at home. If the fings in this research might be
plausible, it might imply certain implications fdhe other findings of previous
researches, which partly neglected the importarigeacent-child political learning
socialization process. A bigger analysis shouldidmee to examine the precise role of
the parents in the political tolerance theory. Aftecch research the importance of
parent-child political learning in political tolaree can be widely assumed instead of
just being visible, as in this research. It migidlude a more advanced analysis when
other researchers examine the determinants ofigadliblerance to involve political
learning process.

The goals of this research were to discover tlaioaship between the level
of political tolerance and political learning araappoint the differences in political
tolerance due to the generation effect to examinadplescents now are more
intolerant than their parents back then. Leavingtloe implications, this research was
managed to explain these differences by some Bitage findings. Therefore a
further, more confirmatory, research about thesssipte correlations should be

examined in the future.
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Appendix 1: Basic questions in the in depth intengws

Questions to measure the dependent variable “gallitblerance”:
1. If you had to choose a group in society you consideyour ‘least-liked
group’, what group would that be? Could you tely®h
2. To which group in society would you encounter yeiffsCould you tell why?
3. Would you mind if:
a. Members of your least-liked group would be in ysahool, hobby, job
or gym?
b. Members of your least-liked group would be your agar?
Members of your least-liked group would teach ysom or daughter?
d. Members of your least-liked group would demonstmatgour
neighborhood?
e. Members of your least-liked group would manifesitipolitical
opinions in public?
f.  Members of your least-liked group would be représein
parliament?
g. Members of your least-liked group would govern ¢bentry?
4. How often do you come in contact with members frautside your own

group? Do you come in contact with members of yeast-liked group?

Questions to measure the independent variabletigadliearning”:

1. Are you interested in politics? If yes, in how &e you interested? If not, why
are you not interested?

2. What is your party preference?

3. How often is spoken about politics or is held adssion at home?

4. Do you know the party preference of your child?ddd: did you know the
party preference of your parents before this inésv?)

5. Do you know the opinions about politics of yourldRi

6. How often is spoken at home about groups in soeiilym are not accepted?

7. In how far match your point of views with thoseyoiur child?

Questions to measure the control variable “germragffect”:

1. Has your opinion about politics changed since yamuth?
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2. Do you still have the same least-liked group?

. What were/are the least-liked groups of your paf2iito you identify with
that?
. How often was spoken about politics at home whanwere at the age of

your child is now?

5. Do you think to have assimilated the political veeof your parents?

6. How would you describe the social context in tineetiof your youth? In how

far society has changed?
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