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Abstract 

This study explored the role of inherent aspects of human nature, openness to experience, agreeableness, 
spiritual intelligence, humility, and prosocial behavior that would influence religious tolerance. A 
convenient sample of 220 male and 275 female (N = 495) adults completed scales that included the Big 
Five Inventory (BFI, John et al., 1991), Spiritual Intelligence Self-Report Inventory-24 (SISRI-24, King, 
2008), Expressed Humility Scale (EHS, Owens, 2009), Prosocialness Scale for Adults (PSA, Caprara et 
al., 2005) and Religious Tolerance Questionnaire (RTQ, Broer et al., 2014). Results showed openness to 
experience, agreeableness, spiritual intelligence, humility, and prosocialness clearly and effectively 
predicted religious tolerance. Higher values of the predictors were associated with greater religious 
tolerance among Pakistani adults. The results of the study are discussed in light of the growing literature 
about religious tolerance in Pakistan. 

Keywords: Agreeableness openness to experience, spiritual intelligence, humility, pro-socialness, 
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Pakistan is religiously diverse, but predominantly a 
Muslim country with 96.5% of Muslims living with some 
Christians, Hindus, and other religious minorities (Munir, 
1975). Muslims themselves are divided into many 
denominations with two larger groups Sunnis (85-90%) and 
Shias (10-15%) and many other smaller denominations 
(CIA, 2022). Religious tolerance simply refers to the fact 
that people with different beliefs and faiths live 
harmoniously with each other. This harmony includes 
mentally accepting the religious values and opinions of 
others and allowing them to practice their religions without 
persecution, and victimization whether it is verbal or 
physical in nature. However, it does not mean religious 
ideas, and values of others need to be subscribed to, people 
simply need to accept and respect the religious views and 
practices of others (Ali et al., 2018). Saulius (2013) 
similarly believes tolerance in general includes, 
acknowledging all human beings in any society are equal 
entities, despite their different religions, opinions, and 
practices. 
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In modern psychology, personality is viewed as a 
cluster of traits, where people can have traits that can make 
them considerate, kind, and accepting towards others, and 
people can have traits that can make them narcissistic, 
sadistic, and psychopathic towards others. When traits are 
positive, this aids religious tolerance and when they are of 
the latter kind, they are resistive and intolerant towards 
others and the religious beliefs they hold. The big five 
models of personality traits make it a bit easier to select 
traits that are facilitative towards religious tolerance. Of the 
five personality traits, we chose openness to experience 
(OTE) and agreeableness (AGR) for the present study. The 
OTE trait is a tendency that seek new experiences and 
experiences that are diverse, including things, thoughts, 
values, and behavior (Diener & Lucas, 2021). It represents 
the tendency of an individual to be intellectual, flexible, and 
broad-minded. The AGR trait consists of compassion, being 
cooperative, warm, and caring towards others. Several 
studies suggest, AGR negatively associates with prejudice 
and therefore buffers against prejudicial attitudes (Carlson 
et al., 2019). And together, AGR and OTE are strong 
predictors of tolerance (Butrus & Wittenberg, 2013). Yet 
other studies (Awais et al., 2018; Muhid, 2020) suggest, that 
individuals who score high on the AGR and OTE are more 
tolerant towards other religious groups. 

King (2008) suggests individuals and societies that have 
a deeper awareness [being spiritual] of their religion have 
higher levels of religious tolerance. Such people are more 
accepting and respectful towards others and their religious 
beliefs. Deeper levels of being religious can be measured by 
spiritual intelligence, a capability that reflects a deep 
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understanding of one’s self, of having high levels of 
compassion, conscience, and commitment towards human 
values, to have a socially significant purpose in life (Kumar 
& Mehta, 2011). Individuals with higher levels of spiritual 
intelligence are aware of human values, they welcome and 
accept diversity (Zohar, 2000) and are religiously tolerant. 

Humility is one such virtue that has a central role in 
every religion. Humility encourages people to accept 
mistakes in themselves and acknowledge similar 
imperfections and flaws in others. It enables people to listen 
to others and give good advice in times of need without 
being critical. It makes such people appreciate the value of 
all things and appreciate ways other people can contribute to 
the world (Tangney, 2000). Humility has been a construct of 
interest in the field of psychology especially when it comes 
to exploring acceptance and tolerance towards others. 
Studies show, that humble people are less dogmatic and 
more tolerant of others (Leary et al., 2017), and have 
reduced xenophobia and prejudices against groups like, 
(Syrian) refugees (Captari et al., 2019). AlSheddi (2020) 
reports humility is negatively associated with prejudice 
towards refugees, religious minorities, and out groups. 
Humble people do not impose their beliefs on others for 
they truly believe everybody is equal despite differences in 
skin, religion, or race; this increases their tolerance for 
others (Savoie, 2018). 

Naussbaum (2012; Saulius, 2013) believes, tolerance 
stems from traits like empathy and compassion. Empathy 
promotes prosocial behavior or prosocialness (Eisenberg et 
al., 2006). Such prosocial behaviors are documented 
towards members of a society who are different (Johnston & 
Glasford, 2017). People who express heightened prejudice 
have lower prosocial motives toward out group members 
(Borinca et al., 2021). 

Religious tolerance means to accept others, despite their 
disapproving thoughts and behaviors (Robinson et al., 
2001). Religious tolerance acknowledges and supports the 
religious rights, beliefs, and practices of all. Tolerance is an 
act of recognizing and respecting others, and their different 
viewpoints, values, beliefs, and practices about their religion 
without oppression or discrimination (Ali et al., 2018). 
Tolerance constitutes a broad range of behaviors that can 
include dogmatic and rigid, fostering of religious 
intolerance, and different opinions and practices. Optimal 
tolerance, where one does not lose their own religious 
identity, can be a middle ground where respect for others, 
their beliefs, and ideas prevail (Van der Ven & Vermeer, 
2004). In this study, we used this respect as a measure of 
religious tolerance, operationally defined by the Religious 
Tolerance Questionnaire (Broer et al., 2014). 

 
Rationale & Hypotheses 

In Pakistan, a few studies have looked at religious and 
less religious at educational institutions (Hanif et al., 2019; 
Nazar et al., 2017) and have found that students from 
institutions who were more religious were intolerant 
towards other religious minorities than students that came 
from less religious schools. Awais et al. (2018) report 
individuals with higher levels of extraversion (like OTE 
trait), showed better religious tolerance than those that are 
introverted. The present study extends these results, for 

example, it adds the AGR and OTE traits should express 
higher religious tolerance. The study will also look at the 
influence of spiritual intelligence (for example see, 
Vaughan, 2002), humility (for example see, Hooks et al., 
2016), and prosocialness on religious tolerance, factors not 
studied in Pakistani literature (Sood et al., 2012). 

The pervasive, and extremely sensational role of 
media, tricks the minds of the people (Gitlin, 2003) making 
them believe that a few cases of religious intolerance 
(Mirza, 2020; Raja, 2017) are rules and not simply 
exceptions of such bizarre behavior. The world sees 
Pakistan as a religiously intolerant country, which the 
authors believe is largely a misconception that needs to be 
decomposed with a broader discussion on how the 
religious majority of the country tolerates others with their 
religious views and practices. The present study is the first 
of its kind in the Pakistani literature that takes a step 
towards questioning this through discussion. Based on the 
literature, the present study predicts OTE, AGR, spiritual 
intelligence, humility, and prosocialness will positively 
predict religious tolerance among Pakistani adults. 

 
Method 

 

Sample 

A convenient sample of Pakistani adults comprising 220 
males and 275 females (N = 495) was used in this study. 
The sample grouped into two, ranged in age from 19-40 and 
41-65 years. A larger majority (n = 300) were 
undergraduates, and others (n = 195) were postgraduates. 
Their monthly income ranged from PKR 10-300K.  
 

Instruments 

 

Big Five Inventory (BFI) 

Out of the many instruments that measure five 
personality traits we chose BFI, originally developed by 
John et al. (1991). The reasons for choosing this scale were 
based on the fact it was a shorter (44-item) scale compared 
to others and was freely available on the internet. The 
inventory measures Extraversion (8 items), AGR (9 items), 
Conscientiousness (9 items), Neuroticism (8 items) and 
OTE (10 items). For the present study, we used AGR and 
OTE subscales to assess two personality domains that 
would be related to tolerance for others whether religious 
or otherwise. Each item is measured on a 5-point 
agreement scale that ranges from 1 (Disagree Strongly) to 
5 (Agree Strongly). Composite scores for AGR ranged 
from 9-45 (4 items reversed scored), whereas OTE was 10- 
50 (2 items reversed scored). Internal consistencies of the 
two subscales (Cronbach’s alphas = .79 and .83) were 
acceptable (John & Srivastava, 1999). 
Spiritual Intelligence Self-Report Inventory-24 (SISRI-

24)  

Developed by King (2008) SISRI-24 measures various 
aspects of spirituality with 24 items. These aspects divide 
SISRI-24 into four subscales named critical existential 
thinking (CET, 7 items), personal meaning production 

(PMP, 5 items), transcendental awareness (PA, 7 items, 1 
item reversed scored), and conscious state expansion (CSE, 
5 items). Each item is scored on a 5-point Likert scale with 
response options that range from 0 (Not at all true of me) to 
4 (Completely true of me). The composite score range of 
SISRI-24 is 0-96, with other ranges for CET (0-28), PMP 

(0-20), PA (0-28), and CSE (0-20), where higher scores 
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represent higher spiritual intelligence. The average inter- 
item correlation (r = .36) of the scale is good, and so are 
split-half reliability (r = .94) and internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .95) that was high (King, 2008; King & 
DeCicco, 2009; King et al., 2012). Subscale inter 
correlations ranged (r = .42-.59) from moderate to strong 
suggesting good construct validity across subscales (King, 
2008). The subscales also correlated with several other 
instruments that presented adequate to strong (r = .11-.67) 
convergent validities (King, 2008; King & DeCicco, 2009; 
King et al., 2012). 
Expressed Humility Scale (EHS) 

Developed by Owens (2011) for his doctoral 
dissertation and later used (Wang et al., 2018) as another- 
reported instrument, EHS assesses other or self-expressed 
humility with nine items. The scale is divided into three 
subscales that show, willingness to view oneself accurately 
(WVOA, items 1-3), appreciation of others’ strengths (AOS, 
items 4-6), and teachability (TCH, items 7-9). Each item is 
measured on a 5-point Likert scale with response options 
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). 
The composite score for EHS ranges from 9-45, and for 
each subscale from 5-15, where higher scores represent 
higher humility. Internal consistency of EHS is high 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .90) and has good discriminant (r = - 
.63) and convergent validities (r = .28-.62), and adequate 
convergent validity (r = .31) with OTE (Owens et al., 2013). 
Prosocialness Scale for Adults (PSA) 

Developed by Caprara et al. (2005) PSA is based on 
actions of helping, sharing, taking care of, and feeling 
empathic with others” (Caprara et al., in press; Caprara & 
Pastorelli, 1993; Caprara et al., 2005). As a dimension 
scale PSA consists of 16 items and on each item the 
participant can indicate, on a 5-point Likert scale, whether 
the item was never/rarely true (coded as 1), occasionally 
true (coded as 2), sometimes true (coded as 3), often true 
(coded as 4), and almost always/always true (coded as 5). 
The range of composite scores is between 16-80 with 
higher scores indicating higher prosocialness. Caprara et 
al., (2005) report high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = 
.91) and good item-total correlation (r = .59). 

Religious Tolerance Questionnaire (RTQ) 

Developed by Broer et al. (2014) RTQ is a 52-item 
questionnaire. Each item is measured on a 5-point Likert 
agreement scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
agree). Composite higher scores represented greater 
religious tolerance. The authors selected one subscale 
named Respect (RES) to measure the construct of religious 
tolerance in the way the present study has conceptualized it 
(see introduction above). This subscale consists of 9 items 
with a range of composite scores between 9 and 45. Higher 
scores represent higher levels of respect, which is a 
component of religious tolerance. The internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .83) for RTQ and RES (Cronbach’s 
alpha = .78) was acceptable (Broer et al., 2014). 

 

Procedure 

 

This study was carried out after getting approval from 
the National Institute of Psychology, Quaid-i-Azam 
University, Islamabad. All participants were individually 
or contacted online to take part in the study. After 
describing the study, if they decided to take part in it, they 
were asked to sign a consent form and complete the above 
scales (which were presented in English) and a short 
demographic sheet, which took 35-40 minutes to complete. 
At this point, they were asked if they had any questions or 
confusion, and if they did, answers were provided. All 
participants were assured their personal and data 
information would be kept confidential and anonymous 
and would be used for research purposes only. The 
participants were also told they had the right to withdraw 
from the study at any time without any penalty, and they 
had the right to know their results at the end of their 
session. All participants were thanked for their 
participation in the study. 

 
Results 

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics, internal 
consistency, and other data attributes about the scales and 
subscales. Internal consistencies of all scales and subscales 
were satisfactory and acceptable (α = .65-.91), an alpha of 
.60 is considered acceptable (Taber, 2017). Since skewness 
and kurtosis were in acceptable ranges, other statistical 
analyses were carried out on the data. 

 
Table 1         

Descriptive Statistics, Internal Consistencies, and Data Distribution Attributes for Scales and Subscales (N = 495). 
 Range  

Scale-Subscale k α M SD Potential Actual Skewness Kurtosis 
OTE 10 .67 37.28 5.23 10-50 18-50 -.57 .36 
AGR 9 .65 32.98 5.05 9-45 17-45 .13 -.42 
SISRI-24 24 .91 61.17 14.41 0-96 17-96 -.07 -.28 

CET 7 .74 18.11 4.85 0-28 3-28 -.19 -.52 
PMP 5 .75 13.06 3.52 0-20 0-20 -.16 -.03 
TA 7 .74 18.41 4.50 0-28 2-28 -.28 .11 
CSE 5 .83 11.58 4.18 0-20 0-20 -.19 .01 

EHS 9 .84 38.07 4.28 9-45 19-45 -.66 1.01 
WVOA 3 .68 12.41 1.59 3-15 6-15 -.88 2.11 
AOS 3 .71 12.81 1.73 3-15 6-15 -.73 .80 
TCH 3 .74 12.84 1.74 3-15 6-15 -.57 .17 

PSA 16 .89 64.57 9.83 16-80 23-80 -.68 .46 
RES 9 .83 37.52 4.99 9-45 18-45 -.88 1.45 
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Note. k = No. of items, α = Cronbach’s Alpha, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, OTE = Openness to experience, AGR = 
Agreeableness, SI = Spiritual Intelligence, CET = Critical Existential Thinking, PMP = Personal Meaning Production, TA = 
Transcendental Awareness, CSE = Conscious State Expansion, EHS = Expressed Humility Scale, WVOA = Willingness to 
View Oneself Accurately, AOS = Appreciation of Others’ Strengths, TCH = Teachability, PSA = Prosocialness Scale for 
Adults, RES = Respect 

Table 2 
Correlations among Scales and Subscales(N = 495). 
S- 
Subscales OTE AGR SISRI- 

24 CET PMP TA CSE EHS WVOA AOS TCH PSA RES 

OTE - .19** .53** .48** .38** .51** .38** .35** .27** .33** .27** .44** .31** 
AGR - - .12** .00 .17** .20** .05 .34** .29** .27** .31** .39** .27** 
SISRI-24 - - - .86** .82** .85** .83** .41** .35** .36** .33** .51** .38** 

CET - - - - .60** .66** .59** .33** .28** .29** .26** .41** .37** 
PMP - - - - - .61** .65** .36** .33** .29** .28** .45** .30** 
TA - - - - - - .57** .41** .35** .37** .32** .48** .40** 
CSE - - - - - - - .28** .22** .25** .24** .38** .20** 

EHS - - - - - - - - .82** .87** .83** .49** .55** 
WVOA - - - - - - - - - .60** .50** .41** .49** 
AOS - - - - - - - - - - .58** .41** .45** 
TCH - - - - - - - - - - - .43** .45** 

PSA - - - - - - - - - - - - .36** 
RES - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Note. S-Subscales = Scales and Subscales, OTE = Openness to experience, AGR = Agreeableness, SI = Spiritual Intelligence, 
CET = Critical Existential Thinking, PMP = Personal Meaning Production, TA = Transcendental Awareness, CSE = Conscious 
State Expansion, EHS = Expressed Humility Scale, WVOA = Willingness to View Oneself Accurately, AOS = Appreciation of 
Others’ Strengths, TCH = Teachability, PSA = Prosocialness Scale for Adults, RES = Respect, **p < .01 

 

Table 2 shows scores on all scales and subscales i.e., 
OTE, AGR, EHS, SI, PSA, and RES correlated positively 
with each other. This analysis if taken in pairs simply 
suggests that higher OTE was associated with higher 
religious tolerance; higher AGR was associated with higher 
religious tolerance, and so on. In short, higher measures of 

two personality domains, humility, spiritual intelligence, 
and prosocialness were associated with greater religious 
tolerance. This analysis was also similar for constructs 
(subscales) as they associated with religious tolerance 
positively supporting our hypotheses. 

 
Table 3      

Regression Analysis shows the influence of Humility, Spiritual Intelligence, Prosocial Behavior, Agreeableness, and 
 Openness to Experience on Religious Tolerance(N = 495).  

Religious Tolerance 
 95% CI  

Scale B SE β UL LL 
OTE .29 .04 .31*** .21 .37 
R2 .09     

F 53.58***     
AGR .26 .04 .27*** .18 .35 
R2 .07     
F 39.03***     
SISRI-24 .13 .01 .38*** .10 .16 
R2 .14     

F 86.12***     
EHS .64 .04 .55*** .55 .72 
R2 .30     

F 216.76***     
PSA .18 .02 .36*** .14 .22 
R2 .13     

F 75.60***     

Note. B = Standardized beta, SE = Standard Error, β = Standardized beta, LL = Lower limit, UL = Upper limit, OTE = 
Openness to experience, AGR = Agreeableness, SI = Spiritual Intelligence, EHS = Expressed Humility Scale, PSA = 
Prosocialness Scale for Adults, RT = Religious Tolerance based on RES or Respect subscale, ***p < .001 

 

To show the directionality of association simple linear 
regression was carried out, setting OTE, AGR, SI, EHS, 

and PSA as predictors and RES as the outcome variable. 
Results indicated that personality traits, OTE [β = .31, 
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F(1, 493) = 53.58, p < .001] and AGR [β = .27, F(1, 493) 
= 39.03, p < .001], SI [β = .38, F(1, 493) = 86.12, p < 
.001], EHS [β = .55, F(1, 493) = 216.76, p < .001] and 
PSA [β = .36, F(1, 493) = 75.60, p < .001] significantly 

and positively predicted religious tolerance or RT (see 
Table 3). The analysis revealed OTE (9%), AGR (7%), SI 
(14%), EHS (30%), and PSA (13%) respectively 
explained RT. 

 
Table 4 

Differences in Graduate and Postgraduate Students over Scales and Subscales (N = 495). 
 Undergraduate 

 (n = 300)  
Postgraduate 

(n = 195)  
 

 95% CI  
Scale-Subscale M SD M SD T LL UL d 
OTE 37.39 5.10 37.12 5.43 .57 -.67 1.22  

AGR 32.65 5.00 33.47 5.11 1.76 -1.73 .09  
SISRI-24 59.99 14.16 62.97 14.63 2.25* -5.50 -.38 .20 

CET 17.82 4.89 18.55 4.77 1.63 -1.60 .14  

PMP 12.81 3.55 13.45 3.44 1.95 -1.20 .00  
TA 18.03 4.55 19.01 4.36 2.37* -1.70 -.16 .21 
CSE 11.33 4.08 11.97 4.31 1.66 -1.30 .11  

EHS 37.91 4.33 38.33 4.20 1.08 -1.20 .34  
WVOA 12.33 1.61 12.53 1.57 1.33 -.48 .09  

AOS 12.70 1.74 12.98 1.71 1.79 -.59 .02  
TCH 12.86 1.72 12.81 1.77 .35 -.25 .37  

PSA 64.26 10.05 65.05 9.48 .87 -2.50 .98  
RES 37.16 4.93 38.08 5.03 2.01* -1.82 -.02 .18 
Note. d = Cohen’s d, OTE = Openness to experience, AGR = Agreeableness, SI = Spiritual Intelligence, CET = Critical 
Existential Thinking, PMP = Personal Meaning Production, TA = Transcendental Awareness, CSE = Conscious State 
Expansion, EHS = Expressed Humility Scale, WVOA = Willingness to View Oneself Accurately, AOS = Appreciation of 
Others’ Strengths, TCH = Teachability, PSA = Prosocialness Scale for Adults, RES = Respect 
*p < .05 

 

Table 4 shows a comparison between undergraduate 
and postgraduate students on the constructs measured by 
scales and their subscales. For most scales and subscales, 
the two educational groups are mostly similar, except 
postgraduate students scored significantly t(493) = 2.25, p 
< .05, higher (M = 62.97, SD = 14.63) than undergraduate 
students (M = 59.99, SD = 14.16) on overall SI. The 
authors think this is largely due to differences in the groups 
based on the subscale TA where postgraduate students 
scored significantly t(493) = 2.37, p < .05, higher (M = 
19.01, SD = 4.36) than undergraduate students (M = 18.03, 
SD = 4.55). Postgraduate students also scored significantly 
t(493) = 2.01, p < .05 higher (M = 38.08, SD = 5.03) than 
undergraduate students (M = 37.16, SD = 4.93) on RT 
based on RES. 

 
Discussion 

The results of the present study suggest, that stronger 
openness to experience and agreeableness greater spiritual 
intelligence, more humility, and greater prosocialness 
predict greater religious tolerance in Pakistani adults. The 
greatest influence on religious tolerance was made by 
humility, followed by spiritual intelligence, prosocialness, 
openness to experience, and agreeableness, respectively. 
These findings replicate and verify previous studies with 
similar associations between openness to experience and 
agreeableness (Awais et al., 2018; Muhid, 2020), spiritual 
intelligence (Hughes, 2013), humility (Woodruff et al., 
2014; Hook et al., 2016), prosocialness (Borinca et al., 
2021) and religious tolerance. 

The results of the study revealed postgraduate students 
had higher religious tolerance than undergraduate students 
a result that is aligned with the fact, that more education is 
positively associated with greater religious tolerance 
(Coenders & Scheepers, 1998), and that poor education 
plays a strong role in discriminatory and prejudicial 
attitudes which can give rise to religious intolerance 
(Chandler & Tsai, 2001; Guimond & Palmer, 2008). The 
reason we think education plays a role in religious 
tolerance could be based on spiritual intelligence, 
specifically transcendental awareness, which in our data 
was higher in postgraduate than undergraduate students. 
And though these interpretations look meaningful, and are 
aligned with other studies, we did not find other differences 
between undergraduate and postgraduate students, which 
begs the question if the differences in religious tolerance 
and spiritual intelligence were a simple statistical artifact. 
Nevertheless, if these findings are taken as true, they add to 
what is already known about education and religious 
tolerance in Pakistan, e.g., undergraduate institutions 
(madrasas) that represent greater religiosity tend to express 
less religious tolerance than those institutions (conventional 
schools) that are believed to be less religious (Nazar et al., 
2017; Hanif et al., 2019). The sample used in the study 
expressed higher levels of religious tolerance (M = 37.52, 
SD = 4.99), which was higher than the midpoint (27.00) of 
the composite range (9-45) of the RES subscale. This 
difference of 10 points clearly shows that more educated 
people of Pakistan are more tolerant of other religions and 
religious minorities (Coenders & Scheepers, 1998). The 
authors also believe that if similar samples were drawn 
from other universities, religious tolerance in students 
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should be similar to what was found in this study, however, 
this needs to be tested in future studies. Overall, this result 
disfavors the generalized notion that people of Pakistan are 
religiously intolerant of others as highlighted by the media, 
a discussion that needs to be debated. 

 
Conclusion 

The study concludes religious tolerance in Pakistani 
adults is associated with inherent and innate aspects of 
human nature, like personality traits of openness to 
experience and agreeableness, spiritual intelligence, 
humility, and prosocial behaviors. And though these human 
aspects are not completely devoid of experience or social 
learning, the authors believe that some people by nature are 
more tolerant towards other religions than other people. 
And that more educated people of Pakistan are more 
religiously tolerant, an issue that needs more discussion. 

 
Limitations and Future Recommendations 

The authors point out that, the present study was 
correlational in nature, and since the data was based on 
self-reports, factors like social desirability, and perceptions 
about how subjects viewed themselves and assessed their 
religious tolerance could not controlled as in a true 
experiment. Selected variables like personality traits, 
spiritual intelligence, humility, and prosocialness cannot 
easily be associated with religious tolerance without 
replications. Generalizations can only work if more data are 
collected and over time to show if such factors influence 
religious tolerance. To address these issues future studies 
can use qualitative methods to carry out in-depth analysis 
of religious tolerance through narratives, interviews, and 
other ethnographic approaches. In addition, such qualitative 
studies can also look at how minorities perceive religious 
tolerance and perceive majorities exercising their religious 
tolerance. 

Implications 

The study adds to the slowly growing literature 
published in Pakistan about religious tolerance. It adds to a 
discussion about the innate aspects of human nature that 
influence religious tolerance. The study also opens a 
discussion on the subject, of Pakistani adults are 
completely intolerant towards religions and the religious 
affairs of others. 
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