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Abstract

Polarization deteriorates social trust and hinders economic development. Interestingly, it

has been previously shown that one of the factors driving polarization is the mere perception

of polarization. Using data from an original survey done in Thailand in 2021 (N = 2,016),

this paper provides an empirical evidence that people with extreme political identity and

those who consume media from outlets similar to their political peers tend to exaggerate

the degree of polarization in the society. We also show that those exaggerations increase

negative feelings toward members of the opposite group.
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1 Introduction

Political polarization and conflicts between partisan groups can lead to declining social capi-

tal, particularly social cohesion and trust (Carlin & Love, 2013). While differences in ideology

can be a boon in policy-making process by promoting checks and balances, low social capital

undermines cooperation and civic engagement—the very foundation of economic development

and well-functioning democracy (Putnam, 2000). In addition to differences in ideology and

diverging values of people in the society, the very perception of polarization might also con-

tribute to lower social capital (H. Y. Lee, 2022). In this study, we explore what shapes how

people perceive ideological differences, and how people’s ideological identity, behavior, and the

perceived ideological differences are associated with deteriorating social cohesion and trust.

When talking about polarization, one often think of ideological polarization: the diverging

partisan views on values and issues. Ideological polarization has been documented to be com-

mon and is increasing in the U.S. and most European democratic countries (Abramowitz &

Saunders, 2008; Huber, 1989). Aside from ideological polarization along the partisan lines, an-

other important measure of polarization is affective polarization (henceforth AP) or the feeling

that is driven by partisanship, usually favoritism toward one’s own group (in-group) and ani-

mosity toward the opposing group (out-group). AP is also rising rapidly in the past 30 years in

the U.S. and other countries, and the increase is mostly driven by growing out-group animosity

rather than in-group favoritism (Iyengar, Lelkes, Levendusky, Malhotra, & Westwood, 2019;

Iyengar, Sood, & Lelkes, 2012; Iyengar & Westwood, 2015; Kekkonen & Ylä-Anttila, 2021).

As Iyengar et al. (2019) point out that the consequences of AP is not only limited to political

sphere but also spillovers into how people interact in personal and professional spheres as well,

the rising AP translates into lower social cohesion and trust.

While ideological and affective polarizations are two different measures of polarization, stud-

ies have found that they are closely connected. For example, Webster and Abramowitz (2017)

find that those with strong social welfare issue positions also have higher degree of dislike to-

wards the out-group. Rogowski and Sutherland (2016) find that political figures displaying

more extreme issue positions can generate higher AP in the society, especially among those who

are more politically engaged or have more political knowledge.

Another line of research focuses on perceived polarization: how polarized people perceive

the society to be. The line of reasoning is that one’s behavior should be explained by how

one perceives the society and not necessarily how the society actually is. Westfall, Van Boven,

Chambers, and Judd (2015) find that people tend to overestimate the degree of polarization

in the society, which in turn cause them to exaggerate their own political positions (Ahler,

2014). A few recent studies focus on the effect of perception of polarization on AP and out-

group animosity and find that the mere perception of polarization might be the culprit to rising

out-group animosity.

By connecting several different longitudinal surveys in the U.S. context, Lelkes (2016) shows

that there could be connection between perceived polarization and AP. In a more recent study,

H. Y. Lee (2022) presents a convincing case that high perceived polarization lowers social trust

by using survey experiments to manipulate the perception of polarization.

In this study, we contribute to the literature by investigating factors that may contribute

to perceived polarization in Thailand and examine how ideological extremity and perceived

polarization are associated with AP and the declining social trust. More specifically, we define
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perceived polarization as the difference between a respondent’s political stance and his/her

perception of opposing political group’s stance and AP as an unfavorable feeling toward the

opposing group. In doing this, we rely on data from an original survey done in August of

2021 in which we ask respondents (N = 2,016) questions about their stances on the political

spectrum, their ideological preferences, their feelings toward the out-group and what they think

the out-group’s ideological preferences are, as well as general questions about demographics and

behaviors. While most of studies done on this topics were in countries with more developed

economy and democracy, this study adds to the literature by providing evidence of AP and

perceived polarization in the middle income and developing democracy of the Thai context.

This paper presents two main findings. First, we find that, consistent to existing literature,

political extremity and media consumption affect perceived polarization. More specifically, we

find that one’s consumption of online news and news from sources that people with the same

political inclination consume is associated with the perception that the average member of the

out-group think differently than him/her. In addition, willingness to discuss political issues

with acquaintances who might have different political views is associated with lower perceived

polarization. Second, we find that perceived polarization, political extremity, and media echo

increase dislikes toward the out-group, while consuming news from different sources and the

sense of socio-economic security decrease dislikes toward the out-group.

The rest of the paper is organized as follow. Section 2 reviews relevant literature. Section

3 provides the summary of political polarization in Thailand. Section 4 outlines the methods

and models we used to collect and analyze the survey data. Section 5 describes the summary

statistics of the data obtained from the survey as well as remarks on some stylized facts. Sec-

tion 6 presents correlation between different variables. Finally, section 7 discusses the overall

findings, lessons learned, and opportunities for further studies.

2 Literature Review

This section reviews relevant literature on both types of polarization of interest: affective and

perceived polarization.

2.1 Affective polarization

Early works on AP are done in the U.S. which has a two-party system. Nonetheless, more

studies are being done on AP in multi-party contexts, such as in the Netherlands (Hameleers &

Brosius, 2022) and Finland (Kekkonen & Ylä-Anttila, 2021). In both contexts, the rising trend

in AP is mostly driven by out-group animus: the negative views and feelings toward members

of the opposing group (Iyengar et al., 2019; Kekkonen & Ylä-Anttila, 2021) rather than positive

feelings toward members of the same group.

Measuring AP

While there is no single agreed way to measure AP, the most common measurement is the feeling

thermometer rating. The respondents are asked to rate feeling of like/dislike on a numerical

scale toward members of the out-group (MO).

Aside from directly asking about feelings toward ones’ own group and the opposing group,

some researchers use explicit measures such as trait ratings (whether they think MO is trust-
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worthy or competent) and social distance measures (whether they are comfortable having MO

as part of their social circles). Some studies resort to implicit behavioral measurement using

experimental games such as dictator games or trust games (Iyengar & Westwood, 2015).

Factors contributing to AP

Key factors that are found to contribute to AP include social identities, ideological polarization,

and increasing consumption of partisan news (Iyengar et al., 2019). Early political science theory

suggests social identities that are intertwined with partisanship to be the root of partisan affect.

Increasing partisan ideological extremity is also found to be correlated with stronger partisan

affect as observed in both time series and panel data (Bougher, 2017). In experimental studies,

information about a candidate’s ideological alignment and extremity also influence how ones

feel about political party candidates (Rogowski & Sutherland, 2016; Webster & Abramowitz,

2017).

Aside from ideological extremity, partisan sorting—salient social identities converging more

with partisanship and ideological alignment with one’s own party—that has become more promi-

nent in recent years (Mason, 2015) may also contribute to rising AP. Bernhardt, Krasa, and

Polborn (2008) find that the rise in partisan sorting could be result of online news and partisan

news that offer more slant news in order to increase audience rating.

More widely accessible broadband internet which provides greater access to partisan media

news may also contribute to partisan hostility (Lelkes, Sood, & Iyengar, 2017; Levendusky,

2013). This could be explained by selective information exposure to only like-minded news via

social media usage (Lu, Ray, Ha, & Chen, 2020) and online news platforms. In particular, social

media usage is found to be positively associated with higher AP in the U.S. and Japan, while

messaging apps were negatively associated with AP (S. Lee, Rojas, & Yamamoto, 2021).

There are, however, exceptions to those findings. For example, the demographic group

with the least internet and social media usage (65 years old in the U.S.), were found to have the

highest increase in AP (Boxell, Gentzkow, & Shapiro, 2017). In an experimental study, subjects

that were exposed to more ideologically diverse media before election were found to have higher

AP than subjects that were exposed to more neutral traditional media (Lau, Andersen, Ditonto,

Kleinberg, & Redlawsk, 2017): the exposure to more diverse but negative media could increase

AP, rather than decreasing it. This also implies that news outlets and selective information

exposure alone are not the only factors to blame. Rather, the combination of information

intake behavior, the nature of news that are circulated, and belief about credibility of the news

outlet all contribute to rising AP (Hameleers & Brosius, 2022).

In a cross-country context, there are also evidence of AP in European countries (Wagner,

2021). AP is found to be more prominent in Central Eastern and Southern Europe than in

Northwestern Europe (Reiljan, 2020). Furthermore, AP is found to be higher in countries

with high income inequality and “majoritarian” political institutions, which concentrate policy

making power in the hands of one group rather than having “dispersed consensual” political

power (Gidron, Adams, & Horne, 2018).

Consequences of AP

Consequences of AP spill into both political and non-political realms. AP can influence how

people behave, interact with each other, or make decisions, at a personal level in relationships,
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at a professional level at work, and at a larger scale such as in political participation (Iyengar

et al., 2019). In a recent experimental study, Rudolph and Hetherington (2021) find that AP

is stronger in political context and is driven by out-group animus in the form of decreasing

willingness to engage politically with opposing political views (Iyengar et al., 2019; Rudolph &

Hetherington, 2021). As a result, if two sides have very different takes on a political issue, it is

more likely that they would run into a political deadlock since they have almost no trust in the

opposing side and cannot reach consensus or compromise (Hetherington & Rudolph, 2015).

At the extreme, inter-group hostility could even go so far as the desire to hurt each other

(Lelkes et al., 2017). Some become more morally disengaged toward the opponent party or

endorse violence against the other side if that will enhance political victory of their own party

(Kalmoe & Mason, 2019). Yet, on a more optimistic note, rising AP could increase political

mobilization and participation. As an example, AP is found by Harteveld and Wagner (2022)

to have increased voter turnouts in Germany, the Netherlands, and Spain. Moreover, the boost

in political participation was higher among the least politically sophisticated group.

2.2 Perceived polarization

Actual ideological polarization is defined as the difference between the two partisans’ stances on

pertaining issues. Perceived polarization, on the other hand, is defined as the difference between

one’s perception of his/her political group’s stance and what he/she perceives the other side’s

stance to be.

It has been widely documented that people may perceive polarization with respect to policy

issues to be higher than actual polarization—a phenomenon known as “false polarization.” From

a nationally representative sample, Levendusky and Malhotra (2016b) find that Americans

view partisans to be more divided along the issue positions than it actually is. The gap in

perception and actual stance is also larger for opposing partisan than their own. From 30

years of nationally representative survey, Westfall et al. (2015) find that people consistently

overestimate the differences in attitudes of Democrats and Republicans. In yet another study,

Ahler (2014) asks issue positions from a representative sample of voters in California and finds

that voters from both sides perceive both liberal and conservative positions to be more extreme

than they actually are.

Factors contributing to higher perceived polarization

Partisan identity, attitude extremity, and online news consumption are key factors that are

found to associate with higher perceived polarization. People who identify more strongly with

a political group or hold more extreme attitudes, especially on issues that are in alignment

with their own political identity, report greater perceived polarization (Westfall et al., 2015).

In addition, people generally tend to overestimate extremity of opposing party more than their

own.

Yang et al. (2016) find that reading more online news increase perceived polarization. This

could be due to a vast number of available online outlets that allow people to more easily select

information that are more resonant with their beliefs along with the tendency of media outlets

to sensationalize news and portray political party leaders as more extreme. Lu et al. (2020)

find that news consumption via social media platforms are associated with higher polarization

among individuals who consume more news from outlets that align with them politically. At the
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same time, political leaders may have incentives to appear more extreme so that they are more

politically favorable (Mason, 2015), feeding further into polarization and perceived polarization.

Consequences of higher perceived polarization

Perceived polarization can lead people to overstate their positions on issues, and deteriorate

social trust. In an original online survey experiment, Ahler (2014) finds that the misperception

of polarization can influence how one reports his/her opinions on issues. After a random assign-

ment of information treatment, respondents who were shown the actual averages of political

stances of both liberal and conservative report their own stances to be more moderate than

those without the information treatment by 7–8 percent. Perceived polarization also predicts

higher level of political participation (Westfall et al., 2015).

Relying on both a nationally representative panel data and an original survey experiment,

H. Y. Lee (2022) demonstrates a causal link that perceived polarization has on social trust.

Feeling that fellow citizens share common values is a foundation for cooperation for people to

work together toward a common goal, while higher perceived polarization makes people trust

their fellow citizens less. As a result, the underlying perceived polarization will have major

implications on how people interact with each other and the ability to cooperate with each

other.

3 Backgrounds

Due to Thailand’s long-running history of multiparty coalition governments, political polariza-

tion is a relatively new phenomenon. The 1997 Constitution which introduced the “party list”

changed that by shifting the power from local politicians to political parties, strengthening the

party system in the process. This helped pave way for Thaksin Shinawatra’s Thai Rak Thai

(TRT) Party to a victory in 2001. TRT would eventually become the first ever single-party

government in 2005, controlling 377 out of 500 seats in the Parliament.1

Political conflict and polarization became clear in 2005 when the People’s Alliance for

Democracy (PAD)—better known as the “Yellow Shirts”—protested against Thaksin Shinawa-

tra (Kongkirati, 2019) and accused him of corruption, abuse of power, and being anti-monarchy

(Sombatpoonsiri, 2020). Many wealthy urban dwellers who are more conservative and well in-

tegrated economically and politically with the elites have joined this uprising (Hewison, 2015;

Satitniramai, 2017; Volpe, 2015).

After Thaksin was deposed by a military coup in 2006, an interim government was formed.

Thaksin’s supporters formed a counter-protest to oppose the coup. Calling themselves the

United Front for Democracy Against Dictatorship (UDD), they are better known as the “Red

Shirts” (Forsyth, 2010). This protest has been largely regarded as the political movement of the

more liberal-oriented poor rural-born masses with the conscience against inequality and unfair

allocation of power and resources (Nishizaki, 2014; Taylor, 2012; Thabchumpon & Duncan,

2011).

From 2006 to 2014, Thailand’s political scene was under a period of tumultuous back-

and-forth between the Yellow Shirts and the Red shirts. The Yellow Shirts would hold mass

1TRT won the 2001 election with 248 out of 500 seats, forming a coalition government. A year later, some of
the coalition government parties merged with TRT to form a 356-seat party, though the government still include
other smaller parties.
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demonstrations against the governments led by Thaksin-linked political parties, and the Red

Shirts would hold rallies against the government led by the Democrat Party. These color-coded

demonstrations occasionally resulted in injuries and deaths. The conflicts which intensified after

the Constitutional Court voted to remove the then-Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra from

her office was the pretext for the martial law and the following military coup in May of 2014.

Under the military junta’s ban on political activity and media censorship, Thailand’s politi-

cal conflicts appear to simmer down. The 2019 election—the first after the 2014 coup—was the

first time Thailand witnesses a transformation of what was originally the clash between rural

poor and urban middle class into a generational conflict between the elderly and the youth,

many of whom are first-time voters. The Future Forward Party (FFP), a more liberal political

group supported by the younger generation, won a substantial number of parliamentary seats,

exceeding all expectations for a brand-new party. After the FFP was disbanded by the Con-

stitutional Court and its executives were banned from politics for ten years, students protested

against the conservative-leaning government on multiple occasions (Lertchoosakul, 2021).

From early 2000s, the majority of Thai political divide can be summed up as a clash between

two groups: the “conservatives” who like the country the way it is, including their political and

economic dominance, and the “progressive” who call for reforms and redistribution of power.

The conflict between the two sides is not yet settled (Ricks, 2019). Chaturongkul (2021) call

this “Thailand’s ideological struggle”—a struggle between disparate ideological entities.

It is important not to understate the role media play in Thailand’s political landscape over

the past few decades. As political polarization grew deeper, the number of media networks with

close ties to each political camp increased (McCargo, 2017). The extent of media polarization

in Thailand became clear when Sondhi Limthongkul, a media mogul and the leader of the PAD,

launched his own satellite channel, ASTV (McCargo, 2000), while on the pro-Thanksin camp

launched its own channels including PTV, Asia Update, and Voice TV (Pathmanand, 2016).

Sombatpoonsiri (2020) note that each faction utilized its own partisan television networks and

media outlets to promote its own agenda and disparage the opposition. Social media also

exacerbated polarization by aiding mass mobilization, establishing partisan information bubbles,

and bolstering feelings of self-righteousness and animosity to the opposition group. This color-

coded media landscape has ultimately created echo chambers in which the two sides only hear

information that strengthens their partisan viewpoints (Grömping, 2014).

4 Methodology

This section describes the survey which was our main source of data as well as the sampling

method used, and outlines the regression models used in the study.

4.1 Survey

The data we use was collected through an original survey that was done in August and Septem-

ber of 2021. We sent out our survey using an online platform, QuestionPro. To make our

sample more diverse in terms of income and economic opportunity, we contacted nodes that

can reach out to various demographic groups that is diverse in age, occupation, and income,
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especially the marginal groups such as farmers and unemployed persons.2 We have a total of

2,016 respondents who completed the survey.

It is important to note that our survey does not claim to have a nationally representative

sample. Given the time constraints, we opted for an online survey. While this was convenient

and cost-effective, allowing us to reach a large pool of respondents in a relatively short period

of time at very little cost, it also meant that our coverage is restricted to those with internet

access and high digital literacy. It also presented a non-response bias. With 53 percent response

rate, our sample is likely to be more politically active than average.

Bearing the caveats in mind, we can still learn a great deal about political affinity, views, and

behaviors in each subgroup. Without claiming the representativeness of the sample, our data

can unveil correlation between political views, feeling and perceptions towards the out-group

with economic and social factors, as well as behaviors.

4.1.1 Survey questions

Here we briefly outline different types of questions asked on the survey. These are not presented

in the order that they appeared on the survey. Full survey questions are available upon request.

Demographics and socio-economic security

We collect respondents’ demographic information like age range, gender, highest level of ed-

ucation, location, as well as household size and income. Aside from standard demographic

questions, the survey also asks respondents about the level of socio-economic security they en-

joy, for example, how concerned are they about losing their jobs, how satisfied are they with

their financial situations, and how often they had to skip meals in the past year.

Media consumption and behavior

The fact that media plays a large role in shaping an individual’s thoughts is well-documented

in the literature (Levendusky & Malhotra, 2016a; Prior, 2013), and we try to understand the

role by including detailed questions on how respondents get their information. The survey asks

respondents how often they receive news from traditional channels (such as radio or television)

or online channels (such as social media, websites, or online messaging services). We provide

a list of major press agencies that cover wide political spectrum and ask respondents if they

get news from these agencies. We also collect the respondent’s political interaction with family

members, friends, and on social media to gauge their willingness to discuss politics.

Political inclination

To study polarization, we first need to determine each respondent’s political inclination. In order

to avoid confusion in terminologies, we avoid using terms such as “liberals” or “conservatives”

and instead opt to make up completely new groups, calling them “Bananas” (henceforth Yellow)

and “Passion Fruits” (henceforth Orange). We list out values that each group adhere to and

2Examples of these nodes are farmer leaders, community leaders, retired group club, researcher network,
journalist network, and NGOs. We also solicited responses via posts on political Facebook pages on both sides.
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ask each respondent to where he/she stands on the scale of 1 (extreme Orange) to 6 (extreme

Yellow).3

Ideological stance and perceived polarization

We ask respondents to rate their positions on ideological/political issues as well as ask them what

they think the average out-group’s position is. In doing this, we follow Haidt and Graham (2007)

in asking both general questions (e.g., “I value democracy,” or “I value equal opportunities for

all.”) and circumstantial questions (e.g. “A military coup is acceptable,” or “Using personal

connections to gain advantage over other people in life is acceptable.”) in order to check

internal validity of their answers. From this set of questions, we are able to measure how much

the respondent thought the out-group’s position differ from his/her own position.

Feeling towards the other group

We measure the feeling of respondents towards the members of the out-group (henceforth MO)

using the survey self-report approach and directly ask how they feel along five different dimen-

sions.

The first benchmark question is a feeling thermometer which asks if the respondent “dislikes”

a MO. To help us understand how this positive or negative feelings towards the MO might mean

in both political and non-political contexts, we also asked four additional questions, namely,

(i) Legal: whether the respondent will offer help professionally to a MO, (ii) Sympathy: whether

the respondent will offer help when a MO is under bodily harm, (iii) Policy: whether the

respondent trusts in the competency of a MO in policy making, and (iv) Exchange: whether

the respondent is comfortable having political dialogue with a MO.

4.1.2 Survey’s limitations

Some questions in the survey ask the respondents how much they agree with a statement or

how much they value certain qualities. The alternative is to provide respondents with two

statements and ask them (on a scale) which statement they agree more. The main drawback of

one-sided questions is that sometimes it might not be clear what “disagreeing” with a statement

means. For example, disagreeing with the statement, “I love the color blue,” could either mean

(i) I hate the color blue, or (ii) I do not love the color blue.

World Value Survey, for example, use two-sided scale questions to ask respondents about

their values. With an online survey, however, things are a bit complicated. We tested a version

with two-sided scale questions and found that two-sided questions would need too much text

especially for respondents using smartphones. We settled on using one-sided scale, which has

some drawbacks that will be further discussed in section 5.2.

Additionally, measuring perceived ideological polarization usually involves asking respon-

dents what they think a typical in-group’s answer would be and calculates the difference be-

tween the typical in-group and the typical out-group (see, e.g., Westfall et al., 2015). Our survey

omits this part due to a similar concern over the length of the survey and instead measure the

3We choose to have no option for political neutral since we would not be able to analyze the neutrals’ feelings
toward or perception of “the other group.” Our main findings still hold if we were to exclude those who respond
3 or 4 (slightly Orange or Yellow).
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difference between the respondent’s position and the typical out-group. This caveat also holds

for out-group animosity as well.

4.1.3 Constructed variables

Most of the variables used in regressions to follow are taken directly from the survey. The model

also uses two constructed variables as follow.

Perceived polarization

Perceived polarization measures how polarized the respondent thinks the society is. A natural

way to measure this is to ask what the respondent thinks the average person on each side think

of some political issues and take the difference. This is the method employed by various studies,

in particular those that rely on ANES data such as Westfall et al. (2015).

With the constraint that we have, we choose to skip asking the respondents what they think

the average in-group stance would be. As a result, we rely on taking the absolute value of the

difference between the respondent’s own stance and the respondent’s view of how the average

out-group would answer. This measures how different the respondent thinks he/she is from the

average member of the out-group instead of measuring how different the respondent thinks the

average people on the two side are.

We can look at this as another measure of polarization and the results that follow should be

understood in the context of this perceived difference between the respondent and the average

member of the out-group.

Media consumption

We next need to find a way to measure how diverse the respondent’s media consumption pool

is. To do this, we first put each news outlet on an Orange-Yellow political scale. We follow the

concept presented in Gentzkow and Shapiro (2006) and Ribeiro et al. (2018) whose main idea

is that both the media outlet and its consumer influence each other’s behavior; news reported

by an outlet that is mostly consumed by conservative readers tend to be more conservative in

nature, and vice versa. In our context, we postulate that a media outlet that is consumed more

by an (a) Orange (Yellow) group leans more towards Orange (Yellow).4 This is done through a

logit model with no constant:

y = x⊺β + ε,

where y is the self-assessed political inclination and x is the vector of 32 indicator variables, one

for each news outlet. The media’s political inclination score is then given by the coefficient for

the respective media outlet. The media is said to be “Orange” if the coefficient is negative and

has p-value less than 0.1, “Yellow” if the coefficient is positive and has p-value less than 0.1, and

4Another way of doing this is to measure the news outlet’s bias through text mining (Hamborg, Donnay, &
Gipp, 2019). Unfortunately, this will only work for written media and not audio-based ones (e.g. televised news
program, radio segment). Another possibility is to have individual referees rate news articles and correlate that
to the parties in power (Lott & Hassett, 2014; for more examples of studies measuring media bias, see Puglisi
& Snyder Jr, 2015), but this could be resource-intensive and could limit us to only a few news outlet as well.
Having considered the rising number of online news outlet that are both text- and audio-based, we choose the
method described in this paper.
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is “Neutral” otherwise.5 We then count the number of media outlet that each respondent follows,

and call consumption from outlets that are inclined towards the same side as the respondent

“same-side media”, and consumption from outlets that are inclined towards the other side as

the respondent “opposing-side media”.

4.2 Regression model

We first look at factors that correlate with perceived polarization using an OLS regression

with respondents’ perceived polarization as the left-hand-side variable. Independent variables

include (i) indicator variables for each political extremity level, (ii) an indicator variable for

whether the respondent identifies himself/herself in the Yellow group, (iii) media consumption

based on the media’s political inclination relative to the respondent, (iv) usage of traditional

and online channels in receiving news, (v) openness measures for family members and friends,

(vi) socio-economic security index, and (vii) demographic variables including household’s income

per capita, age, sex, location, occupation, and education level.

In the second part of the analysis, we focus on the various measures of out-group animosity.

For this, we include perceived polarization as one of the independent variables and measures of

out-group animosity as dependent variables.

5 Summary Statistics

5.1 Survey sample and political inclination

Table 1 presents summary statistics for collected demographic variables grouped by respondents’

political inclination. Except for income, the numbers are the means of each indicator variable

and add up to one for each political group. The first column shows the country’s average

calculated from Ministry of Interior (2021) and National Statistical Office (2021).6 Stars in the

first column indicate statistical significance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confident levels of a one-

sample t-test with a null hypothesis that the sample average is equal to the country’s average.

The last column shows the mean difference as well as standard error from the two-sample t-test

under the null hypothesis that the mean of the Orange and the Yellow groups are equal.

Our survey respondents differ significantly from the population in most respects, with the

exception of gender (female, specifically). The majority of our respondents identify themselves

as Orange, centered between the ages of 30 and 59, working mostly as government and private-

sector employees, and residing in Bangkok. Our sample also has higher income per capita and

educational level than the population average. Around 94 percent of our respondents hold at

least a vocational certificate or a bachelor’s degree, equating to 18-22 years spent in school,

compared to 15.42 years for the average Thais (UNESCO, 2016).

We observe a statistically significant difference in age composition between the two groups.

Orange tends to be younger and have significantly more proportion of respondents age below

40, while more than 83 percent of Yellow in our sample age over 40. This is consistent with the

5To the best of our knowledge, our study is among the first to utilize this framework to comprehensively
analyze media inclination score for Thai media outlets. There are a few other studies, such as McCargo (2017),
that qualitatively analyzes media partisanship, but splits it into pro-Thaksin and anti-Thaksin factions with
limited number of media outlets at the time.

6We use administrative population data from Ministry of Interior (2021) for age group and gender, and rely
on survey data by National Statistical Office (2021) for other variables.
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Table 1: Summary statistics for demographic variables

Country Overall Orange Yellow Difference

N 2,016 1,426 590 –

Age group

< 30 0.362*** 0.138
(0.345)

0.181
(0.385)

0.036
(0.185)

0.145***
(0.013)

30–39 0.144*** 0.264
(0.441)

0.319
(0.466)

0.131
(0.337)

0.189***
(0.019)

40–59 0.308*** 0.489
(0.500)

0.412
(0.492)

0.676
(0.468)

−0.265***
(0.023)

≥ 60 0.186*** 0.109
(0.311)

0.088
(0.284)

0.158
(0.365)

−0.069***
(0.017)

Occupation

Government employee 0.051***
(0.219)

0.278
(0.448)

0.282
(0.450)

0.267
(0.443)

0.016
(0.022)

Private sector employee 0.227***
(0.418)

0.294
(0.456)

0.308
(0.462)

0.261
(0.440)

0.047*
(0.022)

Business owner 0.104***
(0.305)

0.170
(0.375)

0.160
(0.367)

0.193
(0.395)

−0.033*
(0.019)

Freelance 0.194***
(0.395)

0.071
(0.257)

0.075
(0.263)

0.063
(0.243)

0.012
(0.013)

Student 0.055**
(0.228)

0.042
(0.200)

0.053
(0.225)

0.013
(0.112)

0.041***
(0.008)

House work 0.062***
(0.241)

0.037
(0.189)

0.031
(0.175)

0.050
(0.219)

−0.019*
(0.010)

Retired / Out of work 0.035***
(0.185)

0.108
(0.311)

0.090
(0.286)

0.153
(0.360)

−0.063***
(0.017)

Gender

Female 0.512 0.509
(0.500)

0.471
(0.499)

0.602
(0.490)

−0.132***
(0.024)

Male 0.488*** 0.427
(0.495)

0.452
(0.498)

0.368
(0.483)

0.084***
(0.024)

LGBTQ+ – 0.063
(0.243)

0.077
(0.267)

0.030
(0.169)

0.048***
(0.010)

Location

Bangkok 0.130***
(0.336)

0.738
(0.440)

0.743
(0.437)

0.726
(0.446)

0.017
(0.022)

Municipal area 0.336***
(472)

0.176
(0.381)

0.175
(0.380)

0.176
(0.381)

−0.001
(0.019)

Non-municipal area 0.534***
(0.498)

0.086
(0.281)

0.081
(0.273)

0.098
(0.297)

−0.016
(0.014)

Income

Income per capita (THB) 11,527***
(13,863)

50,713
(53,465)

49,461
(49,266)

53,740
(62,402)

−4, 279
(2,881)

Education

High school or lower 0.825***
(0.380)

0.060
(0.237)

0.053
(0.225)

0.075
(0.263)

−0.021*
(0.012)

Vocational / Bachelor’s 0.158***
(0.366)

0.359
(0.480)

0.367
(0.482)

0.339
(0.474)

0.028
(0.023)

Master’s 0.014***
(0.118)

0.470
(0.499)

0.468
(0.499)

0.475
(0.500)

−0.007
(0.024)

Doctoral 0.003***
(0.052)

0.112
(0.315)

0.112
(0.315)

0.112
(0.315)

−0.000
(0.015)

Note: Except for income, numbers reported are mean of each category’s indicator variable. Stan-
dard deviations and standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **, and *** denote
statistical significance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confidence levels respectively.
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occupation composition of the two groups, where students are more prevalent for the Orange

group and retirees are more prevalent for Yellow.

In addition, we find the difference in gender composition as well with Orange’s having more

respondents identifying themselves as male or LGBTQ+, and Yellow’s having more female

respondents. There is no statistically significant differences in composition of the two groups

based on respondents’ location, income, and educational attainment.

5.2 Perceived polarization

We now turn to ideological polarization and begin by asking whether the two groups actually

have different thoughts, and investigate how they perceive the difference to be. As mentioned

in section 4.1.1, we have two sets of questions: value and contextual.

5.2.1 Value questions

Value questions ask how important a given value is for the respondent. These values could be

divided into what is generally thought of as “Orange“, “Neutral”, or “Yellow” values and are

what define these groups when we ask respondents to place themselves on our Orange-Yellow

scale.

Table 2 presents the summary statistics. The column labeled “Orange Perception” is the

average answer of respondents who identify themselves as being in the Yellow group when asked

what they think how an average Orange respondent would answer, while the column labeled

“Orange Actual” is the average of the Orange group. The same goes for the Yellow columns.

The results show two interesting points.

First, as expected, by comparing columns (2) and (4), we can see that the Orange group

value Orange values more than the Yellow group. This also holds the other way around. Values

that are more neutral are valued by the two groups equally. Similarly, by comparing columns

(1) and (3), we can see that the perception that the out-group has for each group goes in a

similar direction.

Second, previous works (for example, Westfall et al., 2015) have documented the stereotyping

effect whereby members of the liberal (conservative) group would not only think of the other

group as being more conservative (liberal) than they are, they would also say that the other

group are more conservative (liberal) than what the other group actually reported. We, however,

do not see this in our data. Comparing columns (2) to (3) and columns (4) to (1), and with

the exception of the last two questions, the average respondents say they value each value more

than the other group, no matter if the value is Orange, Neutral, or Yellow.

This is in itself a contradiction, as we ask the respondents to identify themselves based pre-

cisely on these values. For example, by labeling themselves in the Yellow group, the respondent

implies that they give less importance to “equality”, “democracy”, and “free speech”, yet they

said that they think the Orange group (those defined as caring more about these values) value

these things less than they do.

In retrospect, this might be a result of our choice to use one-sided questions instead of two-

sided as used in Haidt and Graham (2007) as noted earlier in section 4.1.2. A person’s political

stance is determined by how much importance he/she gives to a particular value, relative to

other, opposing values. One-sided questions, therefore, are likely to fail to capture the trade-

offs between competing values, and suffer from social desirability bias in which respondents’
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Table 2: Summary statistics for value questions

Question
Orange Yellow

Perception Actual Perception Actual
(1) (2) (3) (4)

I. Orange values

Democracy 0.638
(0.325)

0.868
(0.203)

0.432
(0.290)

0.737
(0.244)

Equality of human beings 0.672
(0.314)

0.919
(0.165)

0.423
(0.307)

0.828
(0.207)

Equal opportunities for all 0.678
(0.317)

0.930
(0.153)

0.455
(0.322)

0.846
(0.197)

Equal treatment by rules of law 0.619
(0.345)

0.923
(0.167)

0.440
(0.339)

0.868
(0.192)

Free speech 0.512
(0.378)

0.929
(0.155)

0.428
(0.329)

0.871
(0.197)

II. Neutral values

Personal privacy 0.478
(0.338)

0.914
(0.156)

0.493
(0.308)

0.891
(0.173)

Non-violence against others and properties 0.443
(0.352)

0.925
(0.163)

0.557
(0.328)

0.929
(0.173)

III. Yellow values

Virtue and morality 0.476
(0.310)

0.827
(0.224)

0.630
(0.307)

0.908
(0.172)

Being religious 0.359
(0.301)

0.531
(0.355)

0.766
(0.256)

0.831
(0.247)

Respecting the elders or higher-ranking persons 0.295
(0.278)

0.496
(0.261)

0.829
(0.238)

0.714
(0.222)

Note: The simple mean is shown with standard deviation in the parenthesis.
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answers are influenced by social norms. As a result, the result from value questions might be

more appropriately interpreted as “moral superiority” than pure political values. For future

work, it will be informative to test how the choice of one- or two-sided questions affect survey

results.

5.2.2 Contextual questions

Contextual questions ask how much the respondent agrees with given statements. As these

questions are quite specific, they suffer less from the effect of “one-sided question” compared to

value questions. Table 3 shows the summary statistics. Some of the values reported are flipped

so that the views that adhere to Orange values are closer to zero, and the views that adhere to

Yellow values are closer to one.

Table 3: Summary statistics for contextual questions

Question
Orange Yellow

Perception Actual Perception Actual
(1) (2) (3) (4)

A military coup is acceptable. 0.144
(0.262)

0.147
(0.256)

0.699
(0.300)

0.426
(0.288)

Having a moral and virtuous leader is more important
than having a check-and-balance system in place.

0.296
(0.337)

0.276
(0.370)

0.746
(0.291)

0.605
(0.349)

A government can engage in espionage activities to ensure
the country’s security.

0.184
(0.277)

0.192
(0.263)

0.658
(0.302)

0.467
(0.321)

A government can engage in violence against its own peo-
ple to ensure the country’s security.

0.136
(0.239)

0.097
(0.210)

0.618
(0.330)

0.332
(0.327)

[Flipped] Everybody’s vote should have equal value in an
election.

0.200
(0.310)

0.075
(0.208)

0.469
(0.337)

0.140
(0.244)

[Flipped] Grey businesses such as prostitution and gam-
bling should be legalized.

0.413
(0.348)

0.323
(0.354)

0.739
(0.285)

0.611
(0.391)

[Flipped] Without corruption, the government should in-
crease taxes to improve basic services such as healthcare
and education for people of all income levels.

0.430
(0.362)

0.246
(0.314)

0.452
(0.318)

0.296
(0.328)

Using personal connection to gain advantage over other
people is acceptable.

0.284
(0.297)

0.214
(0.253)

0.642
(0.313)

0.284
(0.285)

Even though your higher-up’s order is morally wrong (e.g.
lie to a customer, hurting an innocent person), you will
still carry out the order because it is your duty.

0.258
(0.311)

0.110
(0.192)

0.564
(0.325)

0.141
(0.238)

Note: The simple mean is shown with standard deviation in the parenthesis. [Flipped] indicates that the val-
ues reported are flipped so that values associated with Orange is lower.

Similar to value questions, we can see that the Orange group’s actual responses (2) are all

less (more towards Orange) than those of conservative group (4). The same holds for perception

that each group has of the other group (comparing (1) to (3)).

We also see a marked stereotyping effect that the Orange group has on the Yellow group; the

Orange group thinks that the Yellow group is much more conservative than what the Yellow

group actually reports. The stereotyping that the Yellow group has on the Orange group,

however, is mixed. In six out of nine questions, the perception that the Yellow group has on

the Orange group is significantly less Orange (more moderate) than what the Orange group has

actually reported.
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5.2.3 Bridging the two

While these findings in and of themselves are worth further investigation, they are not in the

scope of this current paper. From the description of the two ideological question sections, it is

quite clear that asking one-sided question could confuse respondents and the confusion is more

pronounced for value questions. As a result, we choose to focus on contextual questions in our

analysis in section 6.1.

Since we are interested in the perceived political polarization, the variable of interest is the

difference between perceived out-group’s position and the respondent’s position. As mentioned

in 4.1.2, this is a slight departure from the literature whose practice is to look at the difference

between perceived out-group’s position and perceived in-group’s position.

5.3 Out-group animosity

Table 4 shows summary statistics of five measures of out-group animosity. Some values reported

are flipped so that higher values indicate higher out-group animosity.

Out of the five measures, out-group animosity is the highest on the question regarding policy

making for both sides. Other measures of out-group animosity are relatively low, however,

especially for Sympathy, suggesting that physical assistance could still be expected.

We also find that there is a disparity of out-group animosity between the two political

groups. Orange’s out-group animosity on Legal and Sympathy measures are significantly lower

than that of Yellow. At a first glance, it is plausible that demographic difference (such as

age or education) could contribute to this disparity. On a closer inspection, however, these

difference still exist even after we control for age and education. We also find that Orange

shows significantly higher level of distrust towards the Yellow on Policy measure.

Table 4: Summary statistics for out-group animosity scores

Category Affective polarization measures Overall Orange Yellow Difference

Overall You dislike a MO. 0.428
(0.279)

0.430
(0.285)

0.425
(0.264)

0.005
(0.014)

Legal [Flipped] If you are a lawyer and you realize
that a MO is innocent, you would represent
him/her.

0.347
(0.288)

0.322
(0.285)

0.410
(0.284)

−0.088***
(0.015)

Sympathy [Flipped] You would offer help to MO if he/she
was in an accident.

0.139
(0.208)

0.119
(0.197)

0.189
(0.227)

−0.069***
(0.011)

Policy [Flipped] You could trust MO in policy mak-
ing.

0.633
(0.280)

0.669
(0.272)

0.544
(0.278)

0.124***
(0.014)

Exchange [Flipped] You feel comfortable exchanging po-
litical ideas with MO.

0.384
(0.301)

0.372
(0.302)

0.414
(0.297)

−0.042**
(0.015)

Note: Standard deviations and standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **, and *** denote
statistical significance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confidence levels respectively.[Flipped] indicates that the values
reported are flipped so that higher values indicate higher out-group animosity.

5.4 Media

Table 5 shows media inclination score for each media outlet as calculated in section 4.1.3. The

coefficient for each media outlet represents the political orientation of that outlet: negative

coefficients with p-values less than 0.1 indicate that the media outlets lean toward Orange;
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positive coefficients with p-values less than 0.1 indicate that the media outlets lean toward

Yellow; either positive or negative coefficients with p-values greater than 0.1 means neutral.

Table 5: Media inclination score

Media Coefficient SE p-Value

The Standard −0.805 (0.146) 0.000
Matichon −0.734 (0.192) 0.000
Prachathai −0.709 (0.234) 0.002
BBC Thai −0.662 (0.157) 0.000
The Reporter −0.579 (0.186) 0.002
VoiceTV −0.527 (0.158) 0.001
Khao Sod −0.466 (0.221) 0.035
Workpoint −0.272 (0.156) 0.081
The Matter −0.231 (0.204) 0.257
Kom Chud Luek −0.179 (0.230) 0.438
Thairath −0.094 (0.147) 0.523
Channel 3 −0.093 (0.124) 0.455
Bangkok Post −0.092 (0.193) 0.633
ThaiPBS −0.078 (0.131) 0.550
AmarinTV −0.064 (0.156) 0.683
ThaiPublica −0.054 (0.210) 0.796

Media Coefficient SE p-Value

The Momentum −0.045 (0.215) 0.835
The101.world 0.005 (0.241) 0.983
PPTV 0.008 (0.157) 0.960
Isara 0.058 (0.170) 0.731
TNN 0.151 (0.149) 0.311
News18 0.152 (0.266) 0.568
MCOT 0.154 (0.160) 0.337
Spring News 0.209 (0.238) 0.380
Prachachat 0.218 (0.217) 0.316
Daily News 0.317 (0.235) 0.176
Naew Na 0.352 (0.303) 0.246
Nation 0.383 (0.149) 0.010
BLUESKY 0.391 (0.352) 0.267
ThaiPost 0.434 (0.224) 0.053
Manager 0.606 (0.173) 0.000
Top News 1.416 (0.164) 0.000

Note: Coefficient shows the estimated coefficients from logistic regression as described.

We observe that there are more Orange than Yellow media outlets. This is partly because

we have more Orange than Yellow in our sample and thus we are able to get more precise

estimates for media channels with larger Orange following. Notably, although the coefficient of

the BLUESKY channel is highly positive, its p-value is larger than 0.1 with only 56 respondents

report to follow the channel. Most of the media outlets’ political inclination calculated using

our method are consistent with the findings in McCargo (2017)7 with the exception of Bangkok

Post and Thairath, which our research finds to be neutral.

Next, table 6 shows media consumption behavior We can see that Orange consumes sig-

nificantly less through traditional channels, and more through online channels. This can be

explained by age as Orange respondents tend to be younger and have more online presence as

mentioned previously.

In terms of media side, Orange inclines to consume more same-side media than Yellow, with

3.67 same-side media outlets on average, compared to 1.49 for Yellow. Additionally, Orange

tends to consume substantially less opposing-side media. Nonetheless, Orange also tends to

consume more neutral media than Yellow.

5.5 Other variables

Aside from political identity, media consumption behavior, and standard socio-demographic

variables, we include additional factors that may explain AP and perceived polarization. First,

ideological extremity is consistently found to correlate with perceived polarization and AP (Iyen-

gar et al., 2019; Mason, 2015; Westfall et al., 2015). As shown in table 7, Orange respondents are

more extreme than Yellow respondents. To account for this discrepancy, we include extremity

as our explanatory variable in the analysis.

7McCargo (2017) study a subset of the media outlets listed above. Most findings are consistent, except for
Bangkok Post which is found to be anti-Thaksin, and Thairath, which is found to be pro-Thaksin. We label both
of these outlets neutral.
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Table 6: Summary statistics for media consumption

Overall Orange Yellow Difference

Communication channels (average consumption of each group)

Traditional 0.341
(0.256)

0.308
(0.247)

0.421
(0.260)

−0.113***
(0.013)

Online 0.608
(0.292)

0.666
(0.277)

0.468
(0.280)

0.198***
(0.014)

Media side (average number of media outlets)

Same side 3.032
(2.447)

3.670
(2.509)

1.490
(1.372)

2.181***
(0.087)

Neutral 4.150
(3.540)

4.319
(3.554)

3.741
(3.474)

0.578***
(0.171)

Opposing side 1.158
(1.458)

1.062
(1.231)

1.388
(1.878)

−0.326***
(0.084)

Note: Standard deviations and standard errors are shown in the parenthe-
ses. Markers *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at 5, 1, and 0.1
percent confidence levels respectively.

Table 7: Summary statistics for other variables

Overall Orange Yellow Difference

Extremity 0.990
(0.810)

1.123
(0.792)

0.668
(0.761)

0.455***
(0.038)

Openness: family 0.367
(0.304)

0.375
(0.308)

0.348
(0.295)

0.027*
(0.016)

Openness: friends 0.336
(0.271)

0.343
(0.276)

0.321
(0.256)

0.022*
(0.013)

Socio-economic security index 0.740
(0.183)

0.723
(0.185)

0.780
(0.173)

−0.057***
(0.009)

Note: All variables are scaled from 0 to 1, except for Extremity, which is scaled be-
tween 0 and 2. Standard deviations and standard errors are shown in the parentheses.
Markers *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confi-
dence levels respectively.
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Next, one behavioral measure that could indicate openness—an underlying factor that may

influence perceptions and AP—is how often ones have political discussions with their friends

and family. Family and friends openness scores show the frequency of political discussion one

has with family and friends with score closer to 1 indicating more frequent discussions. In our

survey sample, Orange tend to have political discussions with both their family and friends

more frequently.

Last, it is possible that perceived polarization and AP stemmed from a more fundamental

issue such as income inequality. To see if there is such correlation between socio-economic

security and our polarization measures, we constructed socio-economic security index to include

as a covariate in the analysis. We find that Orange has substantially lower socio-economic

security than Yellow. Again, this could be explained largely by age. Orange is younger than

Yellow on average, hence most are still in the early part of their labor participation period and

are less secured financially.

6 Results

6.1 Perceived polarization

Table 8 shows factors that are associated with perceived polarization in our sample. We include

key drivers of perceived polarization that were found in literature, including political identity

and extremity (Westfall et al., 2015); and media consumption and channels of media intakes

(Lu et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2016). Furthermore, socio-economic security index and openness

are included as additional factors that may explain perceived polarization.

We find that, relative to those who say they are center-Orange or center-Yellow, people

who identify more strongly with either side tend to perceive higher degree of polarization.

This is in line with findings in Westfall et al. (2015) that attitude extremity predicts perceived

polarization.

Perceived polarization is significantly higher for Orange respondents. This—as mentioned

in section 5.2—is likely to be a result of the survey’s one-sided questions and tend to have values

associated with those of the liberals. Another plausible explanation is that our Yellow sample is

more moderate than what the Orange group thinks of when they were asked the questions. This

is a common measurement issue one encounters when asking respondents what they think of MO:

they may think of political elites or more extreme MO rather than the moderate counterparts as

they are featured more in the media. Without another round of experiment on survey question

design, it is hard to conclude which is the correct explanation. We therefore proceed with

the analysis by controlling for political identity and ideological strength to capture potential

asymmetry discussed above.

Consuming from same-side media outlets is associated with higher perceived polarization,

while consuming neutral media and opposing-side media is associated with lower perceived po-

larization. Moreover, conditional on demographic characteristics, consuming traditional media

(newspaper, radio, and television), is associated with less perceived polarization, while consum-

ing online media is associated with higher perceived polarization. This finding is consistent

with literature that selective exposure to more like-minded news lead to more opinion (Lu et

al., 2020), and that reading more online news lead to higher perceived polarization (Yang et al.,

2016).
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Table 8: Factors associated with perceived polarization

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Political extremity − − − − −
Moderate 0.113*** 0.064*** 0.059*** 0.066*** 0.066***

(0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014)
Extreme 0.229*** 0.145*** 0.136*** 0.139*** 0.139***

(0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015)
Political side − − − − −

Yellow indicator −0.145*** −0.067*** −0.061*** −0.060*** −0.059***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014)

Media: same side 0.051*** 0.044*** 0.046*** 0.046***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Media: neutral −0.009*** −0.006** −0.008*** −0.008***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Media: opposing side −0.017*** −0.018*** −0.015** −0.015**
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Traditional media −0.137*** −0.131*** −0.131***
(0.023) (0.024) (0.024)

Online media 0.067** 0.060** 0.059**
(0.021) (0.023) (0.023)

Openness: family 0.005 0.005
(0.019) (0.019)

Openness: friends −0.072** −0.073***
(0.022) (0.022)

Socio-economic security index −0.016
(0.033)

Constant Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adjusted R2 0.271 0.379 0.393 0.399 0.399
N 1,733 1,733 1,733 1,531 1,531

Note: Standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **, and *** denote statistical sig-
nificance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confidence levels respectively.
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We also find that being open and willing to discuss political issues with friends and coworkers

is associated with less perceived polarization. Considering from an information intake stand-

point, having political discussion with one’s friends and family more frequently may reduce

selective exposure. In particular, it may increase exposure to views of more average or moder-

ate MO than what is being portrayed in news, especially partisan news outlets.

Lastly, including measures of the respondent’s socio-economic security does not change the

estimates of other variables. Perceived polarization was found to be lower on average among

those with high socio-economic security, but it is not statistically significant. That is, conditional

on other factors, socio-economic security doesn’t seem to play an important role.

While the result in this section is focused on contextual questions as mentioned in 5.2, all

the main results remain the same if we were to use only value questions or all questions. If

we were to interpret the difference in the respondent’s answer on value questions to a MO as

the sense of moral superiority, then this robust result says that perceived polarization and the

sense of moral superiority go hand-in-hand. (See Grubbs, Warmke, Tosi, and James (2020) on

how moral grandstanding as a form of status or prestige seeking could be responsible for more

people being ideologically extreme and increasing AP.) The only difference is the coefficient on

the Yellow indicator, which turns from negative to positive when only value questions are used.

6.2 Out-group animosity

While the precise mechanism of how perceived polarization and AP may influence each other

still remain inconclusive (Armaly & Enders, 2021; H. Y. Lee, 2022), there are evidences that the

two are associated (Lelkes, 2016). This section examines the hypothesis that the perception of

polarization and out-group animosity have strong association, and that perceived polarization

might be the main driver of AP. To address potential confounding factors, we include several

other related variables that were shown to be the origins of AP as control variables: political

identity, political extremity, partisan media consumption behavior, social identities, and socio-

demographic characteristics.

We first look at out-group animosity as measured by the feeling thermometer (“You dislike

MO”) as it will give us an overall—albeit oversimplified—picture of feeling towards the out-

group. We then turn to different contextual measures of out-group animosity.

6.2.1 Using the feeling thermometer as a measure

Table 9 shows factors that contribute to the overall out-group animosity as measured by the

feeling thermometer.

Concurrently accounting for all factors mentioned above, we find that the largest contributor

to out-group animosity is perceived polarization; the more one thinks a MO thinks differently

from themselves, the more negative feeling one has towards him/her. The negative relationship

between perceived polarization and out-group animosity is robust to inclusions of other control

variables. That means that conditional on socioeconomic status, media consumption behavior,

openness, political identity, and extremity, perceived polarization still plays a marked role in

explaining out-group animosity.

In line with literature on social identity and AP (for example, (for example, Iyengar et

al., 2019; Mason, 2015), out-group animosity is also higher among those with strong political

identity and extremity in our sample. People who self-identified more strongly with one side
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Table 9: Factors associated with out-group animosity as measured by the feeling thermometer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Perceived polarization 0.264*** 0.224*** 0.227*** 0.235*** 0.234***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.030) (0.032) (0.032)

Political extremity − − − − −
Moderate 0.019 0.007 0.005 0.010 0.011

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017)
Extreme 0.093*** 0.076*** 0.074*** 0.068*** 0.065***

(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.019)
Political side − − − − −

Yellow indicator 0.079*** 0.095*** 0.097*** 0.094*** 0.098***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017)

Media: same side 0.013** 0.012** 0.013** 0.012**
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Media: neutral −0.003 −0.004 −0.004 −0.004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Media: opposing side −0.019** −0.020** −0.019** −0.019**
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Traditional media 0.035 0.041 0.041
(0.029) (0.031) (0.031)

Online media 0.038 0.046 0.044
(0.027) (0.028) (0.028)

Openness: family −0.033 −0.033
(0.024) (0.024)

Openness: friends 0.026 0.023
(0.027) (0.027)

Socio-economic security index −0.092*
(0.041)

Constant Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adjusted R2 0.111 0.122 0.123 0.122 0.124
N 1,707 1,707 1,707 1,515 1,515

Standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **, and *** denote statistical sig-
nificance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confidence levels respectively.
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tend to dislike the out-group more on average. The effect, however, does not seem to be linear

and is more prominent among the most extreme. Moreover, the dislike feeling also seems to be

asymmetrical along the partisan lines. That is, conditional on other variables, the Yellow group

appears to feel more negatively towards the Orange group than the other way around.

Online news consumption and partisan news outlets are also often blamed for rising AP

(Lelkes et al., 2017). S. Lee et al. (2021), for example, find that the usage of social media and

selective information exposures strongly correlate with higher AP. We find, however, that the

form of media—whether one receives news via online outlets or traditional outlets—does not

seem to matter. But in line with literature, we find that the more consumption of same-side

media, the more negative feeling towards the opposite group one has. The reverse also holds

for media from the opposing side. That is, the hateful feeling are lower among those with more

exposure to opposing-side media.

The effects of media sides remain significant after accounting for perceived polarization,

which means that the effect that media may have on feeling is not merely via perceived polar-

ization. Yet, the precise mechanism is unclear given that those with higher hostility may be

more likely to watch partisan news.

Socio-economic security could be anohter important factor that influences AP as well. In

cross-country studies among advanced economies, for example, AP is found to be associated

with income inequality (Gidron et al., 2018; Iversen & Soskice, 2015). We include control

variables that capture socio-economic security of respondents, namely income per capita and

socio-economic security index. Conditional on all other control variables, socio-economic se-

curity index is found to have negative association with negative feeling toward MO. Hence,

improving overall socio-economic security and reducing income inequality may lead to lower

AP.

6.2.2 Other measures of out-group animosity

We now turn to results for five contextual measures of out-group animosity, namely (1) feeling,

(2) legal help, (3) sympathy and moral engagement, (4) policy making, and (5) exchanging

political ideas, which are reported in table 10.

Our result is in line with literature that negative affects toward the opposing group are

more likely to manifest in the political sphere more than non-political sphere. Among the five

contextual measures, we find perceived polarization to have the highest negative association with

trusts in policy making competency of the other group (4). The second, third, and fourth largest

negative associations are with the feeling thermometer (1), willingness to exchange political ideas

(5), and legal help (2) respectively. Meanwhile, sympathy and moral engagement (3) has no

statistically significant association with perceived polarization.

When looking at ideological strength, we find that the extreme are more distrustful, and

hateful of MO independent of political sides. Yet, there seems to be no association between

extremity and AP in other dimensions. Those consuming more same-side media are found to

be more hateful and distrustful toward MO, while people who consume more neutral media are

found to have more sympathy and trust toward MO (columns (2)–(4)). Stronger socio-economic

security is also associated with less negative affects in non-political sphere (Feeling, Legal and

Sympathy, in columns (1)–(3)).
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Table 10: Factors associated with various out-group animosity measures

Feeling Legal Sympathy Policy Exchange
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Perceived polarization 0.234*** 0.111** −0.017 0.337*** 0.131***
(0.032) (0.034) (0.024) (0.029) (0.035)

Political extremity − − − − −
Moderate 0.011 0.019 0.011 0.066*** 0.011

(0.017) (0.019) (0.013) (0.016) (0.019)
Extreme 0.065*** 0.029 0.015 0.109*** 0.006

(0.019) (0.021) (0.015) (0.018) (0.021)
Political side − − − − −

Yellow indicator 0.098*** 0.096*** 0.052*** −0.000 0.039*
(0.017) (0.019) (0.013) (0.016) (0.019)

Media: same side 0.012** 0.009 −0.000 0.010* 0.009
(0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005)

Media: neutral −0.004 −0.007* −0.006** −0.006* −0.004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Media: opposing side −0.019** −0.014* −0.001 −0.006 −0.013
(0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007)

Traditional media 0.041 0.069* 0.063** −0.043 0.015
(0.031) (0.033) (0.023) (0.028) (0.034)

Online media 0.044 −0.053 −0.030 −0.026 −0.075*
(0.028) (0.031) (0.021) (0.026) (0.031)

Openness: family −0.033 −0.074** −0.047** −0.040 −0.123***
(0.024) (0.025) (0.018) (0.021) (0.026)

Openness: friends 0.023 −0.024 −0.006 0.016 −0.075*
(0.027) (0.029) (0.021) (0.025) (0.030)

Economic security index −0.092* −0.142** −0.102** −0.073 0.038
(0.041) (0.044) (0.031) (0.037) (0.045)

Constant Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adjusted R2 0.124 0.074 0.073 0.262 0.087
N 1,515 1,471 1,518 1,520 1,505

Standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confidence levels respectively.
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6.2.3 What if our perception of polarization is more accurate?

With the important role perceived polarization plays, it is natural to ask, what would happen

to out-group animosity if we know what others really think—that is, if perceived polarization

were to be the same as actual polarization.

We proceed with this exercise by first calculating actual polarization. This is done by

replacing the value of what the respondent thinks the out-group’s stance is with the out-group’s

actual stance. We find that while the actual polarization averages 0.300, perceived polarization

averages 0.420, a 12 percentage points error. This is in a similar range as the 17 percentage

points error found by Westfall et al. (2015) using a nationally representative US data.

Using a back-of-the-envelope calculation, we can see that if perceived polarization drops by

12 so that it is equal to actual polarization, overall out-group animosity as measured by the

feeling thermometer would decrease by around 2.8 percentage points, from 0.428 to 0.400. On

the policy making dimension, realizing the out-group’s actual position would decrease distrust

from 0.633 to 0.593, or by around 4 percentage points.

7 Discussion

In this study, we first investigate factors that are associated with perceived polarization. We

find that people with extreme political identity as well as those who consume media from outlets

similar to their political peers tend to perceive higher polarization. On the other hand, those

who consume traditional media such as newspaper, radio, and television, as well as those who

are willing to discuss politics with friends and coworkers perceive lower polarization.

We then show that perceived polarization, along with factors such as political extremity and

consumption of same-side media, is associated with higher out-group animosity, while consuming

news from different sources and socio-economic security are associated with less negative feelings

toward the out-group.

A back-of-the-envelope calculation shows that, assuming linearity, if people’s perception of

polarization were to be reduced by about 10 percentage points, then out-group animosity would

have decreased by 3–4 percentage points.

In reading these findings, however, we need to keep a few things in mind.

First, due to the political and, to some, sensitive nature of the survey, we expect there to

be social desirability bias (SDB) where respondents are reluctant to reveal their thoughts if it

conflicts with social norms. While a number of studies have found that self-administered surveys

are less prone to this type of bias (Tourangeau, Rips, & Rasinski, 2000), it is evident from the

responses in the ideological question section that our survey might suffer from it. Since we are

dealing with competing values that, to a large extent, sounds socially desirable when presented

by itself, one way to reduce SDB is by ensuring that a similar amount of Orange and Yellow

values are presented in the survey, or by asking two-sided questions where respondents have to

choose between the two socially desirable values.

Second, due to the nature of online survey, our survey is non-probabilistic. This results

in non-response bias where we are more likely to have respondents who are more politically

engaged. Since these respondents are more likely to have more extreme political views, the av-

erage position of each group would be not as extreme and our measures of perceived polarization

would underestimate the true perceived polarization.
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Lastly, because our survey sample is not nationally representative, we cannot claim that the

results would hold for a more general, broader sample. Nevertheless, the result should be useful

in looking at factors associated with perceived polarization and out-group animosity for groups

similar to our sample who tend to dominate the social media’s political scene.

There are several possibilities for future works. First, the contradictory responses discussed

in section 5.2 could indicate the existence of response bias, particularly SDB. To test this, it

would be informative to design an alternative version of the survey that is designed to reduce

the bias as discussed earlier in this section and see whether our findings remain robust.

Second, given the importance of media consumption behavior found in this study, a more

objective method of calculating a media outlet’s political leaning (see, for example, Hamborg

et al., 2019; Ribeiro et al., 2018) could yield a more accurate rating for media bias.

Lastly, it is worth noting that the findings in this paper are only correlation. While there are

studies done on establishing causal relationship between perceived polarization and out-group

animosity (H. Y. Lee, 2022), most of the work done is in the US context or in the context of

advanced economies, and it would be valuable to do so in the Thai context.
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