
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

December  20 22 

(updated) October  202 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Misunderstood Differences:  
Perception, Media, and Out - Group 
Animosity in Thailand  
 
by 

Tanisa Tawichsri , Thiti Tosborvorn , Suparit Suwanik ,  
Boontida Sa - ngimnet , and Chonnakan Rittinon  

Discussion Paper  

No. 194 

 

 
The opinions expressed in this discussion paper are those of the author(s) and should not be 

attributed to the Puey Ungphakorn Institute for Economic Research .  

 



Misunderstood Differences:
Perception, Media, and Out-Group Animosity in Thailand

Tanisa Tawichsri,∗ Thiti Tosborvorn,∗
Suparit Suwanik, Boontida Sa-ngimnet, and Chonnakan Rittinon

Puey Ungphakorn Institute for Economic Research

October 2025

Abstract

In politically divided environments like Thailand, affective polarization (AP) and social dis-
trust threaten democratic stability and hinder consensus-building. Using an original survey (N
= 2,016) conducted in 2021 during intense political turmoil, we examine how perceived ideo-
logical differences andmedia consumption shapeAP.Our findings show that perceived—rather
than actual—ideological differences drive out-group animosity, affecting trust in policymaking,
political discourse, and attitudes toward justice. We also highlight the role of echo chambers
created by the consumption of one-sided media that exaggerates polarization and amplifies
hostility toward the out-group.

Keywords: perceived polarization, affective polarization, partisan media, echo chamber

JEL Codes: D72, D74, P48, Z13

∗Corresponding authors. Emails: tanisat@bot.or.th and thitit@bot.or.th

Competing interests: The authors declare none. This research received no specific grant from any funding agency,
commercial or not-for-profit sectors.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank two anonymous reviewers for their insightful comments and sug-
gestions. This paper also benefits from discussions with Krislert Samphantharak, Sommarat Chantarat, Nada Wasi,
Stithorn Thananithichot, Thanee Chaiwat, Chayanit Poonyarat, Wasimon Tosuratana, Rongbo Jin, Mary Pimrapaat
Dusadeeisariyakul, and comments from seminar participants at PIER Research Exchange. We would also like to thank
survey respondents as well as those who generously assisted in the dissemination of our survey, without whom this
research project would not have been possible. During the preparation of this manuscript, the authors used generative
AI tools, specifically ChatGPT, Gemini, and Copilot, to assist with refining language and proofreading. The authors
reviewed and edited the content generated by the AI tool to ensure accuracy and appropriateness. All intellectual
contributions, interpretations, and conclusions are solely those of the authors, who take full responsibility for the final
content of the manuscript.

1



1 Introduction

Political divisions often extend beyond disagreements over policy into deeper emotional hostility

between groups, a phenomenon known as affective polarization (AP). More specifically, AP refers

to the tendency for individuals to feel substantially more negative toward members of an oppos-

ing group (the “out-group”) than toward members of their own group (the “in-group”). Such

animosity manifested in reduced trust, lower willingness to cooperate, and resistance to dialogue,

can undermine both economic policymaking and democratic governance (Harteveld, Berntzen, et

al. 2022; Hetherington and Rudolph 2015; Lee 2022).

While one might assume that AP is caused by the ideological differences between the two

groups, a growing literature identifies false polarization—the phenomenon where individuals

overestimate the actual ideological differences between the in-group and the out-group—as a cen-

tral driver ofAP. Prior studies oftenmeasure false polarization as the gap between average in-group

and out-group positions, a metric often called “perceived polarization” (Westfall et al. 2015; Fern-

bach and Boven 2022). However, we argue that what matters most for an individual’s behavior

is not this aggregate gap, but the distance between the individual’s own ideological position and

their perception of the average position of the out-group, which we term perceived ideological dif-

ference. This individual-level measure simultaneously captures misperception of the out-group’s

position and a respondent’s own ideological alignment, and we hypothesize that it is a more pre-

cise predictor of out-group animosity. Moreover, in fragmented media environments, perceived

ideological difference may become especially magnified by echo chambers which tend to depict

out-groups negatively, reinforcing both perceived distance and hostility (Levendusky 2013; Yang

et al. 2016; Lau et al. 2017; Lu et al. 2020).

This paper investigates: (1) how perceived ideological differences influence out-group animos-

ity; (2) the extent to which echo chambers amplify these perceptions and the resulting animosity;

and (3) whether actual ideological differences continue to have explanatory power for out-group

animosity once perceived ideological differences are taken into account. We examine these ques-

tions using an original survey of 2,016 Thai respondents conducted in August–September 2021,

during mass protests calling for constitutional and monarchy reform. Thailand provides a com-

pelling case: a country with entrenched partisan divisions, recurrent military intervention, and a

highly partisan media environment that spans both traditional and digital platforms.

Our findings show that perceived, rather than actual, ideological differences are the dominant
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predictor of out-group animosity, and that echo chambers tend to amplify AP. These results high-

light how misperception and selective exposure can intensify political hostility.

This paper contributes to the literature in several ways. First, while most studies on AP have

been conducted in the context of countries with more developed economies and stable democ-

racies, little is known about AP in developing and semi/non-democratic countries. We address

this gap by examining Thailand during a non-democratic period with pronounced political po-

larization. Second, we propose “perceived ideological differences” as an alternative measure that

incorporates both perceived polarization and an individual’s political alignment relative to the in-

group. We show that this measure more effectively predicts out-group animosity at the individual

level compared to existing metrics, such as perceived polarization used in Westfall et al. (2015).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the literature and develops our

hypotheses. Section 3 outlines the political and media context in Thailand. Section 4 describes

the survey design, variables, and empirical strategy. Section 5 presents descriptive statistics, and

Section 6 reports the main results and robustness checks. Section 7 discusses implications and

Section 8 concludes.

2 Literature review and theoretical predictions

The drivers of AP have been widely studied in political science and, increasingly, in political econ-

omy. Three strands of literature are particularly relevant to our analysis. The first examines the

role of perceived ideological difference in shaping political attitudes and behavior. The second

explores how media environments and selective exposure influence these perceptions and deepen

political animosity. The third highlights that perceived ideological differences may be a stronger

driver of AP than actual ideological polarization.

2.1 Perceived ideological differences and out-group animosity

Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner 2004) posits that individuals derive part of their self-

concept from group membership. This identification fosters in-group favoritism and out-group

bias, even when material interests are not at stake. In politics, partisan identity shapes percep-

tions of rationality and ideological distance, heightening hostility and limiting cooperation be-

tween groups (Hetherington and Rudolph 2015). Experimental evidence also supports this theo-

retical predictions: perceptions of out-group extremity amplify out-group animosity (Webster and
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Abramowitz 2017), while reducingperceived extremity—particularly via in-group endorsements—

attenuates out-group animosity (Duong et al. 2023). Heightenedperceivedpolarization also erodes

social trust (Lee 2022). These findings underscore the role of perceived ideological differences as

a key driver of affective polarization.

2.2 Media environments and echo chambers

Individuals create echo chambers when they only consume media from sources that align with

their views. Amplified by platform algorithms, these chambers constantly reinforce like-minded

perspectives and exaggerate howextreme the opposing side is (Yang et al. 2016; Lu et al. 2020). This

dynamic increases the perceived ideological distance between groups, making opponents seem

much farther away on the political spectrum than they might be in reality.

Moreover, research indicates that exposure to the negative framing and one-sided portrayals

in partisan media generates strong negative emotions, which intensify hostility and fuel animosity

toward out-groups (Levendusky 2013; Lau et al. 2017; Lelkes, Sood, and Iyengar 2017; Hasell and

Weeks 2016). This anger, in turn, facilitates the rapid spread of divisive content on social media,

further perpetuating partisan echo chambers.

Together, these findings suggest that echo chambers contribute to AP indirectly by amplifying

perceived ideological differences and directly by heightening out-group hostility.

2.3 Perceived versus actual ideological differences

Perceived ideological gaps often diverge from actual polarization. Individuals tend to overestimate

the extremity of opposing groups (Levendusky and Malhotra 2015; Westfall et al. 2015). This gap

matters because perceived polarization is more strongly associatedwith affective polarization than

actual ideological distance. Evidence from both U.S. and cross-national studies consistently shows

that perceptions of ideological distance predict hostility more robustly than objective ideological

differences (Lelkes 2016; Armaly and Enders 2021; Wagner 2021; Reiljan 2020). These findings

highlight the importance of perceptions in shaping animosity, suggesting that identity-driven be-

liefs rather than objective divides underpin AP.

Building on these strands, we set out three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 Perceived ideological differences are the primary driver of AP. In other words, individuals

who perceive the out-group’s ideology as significantly different from their own are more likely to exhibit

4



greater out-group animosity.

Hypothesis 2 Echo chambers affect out-group animosity through two distinct channels: indirectly, by am-

plifying perceived ideological differences, and directly, through exposure to one-sided, negative content tar-

geting the out-group.

Hypothesis 3 Once perceived ideological differences are accounted for, actual ideological difference has no

statistically significant effect on out-group animosity.

We test these predictions using individual-level measures of perceived and actual ideological

difference, combined with variation in media exposure, while controlling for demographics, eco-

nomic security, political extremity, and political alignment.

3 Background on Thailand

3.1 Political polarization in Thailand

Thailand’s modern political polarization can be traced to the mid-2000s, with tensions intensi-

fying after Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra’s second electoral victory in 2005. Following that

election, media entrepreneur Sondhi Limthongkul and other critics mobilizedmass protests under

allegations of corruption and abuse of power, culminating in the formation of the People’s Alliance

for Democracy (PAD) or the “Yellow Shirts” in early 2006. The Yellow Shirts drew support from

conservative royalists, urban middle classes, and segments of the bureaucracy and military, and

they often endorsed military intervention to preserve stability and uphold traditional institutions

(Thabchumpon and McCargo 2011; Hewison 2015; Sinpeng 2021).

In response to the 2006 military coup that removed Thaksin, his supporters organized the

United Front forDemocracyAgainstDictatorship (UDD) or the “Red Shirts.” Thismovement drew

heavily from rural and working-class voters, advocating for electoral representation, economic re-

distribution, and institutional reforms to reduce elite dominance (Nishizaki 2014; Thabchumpon

and McCargo 2011).

Polarizationdeepened in the years that followed,with cycles ofmassmobilization, violent street

clashes, and repeatedmilitary interventions. Themost recent coup in 2014, led by General Prayuth

Chan-o-cha, brought a pro-military government to power and further entrenched divisions be-

tween pro- and anti-military camps.
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By the late 2010s, the emergence of the Future Forward Party (FFP)—and later its successor, the

Move Forward Party (MFP)—added an “Orange” progressive bloc to the anti-military coalition.

While distinct from the Red Shirts in demographic base and policy focus, the Orange bloc shared

key goals such as constitutional reform and reducingmilitary influence in politics (Thananithichot

2021).

The dissolution of FFP by court order in 2020 triggered a new wave of protests, many led by

younger activists. These protests reached an unprecedented scale in 2021, calling for constitutional

reform, curbing military power, and, notably, reform of the monarchy—issues rarely addressed so

openly in Thai politics. In August 2021, during our survey period, protest leader Anon Nampa

delivered a landmark speech advocating repeal of Section 112 (the lèse majesté law) and was ar-

rested shortly thereafter. This sequence of events marked a historically rare moment of sustained,

large-scale mobilization against the pro-military regime.

3.2 The role of media in Thai politics

Thailand’s media landscape is deeply intertwined with its political divides. Since the early 2000s,

both pro- and anti-Thaksin camps have built extensivemedia networks. On the Yellow side, outlets

such as ASTV provided platforms for anti-Thaksin activism (McCargo 2017). On the Red side,

channels like PTV,AsiaUpdate, andVoice TV amplified pro-Thaksin and anti-military perspectives

(Pathmanand 2016). These partisan outlets not only reported news but actively promoted partisan

agendas and delegitimized opposing viewpoints, reinforcing political cleavages (Sombatpoonsiri

2020).

The rise of social media intensified these patterns. By 2021, Thailand had among the highest

social media penetration rates globally—around 70%—and users spent an average of 2.5 hours

per day online (DataReportal 2024). Partisan content migrated online, where it was amplified

through user sharing and algorithmic recommendation (Grömping 2014; Reuters Institute 2025).

This created fertile ground for echo chambers where individuals encountered content alignedwith

their preexisting beliefs, both reinforcing and skewing their perceptions of political opponents.

4 Methodology

The objective of this paper is to test the following hypotheses: (H1) perceived ideological differ-

ences are the primary driver of negative affect toward out-groups; (H2) echo chambers amplify
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out-group animosity through two channels: indirectly by increasing perceived ideological differ-

ences and directly by shaping affective responses toward out-groups; and (H3) when perceived

ideological differences are taken into account, actual ideological differences do not have significant

effects on out-group animosity.

In this section, we describe the survey we conducted, which is our main data source. We then

lay out the econometric models used to test our hypotheses.

4.1 Survey

The data used in this study were collected through an original online survey conducted in August

and September of 2021. A total of 2,016 respondents completed the survey.

We conducted the survey online for several reasons. First, the COVID-19 pandemic has made

face-to-face interviews difficult—if not impossible—to conduct. Second, as the survey contained

questions some might consider sensitive, an online survey can help reduce social desirability bias

compared to an interviewer-administered survey (Koivula, Räsänen, and Sarpila 2019). Third, an

online survey allowed us to reach a larger and more diverse group of respondents under similar

budget and time constraints compared to face-to-face or telephone interviews.

The main variables used in the analysis and their definitions are discussed below. Descriptive

statistics are provided in the next section. The full survey questionnaire is available in Appendix

A.

4.1.1 Political inclination

Wefirst need to determine each respondent’s political inclination. While political inclination, espe-

cially in the U.S. context, is typically delineated by asking individuals if they identify themselves as

a liberal or a conservative,1 within the Thai context, such terms could have different connotations.

For example, the term “liberal” in the Thai context is often associated with the pro-democracy

movement, which is not necessarily equivalent to theWestern concept of liberalism. Moreover, the

term can mean different things to different people.

To mitigate potential misunderstandings, we have devised new groups that capture the two

1. In a multiparty setting such as Thailand, another way to do this is to ask respondents which political parties they
do and do not support (for example, Wagner 2021; Ward and Tavits 2019). However, this approach is not feasible in our
context because (i) political parties in Thailand do not have clear ideological lines and (ii) politics in Thailand is often
more personality-driven, with politicians frequently switch parties. We also acknowledge that our use of fruit labels
(“Passion Fruit” and “Banana”) may have cued partisan associations. These labels were intentionally chosen to provide
respondents with easily distinguishable value options.
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main opposing groups during the time of the interview. We designate the two groups as “Passion

Fruits” (Orange) and “Bananas” (Yellow).

Passion Fruits
“Embrace the new and the different.”

Passion Fruits emphasize individualism, free-
dom, and equality. Passion Fruits often agree
with policies that promote social justice, hu-
man rights, and equality.

Bananas
“Embrace the old and the familiar.”

Bananas emphasize tradition, stability, and
the importance of maintaining the status quo.
Bananas often agree with policies that have
been in place for a long time and follow so-
cial norms.

Figure 1: Definitions of Orange and Yellow groups provided in the survey.

In addition to group names and colors that could cue political associations with the “Red and

Orange Shirts” (the coalition against military-backed government) and the “Yellow Shirts” (sup-

porters of military-backed government), we also list the values that each group adheres to, as

shown in Figure 1, and ask the respondent where they stand on the scale of 1 (extreme Orange) to

6 (extreme Yellow).2 We then convert this into two variables: political extremity and political side, as

shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Conversion of political inclination response into political extremity and
political side variables.

Response 1 2 3 4 5 6

Political extremity Extreme Moderate Mild Mild Moderate Extreme︸ ︷︷ ︸ ︸ ︷︷ ︸
Political side Orange Yellow

4.1.2 Demographics and socioeconomic security

The survey collects respondents’ demographic information such as age, gender, education, occu-

pation, household income, andwhether the respondent lives in amunicipal or non-municipal area.

2. We chose not to include a politically neutral option (i.e. having an oddnumber of response choices) since politically
neutral individuals lack a defined “out-group.” Our findings remain robust even when excluding respondents who
identify as “Mild Orange” or “Mild Yellow.”
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We also ask respondents to rate their socioeconomic security on a five-point Likert scale, assessing

their concerns and exposure to economic insecurity and adverse events.

4.1.3 Out-group animosity

Wemeasure respondents’ feelings toward “members of the out-group” (henceforthMO) by asking

how they feel across five different contexts using five-point Likert scales. The respondents who

identified themselves as Yellow were asked about their feelings toward Orange which constitutes

their out-group, and vice versa. These 1–5 scores are then scaled down into the range of 0–1.

The first question asks about the overall feeling whether the respondent dislikes MO. This will

be our primary measure of out-group animosity. To help us understand what this positive or

negative feelings toward theMOmight mean in both non-political and political contexts, we asked

four additional questions, namely, (i) Fairness: whether the respondent will offer legal help toMO

ifMO is innocent, (ii) Sympathy: whether the respondent will offer help whenMO is under bodily

harm, (iii) Policy: whether the respondent trusts in the competency of MO in policymaking, and

(iv) Exchange: whether the respondent is comfortable having political dialogue with MO.

4.1.4 Perceived ideological difference

We solicit respondents’ positions on ideological/political issues by asking whether they agree or

disagree with a set of contextual statements (e.g. “A military coup is acceptable”) using a five-

point Likert scale. Additionally, we ask the respondents what they believe the average out-group’s

position on the issue to be. We then scale these scores down to the range of 0–1. From this set of

questions, we are able to measure perceived ideological differences—how much the respondent

thinks the out-group’s position differs from their own position.

4.1.5 Actual ideological difference

In contrast to perceived ideological difference, we measure the actual ideological difference by cal-

culating the difference between the respondent’s reported position and the average position of the

out-group as reported by respondents of the opposing group.

4.1.6 Media consumption

Themedia plays an important role in shaping individuals’ political attitudes and perceptions (Lev-

endusky andMalhotra 2016; Prior 2013). To examine its effects on polarization, we include detailed
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questions on respondents’ news consumption. Each respondentwas presentedwith a list of 32ma-

jor news agencies, both traditional and online, spanning a wide political spectrum, and was asked

which outlets they regularly consume.

To classify media outlet’s political alignment, we estimate the association between outlet audi-

ences and respondents’ political alignment in our survey. Outlets whose audiences are statistically

more likely to identify with one political side are coded as either “Yellow” or “Orange,” while

those without significant skew are coded as “Neutral” (see Appendix B). Using these outlet-level

classifications, we construct an individual-level echo chamber index, defined as the proportion of

same-side outlets consumed relative to a respondent’s total media consumption. This measure

also captures exposure to opposing-side and neutral outlets, providing a direct measure of selec-

tive exposure and echo chambers. We then use this index in our regression analysis to examine

how media environments contribute to out-group animosity.

While classifying outlet leanings based on respondents’ self-reported consumption and politi-

cal alignment may introduce some endogeneity, the index effectively shows how much a respon-

dent consumes outlets most favored by others who share their political alignment. Future work

could address this limitation by classifying outlets using external audience or news content data.

Further details on the construction of the index are provided in Appendix B.

4.2 Model

In our analysis, we employ regression models to investigate the potential impact of perceived ide-

ological differences, echo chamber, and actual ideological differences, on out-group animosity. All

variables were collected at the individual level.

Our primary dependent variable is out-group animosity, defined as participants’ self-reported

affective responses toward members of the out-group (OverallFeelingi). Our main independent

variables of interest are perceived ideological difference (PerceivedDiffi), echo chamber index

(EchoChamberi), and actual ideological differences (ActualDiffi) of the respondent.

Our main empirical specification is as follows:

OverallFeelingi = β1PerceivedDiffi + β2EchoChamberi + β3ActualDiffi + Γ′Xi + εi,

where Xi represents the control variables commonly identified in the literature as drivers of out-

group animosity. These include political extremity, political side, and socioeconomic security, and
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demographic characteristics such as gender, age, income, region, occupation, and education level.

Furthermore, we examine several alternative indicators of out-group animosity, using the same

set of independent and control variables described above. As previously noted in Section 4.1.3,

these includewillingness to provide legal assistance to out-groupmembers (Fairnessi), willingness

to help when the out-group is harmed (Sympathyi), trust in the out-group’s role in policymaking

(Policyi), and comfort engaging in political dialogue with the out-group (Exchangei).

Table 2 provides an overview of the variables included in the empirical specification, indicating

their respective roles in the regression analysis.

Table 2: Mapping of variables to their roles in the regression specification

Role in regression Variable description Variable name

Dependent Variables Out-group animosity (Primary) OverallFeelingi

Out-group animosity (Alternatives) Fairnessi
Sympathyi

Policyi

Exchangei

Independent Variables Perceived ideological difference PerceivedDiffi
Echo chamber index EchoChamberi
Actual ideological difference ActualDiffi

Control Variables Political extremity
 Xi

Political side
Socioeconomic security index
Demographic controls

5 Descriptive statistics

This section begins with a brief statistics of our sample, focusing on political extremity and demo-

graphic characteristics. We then present the stylized facts derived from our key variables, which

include out-group animosity, perceived ideological difference, and media consumption.

Table 3 presents the summary statistics for political extremity, showing a heavy skew toward

the Orange group (71%) compared to the Yellow group (29%). Notably, the largest group of the

Orange respondents falls on the Extreme end of the spectrum, while the majority of the Yellow

respondents are Mild. These observations could arise for two reasons: (i) our online survey may

have attracted Orange respondents who tend to be younger and more digitally proficient, and

(ii) Orange respondents may find our anonymous survey to be a safe space to express their views
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and discontent, especially under political suppression by the government at the time.3

Table 3: Summary statistics for political extremity variable.

Orange Yellow

Mild 370 (25.95%) 301 (51.02%)
Moderate 511 (35.83%) 184 (31.19%)
Extreme 545 (38.22%) 105 (17.80%)

N 1,426 (70.73%) 590 (29.27%)

Note: The numbers in parentheses represent the percent-
age share of each category within the respective column.

Figure 2 shows that the characteristics of our survey respondents differ from the national pop-

ulation in most aspects. Notably, they tend to be older, wealthier, more highly educated, and more

secure in socioeconomic positions. These patterns are likely influenced by the nature of our online

survey. However, we do not find statistically significant differences between the two groups, except

that Yellow respondents are significantly older. Full details of summary statistics for demographic

and socioeconomic variables are provided in Appendix C.

5.1 Out-group animosity

Figure 3 shows the summary statistics of out-group animosity across five contexts, with full ques-

tion wording provided in the caption. Note that some values reported are flipped so that higher

values indicate a greater degree of out-group animosity. As mentioned in Section 4.1.3, we scaled

the original response (values from 1 to 5) to 0–1, so that an average score of 0.5 means that the

respondents in that group neither agree nor disagree with the statement in the survey.

Among the five contexts, the Policy question exhibits the highest out-group animosity for both

sides, while the Sympathy question shows the lowest level. Even though both groups show some

degree of out-group animosity in most contexts, the animosity does not appear to go as far as not

helping MO in life-threatening situations.

Between the two groups, while there is no significant difference in overall out-group animosity

as measured by the first question, we find that Yellow consistently exhibits a slightly higher degree

of out-group animosity toward Orange when asked about specific situations.4 This is broadly in

3. During the time of the survey, Thailand was experiencing a period of political unrest. This period witnessed a rise
in youth-led protests—associated with the Orange group—calling for a new democratic constitution and reforming the
monarchy. The government intermittently imposed a nationwide state of emergency, restricting fundamental rights,
particularly freedom of expression. As we shall discuss, this political context at the time of the survey could be one of
the key drivers of our results.

4. At first glance, it is plausible that demographic difference (such as age or education) could contribute to this
disparity. On a closer inspection, however, these differences still exist even after we control for age and education.
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Figure 2: Demographic characteristics for respondents in each group. Circles indicate group aver-
age for each variable. Black whiskers provide a 95 percent confidence interval of those averages.
Red dashed line indicate national averages.
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Figure 3: Summary statistics for out-group animosity scores for respondents in each group. Higher
values indicate greater degrees of out-group animosity. Circles indicate group average for each
variable. Black whiskers provide a 95 percent confidence interval of those averages. The questions
are: (i) Overall - You dislikeMO; (ii)Non-political: Fairness - [Flipped] If you are a lawyer and you
realize that MO is innocent, you would represent them; (iii) Non-political: Sympathy - [Flipped]
You would offer help to MO if they were in an accident; (iv) Political: Policy - [Flipped] You
could trust MO in policy making; and (v) Political: Exchange - [Flipped] You feel comfortable
exchanging political ideas with MO. Note that, aside from Overall, values reported are flipped.
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line with what is known as the “rigidity of the right” hypothesis, where conservatives are thought

to be more intolerant and exhibit more inter-group bias (Prooijen et al. 2015).5 The only exception

to this is the Policy measure where Orange shows a higher degree of distrust toward Yellow in

policy making. This could be attributed to the political context at the time of the survey, in which

the party aligned with the Yellow group held power, leaving Yellow with little reason to distrust

Orange, which lacked political influence.

Lastly, we find a strong positive correlation between overall out-group animosity and perceived

ideological difference, which supports H1. Specifically, out-group animosity increases as the dif-

ference between an individual’s self-reported ideology and their perception of the out-group’s

ideology widens. Full details are available in Appendix D.

5.2 Perceived versus actual ideological difference

Figure 4 reports perceived and actual ideological differences between the two groups. The left

panel shows the actual ideological positions of the Orange group (solid orange circles), their per-

ceptions of the Yellow group (yellow X markers), and the Yellow group’s actual positions (solid

yellow circles). The right panel shows the corresponding information for the Yellow group. Note

that some reported values have been intentionally flipped for consistency, ensuring that views typ-

ically associated with Orange values are closer to zero, while views aligned with Yellow values are

closer to one.

For each question, the arc indicates average perceived ideological difference, while the distance

between the two circles represents the actual ideological difference. When this distance between

the circles exceeds the arc, perceived ideological difference is greater than the actual difference—a

pattern consistent with false polarization (Fernbach and Boven 2022).

The figure shows that the Orange group in our sample has, on average, higher perceived ideo-

logical differences than the Yellow group, indicated by the longer arcs in the left panel. Moreover,

the Orange group consistently perceives the Yellow group to be more conservative than the Yellow

group actually is, as indicated in the left panel by the yellow X markers being on the right of the

solid circles. The two questions where this effect is least pronounced are the questions regarding

a moral leader and legalizing gray businesses, where the Yellow group’s responses happen to also

be the most extreme.
5. It is worth noting, however, that evidence on this hypothesis is still inconclusive. Recent works indicate that other

factors might be at play (e.g. Brandt et al. 2014; Costello et al. 2023).
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The Yellow group, on the other hand, does not exhibit false polarization: in seven out of nine

questions, Yellow’s perception of theOrange group is actually less extreme than theOrange group’s

actual response. The greater accuracy of the Yellow group’s perceptions suggests that they may

havemore exposure to a broader range of political discourse, or that their information sources pro-

vide a more balanced representation of the Orange group’s views.6 We will explore this further in

the next subsection.

5.3 Media Consumption

We calculate the echo chamber index, introduced in Section 4.1.6, following the procedure de-

scribed in Appendix B. The index ranges from 0 to 1, where a value of zero indicates that the

respondent consumes only neutral or opposing-side outlets and a value of one indicates that the

respondent consumes only same-side outlets. Intermediate values capture more balanced media

diets, with exposure to both same-side, opposing-side, or neutral outlets. Figure 5 reports the aver-

age echo chamber index for each group. Respondents in the Orange group exhibit a higher average

echo chamber index than those in the Yellow group, indicating more concentrated consumption

of ideologically aligned outlets. This pattern is consistent with the larger perceived ideological

differences observed among the Orange group, as discussed previously.

0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40
Echo chamber index

Orange
Yellow

Figure 5: The echo chamber index by political side. Solid circles represent the group means; black
whiskers indicate the 95 percent confidence intervals.

These descriptive patterns provide preliminary support for our theoretical framework. As for-

malized in H2, echo chambers are expected to affect out-group animosity indirectly by amplifying

perceived ideological differences: individuals with a higher level of exposure to same-side media

aremore likely to view the opposing side as more distant from themselves, compared to those who

consume a more balanced media mix.
6. In interpreting these results, it is important to note that the survey is not nationally representative, and the results

may partly be driven by the composition of the respondents of the survey. Particularly, Orange respondents in our
sample hold, on average, more extreme political stances than Yellow respondents, as shown in Table 3.
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6 Results

In our regression analysis, we first examine overall out-group animosity as measured by the first

question (“YoudislikeMO”) as it gives us an overall picture of sentiment toward the out-group. We

then perform robustness checks of our results to potential biases, and turn to different contextual

measures of out-group animosity.

6.1 Overall out-group animosity

Table 4 presents our key findings. Each specification is designed to test each of our three hypothe-

ses. Looking at specification (1), we find that perceived ideological difference is the largest driver

of out-group animosity. Specifically, themore individuals perceive thatMO thinks differently from

themselves, the stronger their negative feelings toward MO. This is consistent with H1.

When we include the echo chamber index into the regression model in specification (2), we

find that it is positively associated with out-group animosity. Additionally, while the effect of

perceived ideological differences remains significant, it is slightly attenuated. This suggests that

while echo chambers directly influence out-group animosity, they also do so indirectly through

perceived ideological differences. This is consistent with H2.

Lastly, in specification (3), we introduce actual ideological differences to examine their role in

determining out-group animosity. When controlling for perceived ideological differences, we find

that actual ideological differences offer no additional explanatory power for out-group animosity.

This finding confirms H3, emphasizing the dominant role of perception over actual ideological

differences in driving out-group animosity.

Aside from verifying our three main hypotheses, our findings also indicate that respondents

with stronger political extremism demonstrate higher levels of out-group animosity. This aligns

with existing literature on social identity and affective polarization, which shows people who have

strong political identity tend to harbor greater dislike toward the out-group on average (Mason

2015; Iyengar et al. 2019). Notably, the effect is not linear; it is more pronounced among individuals

with extreme political stances, as reflected in the coefficients for Moderate and Extreme political

extremity.

Political affiliation also influence out-group animosity. Specifically, Yellow supporters exhibit

a higher levels of out-group animosity even after controlling for other factors. While a number of

studies have found in non-Thai context that conservatives are likely to be disliked more intensely
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Table 4: Factors associated with the overall measure of out-group animosity (OverallFeeling).

(1) (2) (3)

Perceived ideological differences 0.262*** 0.235*** 0.233***
(0.028) (0.028) (0.029)

Echo chamber index 0.127*** 0.126***
(0.031) (0.031)

Actual ideological differences 0.016
(0.097)

Political extremity − − −
Moderate 0.020 0.014 0.014

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
Extreme 0.090*** 0.080*** 0.080***

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

Yellow indicator 0.083*** 0.099*** 0.098***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.017)

Socioeconomic security index −0.091* −0.086* −0.086*
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039)

Constant Yes Yes Yes
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes

Adjusted R2 0.113 0.122 0.121
N 1,707 1,707 1,707

Note: Standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **,
and *** denote statistical significance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confi-
dence levels respectively.

by liberals than vice versa (Harteveld, Brug, et al. 2022; Reiljan 2020; Gidron, Adams, and Horne

2023), our results are in line with the “rigidity of the right” hypothesis, which posits that conser-

vatives tend to express stronger out-group hostility (Prooijen et al. 2015).

In addition, we also find that the socioeconomic security index is negatively associated with

out-group animosity. That is, the more secure one feels about their socioeconomic status, the less

negative feeling they have toward the out-group, aligningwith existing literature on affective polar-

ization, where socioeconomic security is found to be associatedwith affective polarization (Gidron,

Adams, and Horne 2018; Iversen and Soskice 2015). Hence, improving overall socioeconomic se-

curity and reducing income inequality may lead to lower out-group animosity.

6.2 Robustness checks

Since our survey is conducted online and is non-probabilistic, our results are likely subjected to

selection and non-response biases. The descriptive statistics presented in Section 5 confirm that

our respondents are more likely to be highly educated and have higher incomes than the general

population. Due to non-response bias, our example is likely to be more politically active than

average. To address these biases, we conduct several robustness checks. The results are shown in
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Table 5.

First, to test whether our results are affected by non-response bias where individuals with ex-

treme views are more likely to finish the survey, we exclude responses from individuals who label

themselves as Extreme from our analysis in specification (1). Second, since we deliberately ex-

clude a “neutral” political stance from the survey as mentioned in Section 4.1, individuals who

would have answered “neutral” were forced to place themselves as either Mild Orange or Mild

Yellow. To see whether this survey design choice affects our results, we exclude Mild Orange and

Mild Yellow from the analysis in specification (2). Third, to address the issue of sampling bias, we

reweigh the sample to match the population in terms of age and income per capita in specification

(3). Lastly, to ensure the credibility of respondents’ answers, we include attention checks in the

survey, asking similar questions about gray businesses in two different places.7 Roughly 29% of

the respondents did not answer consistently. We exclude these individuals for our last robustness

check in specification (4).

Across all robustness checks, our main results hold.

Table 5: Robustness checks: factors associated with out-group animosity (OverallFeeling)

No Extreme No Moderate Reweight Consistency
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Perceived ideological differences 0.251*** 0.221*** 0.142* 0.236***
(0.037) (0.038) (0.056) (0.035)

Echo chamber index 0.126** 0.123** 0.146* 0.178***
(0.039) (0.038) (0.058) (0.038)

Actual ideological differences 0.051 −0.074 0.319 −0.071
(0.129) (0.115) (0.191) (0.114)

Political extremity − − − −
Moderate 0.032* −0.019 −0.003

(0.016) (0.031) (0.020)
Extreme 0.058*** 0.039 0.075***

(0.018) (0.034) (0.022)
Political side − − − −

Yellow indicator 0.104*** 0.094*** 0.055 0.117***
(0.024) (0.018) (0.030) (0.021)

Socioeconomic security index −0.090 −0.085 −0.040 −0.113*
(0.050) (0.050) (0.071) (0.048)

Constant Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adjusted R2 0.109 0.073 0.126 0.134
N 1,082 1,049 1,694 1,234

Note: Standard errors are shown in the parentheses. Markers *, **, and *** denote statistical sig-
nificance at 5, 1, and 0.1 percent confidence levels respectively.

7. These are questions 2f and 3c in the survey found in Appendix A.
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6.3 Out-group animosity in other contexts

We now turn to alternative measures of out-group animosity in both the non-political contexts

(which include Fairness and Sympathy questions) and political contexts (which include Policy

and Exchange questions). The results are reported in Table 6.

Table 6: Factors associated with various measures of out-group animosity.

Non-political Political

OverallFeeling Fairness Sympathy Policy Exchange
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Perceived ideological differences 0.233*** 0.113*** −0.028 0.344*** 0.165***
(0.029) (0.032) (0.022) (0.027) (0.033)

Echo chamber index 0.126*** 0.097** 0.040 0.085** 0.046
(0.031) (0.034) (0.024) (0.029) (0.035)

Actual ideological differences 0.016 −0.088 −0.064 0.095 −0.204
(0.097) (0.105) (0.073) (0.089) (0.110)

Political extremity − − − − −
Moderate 0.014 0.024 0.010 0.059*** 0.021

(0.016) (0.018) (0.012) (0.015) (0.018)
Extreme 0.080*** 0.031 0.002 0.109*** 0.025

(0.018) (0.020) (0.014) (0.017) (0.021)
Political side − − − − −

Yellow indicator 0.098*** 0.113*** 0.065*** 0.008 0.062**
(0.017) (0.018) (0.013) (0.015) (0.019)

Socioeconomic security index −0.086* −0.126** −0.111*** −0.079* 0.021
(0.039) (0.042) (0.029) (0.035) (0.043)

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

Adjusted R2 0.121 0.061 0.060 0.248 0.052
N 1,707 1,654 1,714 1,713 1,694

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

Among the four additional contexts, we find perceived ideological differences to have the high-

est effects in the Policy context (whether the respondent trusts MO on policy decisions.) This

finding shows that perceived ideological differences could pose a major barrier to effective policy-

making. People may dismiss proposals from the other side out of distrust, even if those proposals

align with their own views. Additionally, hesitation to engage in dialogue (Exchange) creates bar-

riers to both democratic processes and economic policymaking. Without open communication,

reaching mutual understanding becomes significantly more challenging.

In non-political contexts, our findings show that individuals with high perceived ideological

differences may allow their biases to influence their judgment in the Fairness context, such as de-

ciding whether to help MO in a dispute when they are known to be innocent. However, when
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it comes to assisting the out-group in situations involving physical harm (the Sympathy context),

perceived ideological differences do not extend to this domain, suggesting that partisan biasesmay

be less influential in matters of physical well-being.

6.4 Counterfactual exercise

Given the significant role of perceived ideological differences, a natural question arises: What

would happen to out-group animosity if individuals accurately perceived the out-group’s actual

ideological stance?

We proceed with this exercise by first calculating actual ideological differences. 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 differences average 0.300, perceived differences aver-

ages 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 nationally representative U.S. data.

A back-of-the-envelope calculation suggests that if perceived ideological differences were to

decrease by 12 percentage points—aligning with actual ideological differences—overall out-group

animosity (as measured by OverallFeeling from model (1) in Table 6) would decline by approxi-

mately 0.233×12 = 2.8 percentage points, lowering the average value of OverallFeeling from 0.428

to 0.400. On the policymaking dimension (model (4) in Table 6), realizing the out-group’s actual

position would decrease distrust by 0.344×12 = 4.1 percentage points, lowering the average value

of Policy from 0.633 to 0.592.

In summary, narrowing the gap between perceived and actual ideological differences could

meaningfully reduce out-group animosity and distrust.

7 Discussion

In this study, we examine how perceived ideological differences and echo chambers shape out-

group animosity during the period of non-democratic political landscape of Thailand. Our find-

ings show that affective responses are closely tied to both perceived ideological distance andmedia

echo chambers, whereas actual ideological differences play a much smaller role. Higher levels of

perceived ideological difference are associated with greater out-group animosity across domains

such as trust in policymaking, willingness to exchange political ideas, and readiness to defend jus-

tice, which impedes consensus building even where there is potential agreement. However, this
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relationship does not extend to sympathy toward out-groups in situations involving physical harm

or injury.

These patterns should be interpreted in light of the extraordinary political environment at the

time of our survey. In August 2021, Thailand experienced sustained large-scale protests, including

open calls for constitutional and monarchy reform and the arrest of prominent protest leaders

such as Anon Nampa, events that may have heightened both perceived ideological differences and

affective polarization, particularly in measures related to political trust and willingness to engage

across groups.

Our study makes three main contributions. First, we offer a new individual-level measure,

“perceived ideological difference,” that captures both misperception of out-group extremity and

respondents’ own ideological alignment, improving upon the traditional perceived polarization

measure, which compares only the average in-group and out-group positions. Second, we high-

light the central role of perceived, rather than actual, ideological differences, in predicting out-

group animosity in Thailand. Third, we demonstrate the significant role of media echo chambers

in shaping these perceptions. Whereas previous research (e.g. Yang et al. 2016; Lu et al. 2020;

Lelkes, Sood, and Iyengar 2017) has often relied on indirect proxies for media exposure (such as

general online or social media use), we construct a direct “echo chamber index” by asking respon-

dents about the specific outlets they consume on traditional and online platforms.

We acknowledge that our study has limitations that provide avenues for future research. First,

our data was collected via an online snowball sample. While we employed quota criteria and per-

formed robustness checks to mitigate potential biases, this method may affect the generalizability

of our findings. Replicating this study with a nationally representative random sample similar to

Webster and Abramowitz (2017) and Lee (2022) would therefore be a valuable next step. Sec-

ond, the cross-sectional nature of our survey limits our ability to draw definitive causal inferences.

Collecting longitudinal data to track affective polarization and ideological perceptions over time

in Thailand would also be valuable. Finally, future work could explore the impact of perceived

ideological differences through behavioral or implicit measures (see Iyengar et al. 2019, for discus-

sions).
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8 Conclusion

This paper shows that misunderstandings, rather than actual ideological differences, drive out-

group animosity in the polarized context of Thailand. Our new measure of “perceived ideological

difference” demonstrate how distorted perceptions, rather than objective gaps, explain negative

affect toward political opponents.

We further find that these dynamics are intensified by fragmented media environments and

echo chambers, which reinforce selective exposure and misperception of opposing groups. By

making individual-level perceptions and media exposure explicit, our study contributes a more

precise understanding of affective polarization in a non-democratic setting.

Recognizing the impact of exaggerated perceptions, echo chambers, and partisan sorting can

help Thai society, and other similarly situated polities, work toward bridging divides and fostering

more constructive discourse across political camps.

24



References
Armaly, Miles T., and Adam M. Enders. 2021. “The role of affective orientations in promoting per-

ceived polarization.” Political Science Research and Methods 9 (3): 615–626. https://doi.org/10.
1017/psrm.2020.24.

Brandt, Mark J., Christine Reyna, John R. Chambers, Jarret T. Crawford, and Geoffrey Wetherell.
2014. “The Ideological-Conflict Hypothesis: Intolerance Among Both Liberals and Conserva-
tives.” Current Directions in Psychological Science 23 (1): 27–34. https : / / doi . org / 10 . 1177 /
0963721413510932.

Costello, Thomas H., Shauna M. Bowes, Matt W. Baldwin, Ariel Malka, and Arber Tasimi. 2023.
“Revisiting the rigidity-of-the-right hypothesis: A meta-analytic review.” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology (US) 124 (5): 1025–1052. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000446.

DataReportal. 2024. Digital 2024 Global Overview Report. Accessed January 16, 2025. https://datare
portal.com/reports/digital-2024-global-overview-report.

Duong, Fred, Calista Small, StephenHawkins, andCocoXu. 2023.Outgroup Testimonials and Ingroup
Validation Strengthen the Effects of Perception Gap Interventions on Affective Polarization: Evidence
from a Large-Scale Experiment, May. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/atguq.

Fernbach, Philip M., and Leaf van Boven. 2022. “False polarization: Cognitive mechanisms and
potential solutions.” Current Opinion in Psychology 43:1–6. issn: 2352-250X. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.copsyc.2021.06.005.

Gentzkow, Matthew, and Jesse M. Shapiro. 2006. “Media Bias and Reputation.” Journal of Political
Economy 114 (2): 280–316. https://doi.org/10.1086/499414.

Gidron, Noam, James Adams, and Will Horne. 2018. “How Ideology, Economics and Institutions
Shape Affective Polarization in Democratic Polities.” In Annual conference of the American Polit-
ical Science Association.

. 2023. “Who Dislikes Whom? Affective Polarization between Pairs of Parties in Western
Democracies.” British Journal of Political Science 53 (3): 997–1015. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123422000394.

Grömping, Max. 2014. “‘Echo Chambers’: Partisan Facebook Groups during the 2014 Thai Elec-
tion.” Asia Pacific Media Educator 24 (1): 39–59. https://doi.org/10.1177/1326365X14539185.

Harteveld, Eelco, Lars E. Berntzen, Andrej Kokkonen, Haylee Kelsall, Jonas Linde, and Stefan
Dahlberg. 2022. The (Alleged) Consequences of Affective Polarization: A Survey Experiment in Nine
Democracies, October. https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/64uwd. osf.io/64uwd_v1.

Harteveld, Eelco, Wouter van der Brug, Sarah de Lange, and Tom van der Meer. 2022. “Multiple
roots of the populist radical right: Support for the Dutch PVV in cities and the countryside.”
European Journal of Political Research 61 (2): 440–461. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12452.

Hasell, Ariel, and Brian E Weeks. 2016. “Partisan provocation: The role of partisan news use and
emotional responses in political information sharing in social media.” Human Communication
Research 42 (4): 641–661.

Hetherington, Marc J., and Thomas J. Rudolph. 2015.WhyWashingtonWon’t Work.Chicago, IL: The
University of Chicago Press.

25

https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2020.24
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2020.24
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413510932
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413510932
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000446
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2024-global-overview-report
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2024-global-overview-report
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/atguq
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1086/499414
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123422000394
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123422000394
https://doi.org/10.1177/1326365X14539185
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/64uwd
osf.io/64uwd_v1
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12452


Hewison, Kevin. 2015. “Thailand: Contestation over elections, sovereignty and representation.”
Representation 51 (1): 51–62. https://doi.org/10.1080/00344893.2015.1011459.

Iversen, Torben, and David Soskice. 2015. “Information, Inequality, and Mass Polarization: Ideol-
ogy in Advanced Democracies.” Comparative Political Studies 48 (13): 1781–1813. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0010414015592643.

Iyengar, Shanto, Yphtach Lelkes,MatthewLevendusky,NeilMalhotra, and Sean J.Westwood. 2019.
“The Origins and Consequences of Affective Polarization in the United States.” Annual Review
of Political Science 22 (1): 129–146. issn: 1094-2939. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-
051117-073034.

Koivula, Aki, Pekka Räsänen, andOuti Sarpila. 2019. “Examining Social Desirability Bias in Online
and Offline Surveys.” InHuman-Computer Interaction. Perspectives on Design, edited byMasaaki
Kurosu, 145–158. Cham: Springer International Publishing. isbn: 978-3-030-22646-6.

Lau, Richard R., David J. Andersen, Tessa M. Ditonto, Mona S. Kleinberg, and David P. Redlawsk.
2017. “Effect of Media Environment Diversity and Advertising Tone on Information Search,
Selective Exposure, and Affective Polarization.” Political Behavior 39, no. 1 (March): 231–255.
issn: 1573-6687. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9354-8.

Lee, Amber Hye-Yon. 2022. “Social Trust in Polarized Times: How Perceptions of Political Polar-
ization Affect Americans’ Trust in Each Other.” Political Behavior 44, no. 3 (September): 1533–
1554. issn: 1573-6687. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-022-09787-1.

Lelkes, Yphtach. 2016. “Mass Polarization:Manifestations andMeasurements.”PublicOpinionQuar-
terly 80, no. S1 (March): 392–410. issn: 0033-362X. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfw005.

Lelkes, Yphtach, Gaurav Sood, and Shanto Iyengar. 2017. “The Hostile Audience: The Effect of
Access to Broadband Internet on Partisan Affect.” American Journal of Political Science 61 (1):
5–20. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12237.

Levendusky, Matthew. 2013. How partisan media polarize America. University of Chicago Press.

Levendusky, Matthew, and Neil Malhotra. 2015. “(Mis)perceptions of Partisan Polarization in the
American Public.” Public Opinion Quarterly 80, no. S1 (October): 378–391. issn: 0033-362X. htt
ps://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfv045.

. 2016. “Does Media Coverage of Partisan Polarization Affect Political Attitudes?” Political
Communication 33 (2): 283–301. https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2015.1038455.

Lu, Yanqin, Rik Ray, Louisa Ha, and Peiqin Chen. 2020. “Social Media News Consumption and
Opinion Polarization on China’s Trade Practices: Evidence from a U.S. National Survey.” Inter-
national Journal of Communication 14 (0): 18. issn: 1932-8036. https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/
article/view/12627.

Mason, Lilliana. 2015. ““I Disrespectfully Agree”: The Differential Effects of Partisan Sorting on
Social and Issue Polarization.” American Journal of Political Science 59 (1): 128–145. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ajps.12089.

McCargo, Duncan. 2017. “New Media, New Partisanship: Divided Virtual Politics In and Beyond
Thailand.” Edited by L Gross. International Journal of Communication 11 (October): 4138–4157.
issn: 1932-8036. https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/6704.

26

https://doi.org/10.1080/00344893.2015.1011459
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414015592643
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414015592643
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9354-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-022-09787-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfw005
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12237
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfv045
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfv045
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2015.1038455
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/12627
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/12627
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/6704


Ministry of Interior. 2021. Number of Population from Registration by Age, Sex, Region and Province,
2021. Technical report. Ministry of Interior.

National Statistical Office. 2021. The 2021 Household Socio-Economic Survey. Technical report. Na-
tional Statistical Office.

Nishizaki, Yoshinori. 2014. “Peasants and the redshirt movement in Thailand: some dissenting
voices.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 41 (1): 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2013.
873409.

Pathmanand, Ukrist. 2016. “Network Thaksin: Structure, roles and reaction.”Unequal Thailand: As-
pects of income, wealth and power, 136–161.

Prior, Markus. 2013. “Media and Political Polarization.” Annual Review of Political Science 16 (Vol-
ume 16, 2013): 101–127. issn: 1545-1577. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-100711-
135242.

Prooijen, Jan-Willem van, André P. M. Krouwel, Max Boiten, and Lennart Eendebak. 2015. “Fear
Among the Extremes:HowPolitical IdeologyPredictsNegative Emotions andOutgroupDero-
gation.” PMID: 25652084, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 41 (4): 485–497. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167215569706.

Reiljan, Andres. 2020. “‘Fear and loathing across party lines’ (also) in Europe: Affective polarisa-
tion in European party systems.” European Journal of Political Research 59 (2): 376–396. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12351.

Reuters Institute. 2025. Digital News Report 2025: Thailand Country Profile. Technical report. Reuters
Institute for the Study of Journalism, University of Oxford. https://reutersinstitute.politics.
ox.ac.uk/digital-news-report/2025/thailand.

Ribeiro, Filipe, Lucas Henrique, Fabricio Benevenuto, Abhijnan Chakraborty, Juhi Kulshrestha,
Mahmoudreza Babaei, andKrishnaGummadi. 2018. “Media BiasMonitor: Quantifying Biases
of SocialMediaNewsOutlets at Large-Scale.” InProceedings of the International AAAI Conference
on Web and Social Media. June. https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15025.

Sinpeng, Aim. 2021. Opposing democracy in the digital age: The yellow shirts in Thailand. University of
Michigan Press.

Sombatpoonsiri, Janjira. 2020. “Two Thailands: Clashing political orders and entrenched polariza-
tion.” Political Polarization in South and Southeast Asia: Old Divisions, New Dangers, 67–79.

Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner. 2004. “The Social Identity Theory of Intergroup Behavior.” In
Political Psychology, 276–293. Psychology Press, January. isbn: 9780203505984. https://doi.org/
10.4324/9780203505984-16.

Thabchumpon, Naruemon, and Duncan McCargo. 2011. “Urbanized Villagers in the 2010 Thai
Redshirt Protests.” Asian Survey 51, no. 6 (November): 993–1018. issn: 0004-4687. https://doi.
org/10.1525/as.2011.51.6.993.

Thananithichot, Stithorn. 2021. “The Roots and Drivers of the Color-Based Polarizations in Thai-
land.” Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research 9, no. 2 (May): 85–105. https://doi .org/10.
15206/ajpor.2021.9.2.85.

Wagner, Markus. 2021. “Affective polarization in multiparty systems.” Electoral Studies 69:102199.
issn: 0261-3794. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2020.102199.

27

https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2013.873409
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2013.873409
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-100711-135242
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-100711-135242
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215569706
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215569706
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12351
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12351
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/digital-news-report/2025/thailand
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/digital-news-report/2025/thailand
https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15025
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203505984-16
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203505984-16
https://doi.org/10.1525/as.2011.51.6.993
https://doi.org/10.1525/as.2011.51.6.993
https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2021.9.2.85
https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2021.9.2.85
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2020.102199


Ward, Dalston G., and Margit Tavits. 2019. “How partisan affect shapes citizens’ perception of the
political world.” Electoral Studies 60:102045. issn: 0261-3794. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstu
d.2019.04.009.

Webster, Steven W., and Alan I. Abramowitz. 2017. “The Ideological Foundations of Affective Po-
larization in the U.S. Electorate.” American Politics Research 45 (4): 621–647. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1532673X17703132.

Westfall, Jacob, Leaf Van Boven, John R. Chambers, andCharlesM. Judd. 2015. “Perceiving Political
Polarization in the United States: Party Identity Strength and Attitude Extremity Exacerbate
the Perceived Partisan Divide.” Perspectives on Psychological Science 10, no. 2 (March): 145–158.
issn: 17456916, 17456924. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615569849.

Yang, JungHwan,HernandoRojas,MagdalenaWojcieszak, Toril Aalberg, SharonCoen, James Cur-
ran, Kaori Hayashi, et al. 2016. “Why Are “Others” So Polarized? Perceived Political Polariza-
tion and Media Use in 10 Countries.” Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 21, no. 5
(September): 349–367. issn: 1083-6101. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12166.

28

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X17703132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X17703132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615569849
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12166


A Survey Questions

The following is the translation of the online survey form.

This questionnaire will be used in a research project called “Think Differently, Wisely”. We
would like to thank you for participating in this survey. All questions are aimed at collecting your
general information and attitudes. We will not ask for your name, address, or any personal in-
formation, and all your responses will be kept confidential. We will only process your responses
in aggregate to benefit research on social conflicts, which may lead to the design of policies that
benefit both you and the broader community.

When filling out this questionnaire, please choose the answer that most closely matches your
feelings. If you do not understand or find the question irrelevant to you, you may choose “Prefer
not to answer.”

1. Social Quality

1. How much do you agree with the following statements: (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat
disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Strongly agree)

(a) You feel secure when you are with your family.
(b) You feel safe in your society.
(c) You are satisfied with your household’s financial situation.
(d) You and your family members care and love each other.
(e) You feel that Thai people are united and harmonious.
(f) You have the freedom to choose and determine your own life path.
(g) You can drive changes in your society.

2. In the past 12 months, how often did you or your family experience the following situations:
(1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = In some months, 4 = Every month or more often)

(a) Go without food
(b) Feel that your residence is unsafe from external factors such as crime or natural disasters
(c) Did not receive medication or medical treatment when needed
(d) Lack of income

3. How much can you trust majority of people in the society: (1 = Not at all trustworthy, 2 = Not
very trustworthy, 3 = Moderately trustworthy, 4 = Quite trustworthy, 5 = Completely trustworthy)

4. How much you can trust the following people: (1 = Not at all trustworthy, 2 = Not very trust-
worthy, 3 = Moderately trustworthy, 4 = Quite trustworthy, 5 = Completely trustworthy)

(a) Family members
(b) Neighbor / Members of the community
(c) Close friend
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(d) Acquaintance
(e) Foreigner

5. Howmuch can you trust the following organization or institution: (1 = Not at all trustworthy,
2 = Not very trustworthy, 3 = Moderately trustworthy, 4 = Quite trustworthy, 5 = Completely
trustworthy)

(a) Religious institutions such as temples, churches, mosques
(b) The military
(c) The media
(d) The police
(e) The judiciary (lower courts, appellate courts, Supreme Court, excluding the Constitu-

tional Court)
(f) The Constitutional Court
(g) The government
(h) Political parties
(i) Civil servants
(j) The Election Commission
(k) The National Anti-Corruption Commission
(l) Large corporations

(m) Banks
(n) The central bank (Bank of Thailand)

6. How important are the following things to you: (1 = Not important at all, 2 = Not very impor-
tant, 3 = Moderately important, 4 = Quite important, 5 = Very important)

(a) Family
(b) Work
(c) Friends
(d) Politics
(e) Religion
(f) Personal time and relaxation
(g) Social activities

7. How worried are you about the following situations: (1 = Not worried at all, 2 = Slightly
worried, 3 = Quite worried, 4 = Very worried)

(a) Unemployment/cannot find a job
(b) Cannot provide good education for children
(c) Home or residence being unsafe

8. Have you ever participated in any of the following activities: (1 = Yes, 2 = No, but might
consider, 3 = No, and do not intend to)

(a) Signed a petition for changing a policy or law you consider inappropriate
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(b) Provided feedback on local policy-making
(c) Contacted government agencies to file complaintsalign with the excel file.
(d) Participated in a protest
(e) Donated to political or social campaigns
(f) Encouraged others to participate in any activities listed above

2. Political stance and feelings toward members of the opposing group

The following are the definitions of the two groups in the questionnaire:

Passion Fruits
“Embrace the new and the different.”

Passion Fruits emphasize individualism, free-
dom, and equality. Passion Fruits often agree
with policies that promote social justice, hu-
man rights, and equality.

Bananas
“Embrace the old and the familiar.”

Bananas emphasize tradition, stability, and
the importance of maintaining the status quo.
Bananas often agree with policies that have
been in place for a long time and follow so-
cial norms.

1. Which group do you most closely identify with? (1 = Extreme Passion Fruit, 2 = Moderate
Passion Fruit, 3=Neutral, but leaning toward Passion Fruit, 4=Neutral, but leaning toward Banana,
5 = Moderate Banana, 6 = Extreme Banana)

2. How much do you agree with the following statements: (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat
disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Strongly agree)

(a) I dislike a member of the other group.
(b) If you are a lawyer and you realize that a member of the other group is innocent, you

would represent them.
(c) You would offer help to a member of the other group if they were in an accident.
(d) You could trust a member of the other group in policy making.
(e) You feel comfortable exchanging political ideas with a member of the other group.

3. Values and opinions on public matters

1. How important are the following values to you, and how important do you think these val-
ues are to people in the other group? (1 = Not important at all, 2 = Not very important, 3 =
Moderately important, 4 = Quite important, 5 = Very important)

(a) Democracy
(b) Human equality
(c) Virtue and morality
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(d) Respect for individual privacy
(e) Non-violence toward people and property
(f) Equal opportunities for all
(g) Equal treatment by rules of law
(h) Freedom of expression without infringing on others’ rights (Those who value this will

disagree with some laws that restrict certain expressions)
(i) Religion as a moral anchor
(j) Obedience to elders or those in higher positions

2. How much do you agree with the following statements, and how much do you think people
in the other group agree with the following statements? (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat
disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Strongly agree)

(a) A military coup is acceptable.
(b) Having a good, moral leader is more important than having a system that can hold

leaders accountable.
(c) It is acceptable for a government to engage in espionage activities to maintain national

security.
(d) It is acceptable for a government to use violence against citizens or their property to

maintain national security.
(e) Everybody’s vote should have equal value in an election.
(f) Gray businesses such as prostitution and gambling should be legalized.
(g) If there were no corruption, the government should increase taxes to improve basic ser-

vices such as healthcare and education for people of all income levels.
(h) Using personal connections to gain advantage over other people is acceptable.
(i) Even if you believe a superior’s order is morally wrong (e.g. lie to a customer, hurting

an innocent person), you would still carry out the order because it is your duty.

3. How much do you agree with the following statements: (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat
disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Strongly agree)

(a) Evading import taxes, and selling goods online without paying VAT are acceptable.
(b) Environmental conservation is the responsibility of all parties, including the govern-

ment, private sector, and citizens, regardless of their income level.
(c) The state should legalize gambling and prostitution.

4. Demographics

1. How old are you? (1 = Under 20 years, 2 = 20–29 years, 3 = 30–39 years, 4 = 40–49 years, 5 =
50–59 years, 6 = 60 years or older)

2. How do you describe your current gender identity? (1 = Female, 2 = Male, 3 = LGBTQ+, 4 =
Prefer not to say)

3. What is your highest level of education? (1 = Less than primary education, 2 = Primary edu-
cation, 3 = Secondary education / Vocational Certificate, 4 = Associate Degree / Higher Vocational
Certificate, 5 = Bachelor’s Degree, 6 = Master’s Degree, 7 = Doctoral Degree)
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4. How many people are in your household? (A household refers to people who live together
regularly) (1 = Live alone, 2 = 2 people, 3 = 3 people, 4 = 4 people, 5 = 5 people, 6 = More than 5
people)

5. What is your household’s total income level? (1 = Less than 10,000 Baht per month, 2 =
10,000–25,000 Baht per month, 3 = 25,001–50,000 Baht per month, 4 = 50,001–80,000 Baht per
month, 5= 80,001–120,000 Baht permonth, 6= 120,001–200,000 Baht permonth, 7= 200,001–500,000
Baht per month, 8 = More than 500,000 Baht per month)

6. Please choose the occupation that best describes you (1 = Government official / State employee
/ State enterprise employee, 2 = Full-time employee / Private company employee, 3 = Business owner
/ self-employed in agriculture and fishing, 4 = Business owner / self-employed not in agriculture and
fishing, 5 = Casual laborer / General laborer / Freelance worker, 6 = Student, 7 = Unpaid work at
home such as family business, housewife, 8 = Retired government official, 9 = Retired (not a retired
government official), 10 = Unemployed)

7. If you own a business, does your business have employees? (1 = No employees, 2 = No more
than 5 employees, 3 = More than 5 employees)

8. In which region did you mostly live before the age of 18? (1 = Bangkok and surrounding areas,
2 = Central region, 3 = Northern region, 4 = Northeastern region, 5 = Southern region)

9. Did you mostly live in or outside a municipal area before the age of 18? (1 = In a municipal
area, 2 = Outside a municipal area, 3 = In Bangkok or its surrounding areas)

10. In the past 12 months, where did you spendmost of your time? (1 = Bangkok and surrounding
areas, 2 = Central region, 3 = Northern region, 4 = Northeastern region, 5 = Southern region)

11. In the past 12 months, did you mostly live in or outside a municipal area? (1 = In a municipal
area, 2 = Outside a municipal area, 3 = In Bangkok or its surrounding areas)

12. How much do family members differ in their political views? (1 = Completely the same views,
2 = Somewhat different views, 3 = Mostly different views)

13. How often do you exchange political views with the following people: (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely,
3 = Once a month, 4 = Once a week or more)

(a) With friends who share the same views
(b) With friends who have different views
(c) With family members who share the same views
(d) With family members who have different views
(e) Expressing political views on social media

14. Which political party did you vote for in the 2019 election?

15. How often do you follow news and current events through the following channels: (1 = Not
at all / None, 2 = Less than once a month, 3 = Monthly, 4 = Weekly, 5 = Daily)

(a) Newspapers
(b) Television
(c) Radio
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(d) SMS (text messages)
(e) Email
(f) Friends/colleagues/family through direct conversation
(g) Friends/colleagues/family online, such as LINE
(h) Various websites (visited directly, excluding forwarded links)
(i) Facebook
(j) Twitter
(k) LINE Today from various news agencies

16. Which news outlets do you follow?

17. How did you learn about this survey? (1 = Email, 2 = Facebook, 3 = LINE, 4 = Twitter)
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B Calculation of echo chamber index

To calculate echo chamber index, we first calculate political inclination score for each media outlet

that would indicate which political side an outlet is leaning towards. We then use the inclination

score to construct a measure of media consumption behavior. More specifically, for each respon-

dent, we count the number of news agencies that are found to be on the same side, neutral, and on

the opposite side of their political inclination. We finally calculate the echo chamber index as the

percentage of same-side media consumed by an individual relative to their total media consump-

tion.

Media inclination score

Following findings in Gentzkow and Shapiro (2006) and Ribeiro et al. (2018), we postulate that a

media outlet that is consumed more by Orange (Yellow) group leans more toward Orange (Yel-

low). We then run the following multiple binary logistic regression model:

π(Xi) =
eXiβ

1 + eXiβ
=

e(β0+β1xi,1+...+β32xi,32)

1 + e(β0+β1xi,1+...+β32xi,32)
,

where Xi is the vector of 32 indicator variables. xi,j indicating whether respondent i consumes

media j. The outcome variable yi is the indicator variable for the political inclination of respondent

i, where yi = 1 if respondent i leans more toward Yellow, and 0 otherwise. We define π(Xi) as the

probability of respondents i having political view leaning toward Yellow as a function of Xi. The

likelihood function for multiple binary logistic regression of sample size n is given by:

L(β; y,X) =
n∏

i=1

π(Xi)
yi(1− π(Xi))

1−yi =
n∏

i=1

(
eXiβ

1 + eXiβ

)yi ( 1

1 + eXiβ

)1−yi

.

We maximize this log-likelihood function to estimate the regression coefficients, β̂, and the

media’s political inclination score for each outlet j is given by β̂j . The positive and statistically

significant coefficient β̂j suggests that media outlet j is more likely to be consumed by the Yellow

group. Conversely, the negative and statistically significant coefficient indicates that the media

outlet is more likely to be consumed by the Orange group.

To the best of our knowledge, our study is among the first to utilize this framework to compre-

hensively analyze media inclination score for Thai media outlets. There are a few other studies,
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such as McCargo (2017), that qualitatively analyzes media partisanship, but splits media outlets

into pro-Thaksin and anti-Thaksin factions with limited number of media outlets at the time.

The media inclination score is shown in Table B.1. We classify 8 media outlets with negative

and statistically significant (at 0.1 level) coefficients as leaning Orange and 4 with positive and

statistically significant coefficients as leaning Yellow. The remaining 20media outlets are labeled as

neutral. Most of the media outlets’ political inclination calculated using our method are consistent

with the findings in McCargo (2017).B.1

Table B.1: Media inclination score for each major media outlet in Thailand.

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
BLUESKY 0.391 (0.352) 0.267
Nation∗ 0.383 (0.149) 0.010
ThaiPost∗ 0.434 (0.224) 0.053
Manager∗ 0.606 (0.173) 0.000
Top News∗ 1.416 (0.164) 0.000

Note: Media outlets indicated with negative coefficients and p-values less than 0.1 (indicated with †) are those we
labeled as leaning toward Orange. Those with positive coefficients and p-values less than 0.1 (indicated with ∗) are
labeled as leaning toward Yellow. The remaining media outlets are labeled as neutral.

Figure B.1 shows the relationship between perceived ideological differences and the echo cham-

ber index across quintiles, revealing a positive correlation between the two variables. Individuals

who are more frequently exposed to same-side media tend to perceive greater ideological differ-

ences compared to those with lower exposure, supporting our hypothesis.

B.1. McCargo (2017) studies a subset of themedia 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. BLUESKY, a media strongly associated with the Yellow Shirt movement, is labeled as neutral in our study.
Despite its large coefficient, the p-value is quite large. This could be due to the media’s declining popularity in recent
years.
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Figure B.1: Perceived ideological differences by quintile of the echo chamber index. Blue circles
represent the average perceived ideological differences in each quintile. Black whiskers indicate
the 95 percent confidence interval of those averages.
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C Detailed breakdown of survey respondents’ demographic attributes

Table C.1 presents summary statistics for the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of

our respondents. Each variable, except income, is reported as the mean of a corresponding indica-

tor (e.g., the proportion of respondents meeting a certain criterion). The first two columns show

the national average alongside our full sample average. Asterisks denote statistically significant

differences between these two averages, as determined by one- or two-sample t-tests. In the last

three columns, we provide subgroup averages, highlight their differences, and indicate statistical

significance based on two-sample t-tests.
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Table C.1: Summary statistics for demographic and socioeconomic variables.

National
Average

Full
Sample

Orange Yellow Diff.

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)

Socio-
economic

Socioeconomic security index – 0.740
(0.183)

0.723
(0.005)

0.780
(0.007)

−.056***
(.009)

N 2,016 1,426 590

Note: Numbers reported are mean of each category’s indicator variable, except for income. For national averages, we
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. 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.
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D Correlation between out-group animosity and perceived ideological

difference

Figure D.1 presents a heatmap illustrating the average levels of out-group animosity. The data is

categorized based on individuals’ self-reported ideological positions and their perceptions of the

ideological stance of the out-group.
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Figure D.1: The heat map displays out-group animosity scores of Orange (left panel) and Yellow
(right panel) based on their own ideological values (x-axis) and the perceived ideological values
of the out-group (y-axis). Each cell represents the level of out-group animosity, averaged across
all contextual questions.

Along the 45-degree diagonal from the bottom-left to the top-right, self-reported ideological

values match perceived out-group positions, indicating no perceived ideological difference. To-

ward the upper left and lower right corners, perceived ideological differences are greatest. The

figure reveals the highest degree of animosity in these corners, while on the diagonal where per-

ceived ideological differences are minimal, animosity is lowest.

This figure exhibits a striking correlation between out-group animosity and perceived ideo-

logical differences, supporting Hypothesis H1. However, in order to account for other potential

confounding factors that may be driving out-group animosity, we turn to regression analysis and

include additional related variables. These variables, discussed in Section 4.2, serve as control

variables and have been identified in the literature as drivers of AP.
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