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Executive Summary
1. Abstract of the Research

In the wake of the Anti-Extradition Bill Movement, the government has emphasized the need for
conversation, communication, and dialogue. However, there is much evidence that, without proper
implementation, communication and discussion can easily lead to more radical ideas and negative
emotions.

In a pilot PPR project I conducted, findings suggest that after discussion, issue attitude and issue
polarization remained largely the same, but people's attitude toward others with opposing views became
more favorable, and affective polarization was reduced. And the effects were more prominent in the
deliberation group than in the causal discussion group.

The current project expanded the pilot project and obtained the following findings. First, strictly speaking,
the current project did not fully replicate the results from the pilot project, but the overall conclusion is
pretty clear; that is, deliberation delivered a more substantial effect than casual discussion in reducing
issue polarization and affective polarization. Second, the current project found weak to moderate
longitudinal effects of deliberation. Third, the findings suggest that the best combination of design factors
in attitude moderation is formal face-to-face deliberation with balanced opinion climate design on young
or middle to high-income participants.

2. Layman summary on policy implications and recommendations

It is recommended that the government provide opportunities and set up platforms for initiating dialogues
among people in Hong Kong. First, government institutions shall focus more on reducing affective
polarization and nurturing a harmonious and mutually understanding social environment when setting
communication goals. Second, communication without rules could lead to undesirable effects.
Government-citizen dialogue and citizen to citizen conversation needs deliberative rules. Third, in
addition to rules, form of deliberation matters. It is important to make sure that face-to-face discussion
could be arranged, and the number of people with different views shall be balanced. Fourth, to achieve the
optimal effects of conversation, deliberation could be first conducted among young and middle to high-
income citizens.
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Introduction

Hong Kong society has undergone several dramatic transitions since the 1980s (Lau, 1982). The
sovereignty handover in 1997 triggered a series of social and political upheavals that have continued for
the last two decades (Lau, 2017; Lee, 2015). In 2014, the outbreak of the Umbrella Movement introduced
civil disobedience to Hong Kong's history of social movements. Protesters occupied the streets to express
their frustration with the government. In the wake of the Umbrella Movement, many pundits and critics
claimed that Hong Kong society had been torn apart, arguing that it was becoming increasingly difficult
for the Hong Kong public to achieve a consensus on a wide range of issues, especially political issues
(Rowse, 2020).

Supporting the media's depiction of a divided Hong Kong, empirical studies have found evidence of
polarization. Lee (2016) investigated opinion poll data and found that opinion polarization in Hong Kong,
measured in terms of attitudes toward government performance, increased between 2003 and 2014. Using
time series data from public opinion polls, a previous study (Wu & Shen, 2020) found that in the last 15
years, Hong Kong's public opinion has become increasingly polarized in the political, economic and
livelihood domains. Public opinion on political issues is particularly divided. Between 2012 and 2017, the
public approval ratings of the former Chief Executive Leung Chun-Ying moved sharply away from the
neutral/central position. Differences in opinion on this issue between males and females, and between the
older and younger generation, also increased. The gap in scores between male and female respondents
increased from 2.13 to 5.4, and between older and younger respondents risen from 4.86 to 9.59 (Wu &
Shen, 2020).

The Growth of the Problem: The Anti-Extradition Bill Movement

The Anti-Extradition Bill Movement is a series of demonstrations and protests in Hong Kong that began
in March 2019. In February 2019, the Hong Kong government proposed the Fugitive Offenders
Amendment Bill to allow Hong Kong to detain and transfer fugitives wanted in countries and territories
with which it has no formal extradition agreements, including Taiwan and mainland China. The proposed
bill triggered a huge controversy. The widespread opposition to the bill and the Chief Executive's hardline
stance on the issue sparked massive protests. On June 9, 2019, more than a million people marched
peacefully to the government headquarters to protest against the bill. This was the largest street protest in
Hong Kong in 15 years. Under the pressure of public opinion, the government suspended the bill
indefinitely, claiming that it was "dead." However, an increasing number of citizens showed strong
antipathy to the movement, creating groups opposing the protests and supporting the police. Peaceful
demonstrations gradually turned violent.

According to a survey report released by the Centre for Communication and Public Opinion Survey at
The Chinese University of Hong Kong, approximately 22 percent of Hong Kong citizens had completely
lost faith in the Hong Kong government before the Anti-Extradition Bill Movement began. On September
4, more than 40 percent of the respondents stated that they did not support the government. The survey
also showed that 99 percent of localist groups and 95 percent of pro-democracy camps supported an
independent inquiry into the issue of police brutality. But, approximately 70 percent of the pro-
establishment respondents felt that the government did not need to set up an independent investigation
committee. The gap in attitudes between the pro-democracy and pro-establishment camps was even wider
over the issue of whether the Chief Executive should resign. Approximately 82 percent of the pro-
democracy respondents said that Carrie Lam should resign, compared with only 6.5 percent of the pro-
establishment respondents.



Political polarization tends to have negative consequences, such as exacerbating social inequality and
impeding the development of democratic politics (Barber et al., 2015). The controversy surrounding the
proposed Extradition Bill has accelerated social and political polarization in Hong Kong. Even worse,
political polarization has led to various kinds of incivility, intolerance, and violence. Is there a way to
"cure" polarization? Many scholars, activists, and politicians have attempted to find effective ways to
reduce the polarization of opinions and attitudes. Among the many possible cures, deliberative
communication is a promising option.

Deliberation: Pathways to Political Depolarization and Attitude Moderation

In the last two decades, deliberation has received much attention from researchers in fields such as
philosophy, social psychology, communication, political science, and public opinion (Chambers, 2003;
Landemore & Mercier, 2010; Min, 2009). The current understanding of deliberation in the
communication context can be traced back to Habermas's discourse theory of democracy. Habermas
defined deliberation as a "higher-level intersubjectivity of processes of reaching understanding that take
place through democratic procedures or in the communicative network of public spheres" (Habermas,
1996, p. 299). This definition has been adopted and developed by many deliberation theorists. Cohen
(1989) further specified four crucial principles of deliberation: argumentativeness, inclusiveness, freedom
from coercion, and rationality.

Deliberation is expected to attenuate the polarization of public attitudes and opinions. Exposure to
different political views through deliberation increases individuals' awareness of the underlying reasons
for opposing views and thus their political tolerance (Mutz, 2006). This increase in awareness and
tolerance makes individuals more open to opposing viewpoints and attitudes, which helps to depolarize
their attitudes. For instance, a recent study explored a citizens' forum in a Finnish municipality and found
that deliberation between citizens and politicians on the issues of closing village schools and building a
school center reduced differences of opinion and promoted opinion convergence among the deliberators
(Strandberg & Berg, 2020).

Prior empirical studies have provided robust evidence that deliberation reduces public attitude
polarization. For example, Luskin, Fishkin, and Hahn's (2007) study of nine deliberation polls in the U.S.
showed that online deliberation between more diverse groups was more likely to reduce both within-
group homogenization and between-group polarization, compared with deliberation involving less diverse
groups and offline deliberation. This finding has two important implications. First, it points to the
potential of deliberation for inducing political depolarization. Second, it indicates that different forms of
deliberation can exert distinct effects on depolarization. More research is needed to unravel the
differences between these effects.

Deliberative communication (or, more simply, deliberation) may play a long-lasting role in attenuating
polarization. The argumentative theory of reasoning holds that receiving information from people who
have different perspectives has epistemic and transformative benefits, encouraging the recipients to
modify their opinions and reducing their prejudice and extreme attitudes (Landemore & Mercier, 2010).
This suggests that attitude moderation induced by deliberation may persist in the long term. Deliberation
is widely practiced around the world as a means of attenuating political polarization. A number of social
organizations are dedicated to organizing deliberation sessions to promote social harmonies in the U.S.,
such as the National Coalition for Dialogue and Deliberation, Better Angels and a Living Room
Conversation, and the Center for Deliberative Democracy.

Existing Political Communication Programs in Hong Kong



There exist two main types of dialogue-oriented communication programs addressing political and policy
issues in Hong Kong. The first type comprises government-organized direct dialogue programs. For
instance, in September 2019, the Chief Executive, Mrs. Carrie Lam, together with a few Principal
Officials, attended community dialogue sessions with the public. Approximately 150 participants chosen
from among 20,000 individuals participated in a 2-hour dialogue with government officials. Programs in
the second category are usually organized by media organizations. For instance, the programme This
Week (175 31), run by Radio Television Hong Kong, invites people with different views to debate or
discuss social and political issues. Two episodes that received city-wide attention in 2019 featured Natalis
Chan vs. Chapman To on police brutality and Junius Ho vs. Lam Cheuk-ting on the 2019 Yuen Long
attack.

I argue that the abovementioned political dialogue programs played a very limited role in reducing
political polarization (if not worsening it), due to their designs. First, communication between the
government and the people tends to involve very few individuals. When a big crowd communicates with
just a few people, emotion tends to dominate. Second, communication between elites and celebrities is
seldom productive. Elites rarely change their views or even acknowledge their opponents' arguments
during debate sessions broadcast by the media for fear that they will be perceived as weak or vacillating
by their supporters. Accordingly, debate programs usually have an entertainment function rather than
showcasing rational communication. They tend to reinforce existing opinions and thus increase
antagonism between camps. Hong Kong lacks programs that encourage and enable ordinary people to talk
with ordinary people. In a pilot PPR project, I demonstrated that well-regulated political deliberation by
ordinary people could help to reduce political polarization in Hong Kong.

Pilot Project: Mixed but Promising Results

In a pilot project funded by the PPR special round, I conducted two experiments to compare the impact of
deliberation and discussion on political polarization.

In Study 1, I invited participants with opposing views on Article 23 of Hong Kong's Basic Law to attend a
90-minute discussion session. The participants were divided into two groups: deliberation and casual
discussion. The deliberation group received an information booklet on the issue and had to strictly follow
pre-established rules for deliberation, whereas the casual discussion group had no such stimulus or
restriction. In Study 2, I presented video recordings from Study 1 to another two groups of participants.
One of these groups watched a video of the deliberation process, and the other group watched a video of
the casual discussion. In both experiments, a pretest and posttest surveys were administered to the
participants to elicit information on their attitudes toward the focal issue, attitudes toward people holding
opposing views, knowledge of the issue, and sense of local and national identity.

The pilot project found that participating in deliberation and discussion did not necessarily change
people's views on a political or social issue but had the potential to greatly change people's views on the
opposition group, reduce their affective polarization, and increase their national identification (Shen &
Yu, 2021). Deliberation had a stronger effect than casual discussion. Watching other people discussing
politics delivered a much weaker effect, although in the same direction.

The Need for a Follow-up Study
Despite its promising findings, the pilot project raised some questions.

Study 1 from the pilot project involved only 12 individuals. Six participated in the deliberation group and
six participated in the ordinary discussion group. Although random assignment ensures internal validity,



the use of such a small sample made it difficult to determine whether the effects detected in the pilot
project were systematic or idiosyncratic. In order to ensure that the findings are meaningful and can be
generalized to the Hong Kong population as a whole, a study with a larger sample is needed. Therefore,
the first task of the current project will be to replicate the previous study with a larger sample with more
diverse demographic features to perform a robustness check.

In addition, even if its findings are robust and sound, the pilot project only measured the immediate
effects of discussion and deliberation due to the 6-month time constraint of the pilot project. It is
necessary to test their longitudinal influence if we expect discussion and deliberation to reduce affective
polarization in real social settings. Many communication effects only last for a short time. Ideally, the
effects of deliberation will last for a long time, such as six months or even one year. If the longevity of the
impact can be guaranteed, executing plans for deliberation and discussion in natural social settings will be
highly effective. Therefore, the second task of the current project will be to check the longitudinal effects
of discussion and deliberation.

Most importantly, given budget constraints, the pilot project was only able to carry out one experiment,
with all possible experimental parameters set at unique values. For instance, only one topic (Article 23
legislation) was discussed; the gender combination was fixed; the participants were all from a certain age
range (30-40); and the percentages of people from supporting and opposing sides were the same. But,
many other factors can sway the outcomes of deliberation and discussion. The sizes of the effects for
other experimental setups could be larger or smaller, depending on the combinations of myriad factors.

Generally, the effects of deliberation and discussion depend on four clusters of factors: the form(s) of
deliberation/discussion, the conditions under which the deliberation/discussion takes place, the different
social relationships between the participants, and the topic(s) of deliberation/discussion.

First, the form of deliberation matters. Deliberation is a special form of group discussion that traditionally
emphasizes rationality, autonomy, and equality (Min, 2009). To achieve an effective deliberative process,
deliberation organizers introduce specific rules, such as providing fair and balanced information and
requiring participants to give reasons for their opinions (Hansen & Anderson, 2004). These rules
distinguish deliberation from casual political discussion. Previous studies have found that compared with
regular group discussion, deliberation with rules can more effectively alleviate polarization among
participants (Strandberg, Himmelroos, & Gronlund, 2019). The pilot project's findings are consistent with
those of existing studies, which have indicated that deliberation delivers better results than discussion.

Second, the conditions under which deliberation takes place can influence its effects on polarization.
Social presence theory states that the degree of social presence provided by a platform can influence the
social effects of communication on that platform (Short, William, & Christie, 1976). A high level of
social presence provides more verbal and non-verbal cues for communicators regarding their interaction
partners, helping to ensure participants' civility, respect, and psychological well-being (Min, 2007;
Restrepo, 2018). Therefore, compared with an online setting, an offline setting for deliberation allows
participants to obtain more cues about interactors and gives them increased social presence, which leads
to a greater reduction in polarization (Restrepo, 2018). The pilot project was conducted solely in face-to-
face settings. However, given the low cost of online communication, deliberation via online channels
could be an attractive option.

Third, the social relationships of the participants in deliberation are important. Research has shown that
deliberators who have similar viewpoints and close social relationships are likely to express similar
extreme views (Gronlund, Herne, & Setild, 2015). During deliberation by a group of like-minded people
(known as "enclave" deliberation), individual cognitive bias will be magnified due to the lack of
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presentation of conflicting arguments (Sunstein, Hastie, & Schkade, 2007). Simply put, opinions and
attitudes are likely to polarize if participants hear only arguments supporting their original position. If
participants expose themselves to different opinions and views, they will be more likely to reflect on and
revise their views (Himmelroos & Christensen, 2018). In short, people are more disposed to moderate
their prior opinions during deliberation that includes multiple viewpoints than during like-minded
deliberation. In the pilot project, I set the ratio of people with opposing and supporting views at 1:1.
Therefore, it will be valuable to explore the impact of the environment of deliberation on its outcomes.

Finally, the effect of deliberation on polarization may be contingent on the topic of deliberation. Topics
that are general, ideological, or identity-oriented (e.g., gun control) touch on people's core values and lack
clear solutions. Deliberating on these topics is less likely to moderate people's attitudes than it is to
polarize their opinions because disagreement on such topics intensifies biased processing (for a review,
see Wojcieszak, 2008). For example, abortion became a topic of political debate in the U.S. during the
lifestyle revolution in the 1960s and created a value divide in American society (Knuckey, 2007).
Deliberation on more specific or policy-oriented topics that are less closely related to core values (e.g.,
whether to build a nuclear station) seems to be more likely to result in attitude change (e.g., Min, 2007,
Setélé et al., 2010). Presumably, this is also true for Hong Kong. Changing people's attitudes through
deliberation would be relatively difficult for sensitive political issues such as Article 23 and the national
security law, but for issues such as housing policy, discussion and deliberation may be capable of moving
people's thoughts in different directions.

To summarize, deliberation has the potential to moderate opinions on social issues and/or attitudes toward
people holding opposing views, as suggested by the pilot project. Yet a more rigorous examination of this
topic is required. The current project thus conducts a robustness check, tests the longitudinal influence of

the variables, and explores possible effect variation.

Project Objectives

In line with the ideas presented in the introduction, four project objectives are proposed in the current
project. The first objective is to replicate the pilot project with a larger sample to check the robustness of
its findings. The second objective is to examine the longitudinal effects of deliberation and discussion on
attitude moderation using experiments in the Hong Kong context. The third object is to determine the best
combination of design factors in attitude moderation using experiments in the Hong Kong context. Lastly,
based on the findings for the previous three objectives, the current project suggests protocols for effective
political discussion that can lead to attitude moderation and social depolarization in Hong Kong.

Research Methodology

Following the pilot project, the proposed project will use controlled experiments to study the effects of
deliberation on depolarization. Social interaction is a complicated process. Laboratory experiments
provide researchers with high levels of control, allowing them to make causal inferences.

Study Design

As indicated above, the current project's purposes are to check robustness, test longitudinal effects, and
explore effect variation. Thus, several factors need to be taken into consideration when designing the
project.

Factor 1: Deliberation vs. casual discussion



Following the pilot project, the current project further investigates whether deliberation can outperform
casual political discussion in terms of moderating attitudes toward the focal issue and toward people
holding opposing views. Two conditions were created: a deliberation group and a casual discussion

group.
Factor 2: Computer-mediated deliberation vs. face-to-face deliberation

The second factor differentiates two modes of communication: computer-mediated communication and
face-to-face communication. Online deliberation groups were invited to use Zoom to conduct the
deliberation session. For the face-to-face communication group, the experimental setup was the same as
that in the pilot project. Each small group was invited to a conference room, where the participants sat
around a table and deliberated together.

Factor 3: Opinion environment—enclave vs. exclave deliberation

Almost all previous studies of deliberation groups have studied participants from only one opinion camp
or groups containing a 1:1 mix of opinions. The current project treats the proportion of participants on
each side as a continuous variable. We are able to observe how the effect of deliberation changes as the
number of participants on one side increases or decreases. Accordingly, three conditions were created:
75% enclave, 50% enclave, and 100% enclave.

Factor 4: Sensitive political issues vs. social policy issues

In addition to deliberation on political issues, the study includes fewer political topics for deliberation
testing. Therefore, factor 4 contains two conditions. The project selected two issues to be discussed: a
political issue and a less political topic.

Factor 5: Short-term vs. long-term

Technically, “short-term” and “long-term” are not experimental stimuli design factors but measurement
design factors. In order to detect the long-term effects of our experiments, participants from selected
experiment conditions were invited to complete a second-wave post-experiment survey six months after
the deliberation session, in addition to the first-wave post-experiment survey immediately after the
deliberation. By comparing the results of surveys from different time points, the current study is able to
determine whether deliberation results in long-term depolarization.

A full factorial design including all of the stimuli factors will lead to a 2x2x3x2 design with repeated
measures. Although each condition has only two groups of participants, a full factorial design would
demand at least 48 groups of participants, which would incur an extremely high cost for data collection.
As interaction effects are not the main concern of the proposed study, a more streamlined study design
was adopted for cost efficiency concerns.

Table 1. Study design

Study 1 Deliberation vs. discussion with repeated measures and multiple age groups
Condition 1 Condition 2
Deliberation Discussion
Group 1 (20-30 years old) Group 5 (20-30 years old)
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Group 2 (3140 years old)

Group 6 (3040 years old)

Group 3 (41-50 years old)

Group 7 (40-50 years old)

Group 4 (51-60 years old)

Group 8 (50-60 years old)

Study 2 Communication mode and communication topic

Communication mode

Communication topic Online deliberation Face-to-face deliberation

political issue Condition 1 (two groups: young, old) | Condition 3 (two groups: young, old)

social policy issue Condition 2 (two groups: young, old) | Condition 4 (two groups: young, old)

Study 3 Opinion environment with differences in social status

Opinion environment

Condition 1 Condition 2 Condition 3

50% enclave 75% enclave 100% enclave

Group 1 (high-income) | Group 4 (high-income) Group 7 (high-income)

Group 2 (mid-income) Group 5 (mid-income) Group 8 (mid-income)

Group 3 (low-income) Group 6 (low-income) Group 9 (low-income)

As shown in Table 1, three studies were conducted with different combinations of factors. Study 1
focuses on the difference between deliberation and discussion with repeated measures for short-term and
long-term effects. While the pilot experiment involved only people between 31 and 40 years old, Study 1
includes four groups of different ages for each condition.

Study 2 is an experiment with a 2x2 design. There are two conditions for communication mode: face-to-
face deliberation and online deliberation. There are two conditions for communication topics: a political
topic and a social policy topic. The selected political topic is Lantau Island development plan, and the
selected social policy topic is the municipal solid waste charging scheme. A 2x2 design yields four
conditions. For each condition, the study includes two groups of participants belonging to different age
ranges (young: 20—40 years old; old: 41-60 years old).

Study 3 explores the influence of the opinion environment on deliberation. Three conditions are included:
50% enclave, 75% enclave, and 100% enclave. As social status is a demographic factor that may
influence deliberation outcomes, three groups are used for each condition: high-income, mid-income, and
low-income. In total, 25 groups of participants were recruited for this project.

Participant recruitment, data collection, and quality control

In the current project, participant recruitment and data collection were contracted out to a qualified market
research company. To run the experiments, the PI and the research assistant designed detailed instructions
for the company to follow. Before the project started, the PI and research assistant held several rounds of
meetings to brief the company in detail on the setups of the study. The PI was in charge of the study
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design, questionnaire design, discussion questions, discussion flow design, etc. PI trained the moderator
to ensure that the rules of deliberation were followed. The PI and research assistants monitored the entire
process of data collection.

Deliberation rules and materials

All of the deliberation groups in the study strictly followed discussion guidelines. Before the formal
deliberation, we provided the participants with reading materials to enable them to familiarize themselves
with points from both sides. Specifically, the participants were provided with “for” and “against”
arguments regarding the issues to be deliberated. We collected the reading materials from mainstream
Hong Kong media and controlled the tone and length of the information given so that the opinions on
both sides seemed as reasonable as possible. During the deliberation, there are three rules: all participants
have an equal chance to express their opinions, are required to use civil language, and must respect
speakers with views opposing their own. A trained moderator was assigned to each group to maintain the
rationality, civility, and quality of the deliberation.

The information booklet will contain a detailed introduction to the focal issue under deliberation and
discussion. The booklet was designed based on information from a diverse range of sources. The booklet
has three parts: a background section, details of the issue, and information regarding relevant topics in
other countries or societies (see Appendix 1). The booklet also included “for” and “against” arguments on
the issues to be deliberated. The facilitator used different approaches to moderate the sessions and played
different roles in different conditions. The rules for deliberation were based on a previous study
(Strandberg et al., 2019). Before the deliberation, the facilitator announced the rules to ensure fairness and
encourage mutual respect (see Appendix 2). The facilitator was trained to intervene when the rules are
broken (e.g., when speakers go over time). In all conditions, the facilitator asked a set of prepared
questions for the participants to discuss (see Appendix 3).

Experimental procedure

The project recruited only Cantonese speakers who are permanent residents of Hong Kong. Previous
studies typically recruited 5—16 participants to form a deliberation group. The current research assigned
six participants to each group to organize an in-depth conversation. When the participants signed up for
the experiment, they took a pre-experiment survey to measure their existing opinions on and attitudes
toward the focal topic, such as their partisanship, the strength of their attitudes, and their knowledge of the
topic. The research team then assigned the participants to small groups based on their self-reported
political stances. In each group, the number of participants on the two sides of the debate was equal.
Individuals with neutral opinions were excluded from the study. These procedures applied to all of the
studies conducted except Study 3, which manipulated the opinion environment. Selected participants were
invited to join a 90-minute deliberation/discussion experiment. They were randomly assigned to the
experimental conditions. The participants then took a post-experiment survey. The questions in this
survey were similar to those in the pre-experiment survey. In Study 1, the participants took two post-
experiment surveys: one immediately after the deliberation and the other six months after.

Measurements

Attitude toward issue. The participants’ attitudes toward a selected issue were measured by one question.
Participants were asked to indicate their attitude on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicates “strong
opposition” and 10 indicates “strong support.”
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Issue polarization. The level of polarization was measured by the degree of variance within the group in
terms of their attitudes toward the issue. In other words, issue polarization was a group-level measure,
calculated by the standard deviation of issue attitude scores within a group.

Attitude toward people holding opposing views. Individuals were asked to indicate how favorably they
regard those who hold opposing views on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicates “very unfavorable” and 10
indicates “very favorable.”

Affective polarization. Affective polarization was measured by the level of variance within the group in
terms of members’ attitudes toward people holding opposing views. Similar to issue polarization,
affective polarization was a group-level measure, calculated by the standard deviation of attitudes toward
people holding opposing views.

Issue knowledge. Knowledge of the focal issue was measured using a few questions about the topics
discussed. The participants were presented with multiple-choice questions to test their familiarity with the
issue. A correct answer was coded as 1, and an incorrect answer was coded as 0. The total number of
correct answers was calculated for each participant and taken as the participant’s knowledge of the issue.

Sense of local and national identity. Local identity and national identity were measured using two items.
Local identity was measured by inviting the participants to indicate their level of identification with being
a Hong Konger on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means “no identification” and 10 means “high
identification.” Similarly, national identity was measured in terms of the participants’ level of
identification with being Chinese on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means “no identification” and 10 means
“high identification.”

Social trust. The participants were asked to rate the statement that most of the time, people can be trusted
on a scale of 0—10 (0 = “strongly disagree,” 10 = “strongly agree”).

Evaluation of group discussion. The participants were asked to rate their experience of the group
discussion on a scale of 0—10 (0 = “strongly disagree,” 10 = “strongly agree”) in the following
dimensions: fairness, activeness, effectiveness, friendliness, informativeness, usefulness, civility, and
mutual respect. The scores for the eight items were averaged to form an overall evaluation of the
discussion experience.

All the above measures, except for the last one, were administered in the pretest and post-test survey. The
evaluation of group discussion questions was only asked in the post-test survey (see Appendix 4).

Research Findings
Study 1 Deliberation vs. discussion with repeated measures and multiple age groups

The analysis took three steps. First, the study examines the difference between the discussion group and
the deliberation group. Second, the study examines the long-term effects of the experiment stimuli. Third,
the study examines the differences between younger and older adults.

Deliberation vs. discussion

Table 2 below presents the overall findings from Study 1. The T1 and T2 columns refer to survey results
before and after the discussion or deliberation. The T3 columns refer to the survey results six months after
the experiments. The experiment topic is Lantau Tomorrow Vision.

Table 2. Differences between Deliberation and Discussion Groups (Study 1)
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Deliberation groups Discussion groups

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Issue Attitude 4.87 5.12 5.92 5.04 4.96 4.46
(3.21 (3.21 (2.89) (3.28) (3.41) (3.28)
Attitude toward people 3.88 3.68 4.28 3.88 3.65 4.38
holding opposing views (2.95) (3.03) (2.85) (2.48) (2.75) (2.54)
Knowledge 3.25 3.17 3.33 3.54 3.21 3.25
(1.26) (0.96) (1.20) (0.83) (0.83) (0.99)
Local Identity 8.13 8.25 7.75 8.29 7.75 7.96
(1.90) (1.82) (1.85) (1.63) (2.23) (1.73)
National Identity 6.08 6.17 5.67 5.96 6.04 5.63
(3.30) (2.27) 3.17) (2.90) (2.58) (2.73)
Social Trust 5.24 5.72 4.96 5.23 5.27 4.97
(1.55) (1.58) (1.63) (1.28) (1.18) (1.24)
Overall Evaluation of - 7.90 7.24 - 7.38 6.61
Discussion Experience (1.51) (1.23) (1.70) (1.77)

Note: 4 groups were recruited for each condition, and each group has 6 participants.

First, speaking of issue attitude, there is a slight increase in terms of support for the issue in the
deliberation group. Before deliberation, the average support was 4.87, but after deliberation, the average
support was 5.12. In contrast, there is a slight decrease in terms of support for the issue in the discussion
group. Before the discussion, the average support was 5.04, but after the discussion, the average support
was 4.96.

Second, in terms of issue attitude polarization, the deliberation groups did not show any changes. Before
deliberation, the standard deviation for issue attitude was 3.21. After deliberation, the standard deviation
for issue attitude remained the same. But the discussion groups experienced an increase in issue
polarization. Before the discussion, the standard deviation for issue attitude was 3.28. After discussion,
the standard deviation for issue attitude was 3.41.

Third, there is a decrease in attitude toward people holding opposing views after discussion and
deliberation. For the deliberation groups, before the experiment, the average rating toward people holding
opposing views was 3.88; after the experiment, the rating decreased to 3.68. For the discussion groups,
before the experiment, the average rating toward people holding opposing views was 3.88; after the
experiment, the rating decreased to 3.65.

Fourth, the levels of affective polarization increased slightly after the discussion and deliberation. For the
deliberation groups, before the experiment, the standard deviation for rating people holding opposing
views was 2.95, but after the experiment, the number increased to 3.03. For the discussion groups, before
the experiment, the standard deviation for rating people holding opposing views was 2.48, but after the
experiment, the number increased to 2.75.

Fifth, in terms of issue knowledge, a very small decrease was detected. Before deliberation, on average,
participants answered 3.25 questions correctly. After deliberation, the number was 3.17. Before the
discussion, on average, participants answered 3.54 questions correctly. After discussion, the number was
3.21.
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Sixth, for the sense of identity, a slight increase of local (8.13 to 8.25) and national identity (6.08 to 6.17)
was observed in the deliberation groups. The discussion groups observed a decrease of local identity and
an increase in national identity.

Seventh, social trust in both deliberation and discussion groups increased after the experiment. For the
deliberation groups, before the experiment, the average social trust was 5.24; after the experiment, the
rating increased to 5.72. For the discussion groups, before the experiment, the average social trust was
5.23; after the experiment, the rating increased slightly to 5.27.

Finally, deliberation experiences were rated more positively than discussion experiences. The average
ratings for the experiment experience were 7.90 and 7.38 for the deliberation condition and the discussion
condition, respectively.

Long term effects

After six months, will the experiment effects still last? According to Table 2, the following findings could
be observed. The comparisons were made between T2 (right after the experiment) and T3 (6 months
later).

First, the deliberation groups had a strong increase in support for the issue (from 4.87 to 5.12 to 5.92), but
the discussion groups decreased further (from 5.04 to 4.96 to 4.46). Second, issue attitude polarization
decreased (from 3.21 to 2.89) in the deliberation groups and discussion groups (3.41 to 3.28) after six
months. Third, for attitudes toward people holding opposing views, both deliberation groups (3.68 to
4.28) and discussion groups (3.65 to 4.38) witnessed increases. Fourth, affective polarization decreased
for both deliberation groups (3.03 to 2.85) and discussion groups (2.75 to 2.54). Fifth, levels of
knowledge increased very slightly for both deliberation groups (3.17 to 3.33) and discussion groups (3.21
to 3.25). Sixth, for deliberation groups, local identity decreased (8.25 to 7.75), and national identity (6.17
to 5.67) decreased as well. But for discussion groups, local identity increased (7.75 to 7.96), and national
identity decreased (6.04 to 5.63). Seventh, social trust decreased for both deliberation (5.72 to 4.96) and
discussion groups (5.27 to 4.97). Finally, the overall evaluation of the discussion experience decreased for
both deliberation groups (7.90 to 7.24) and discussion groups (7.38 to 6.61).

Age difference analysis
Table 3 presents the differences between younger and older adults in terms of experiment results.

Table 3. Differences between Younger and Older Adults (Study 1)

Younger adults Older adults
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Issue Attitude 5.25 5.08 4.75 4.67 5.00 5.63

(3.08) (2.95) (3.11) 3.37) 3.64) (3.19)
Attitude toward people 3.24 3.99 4.18 4.51 3.35 4.47
holding opposing views (2.69) (2.99) (2.58) (2.60) (2.75) (2.81)
Knowledge 3.08 2.79 3.04 3.71 3.58 3.54

(1.14) (0.66) (0.86) (0.91) (0.93) (1.25)
Local Identity 8.29 7.87 7.67 8.13 8.12 8.04

(1.57) (2.09) (1.55) (1.94) (2.01) (1.99)
National Identity 5.21 5.13 5.13 6.83 7.08 6.17

(3.08) (2.83) 2.97) (2.90) (2.70) (2.85)
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Social Trust 5.16 5.23 4.82 5.31 5.77 5.11

(1.25) (1.43) (1.57) (1.57) (1.35) (1.30)
Overall Evaluation of - 7.83 7.49 - 7.45 6.35
Discussion Experience (1.53) (1.28) (1.70) (1.59)

Note: 4 groups were recruited for each condition, and each group has 6 participants.

First, the analysis focuses on the differences between younger and older adults before the experiment
stimuli (T1). In general, younger adults (5.25) had a more favorable attitude toward the issue than older
adults (4.67). Younger adults (3.24) showed more negative attitudes toward people holding different
opinions than older adults (4.51). Younger adults (3.08) had less issue knowledge than older adults (3.71).
Younger adults (8.29) had a stronger local identity than older adults (8.13), and their national identity
(5.21) was weaker than older adults (6.83). Younger adults’ social trust (5.16) was lower than older adults
(5.31).

Second, the analysis examines the differences between younger and older adults after the experiment.
Overall, for most of the measures, the differences between younger and older adults remained the same
direction. There are a few exceptions, though. Before the deliberation, younger adults (3.24) showed more
negative attitudes toward people holding different opinions than older adults (4.51). However, after the
deliberation, younger adults (3.99) showed more positive attitudes toward people holding different
opinions than older adults (3.35). In addition, before the deliberation, younger adults (8.29) had a stronger
local identity than older adults (8.13). Yet, after the deliberation, younger adults (7.87) had a weaker local
identity than older adults (8.12). In short, deliberation worked better on younger adults in terms of
decreasing affective polarization and local identity. Finally, younger adults (7.83) evaluated the
discussion experience more favorably than older adults (7.45).

Study 2 Communication mode and communication topic

The data analysis procedures for Study 2 follow two steps. First, the study compares deliberation effects
between face-to-face and online deliberation. Second, the study examines the deliberation effect
differences between the two topics: Lantau Tomorrow Vision and Solid Waste Charging Scheme.

Online deliberation vs. Face-to-Face deliberation
Table 4 presents findings regarding the differences between online and face-to-face deliberation.

Overall speaking, the deliberation effects found in Study 2 were roughly similar to those in Study 1. But
there were a few exceptions. First, in Study 1, issue attitude increased after deliberation, but in Study 2,
issue attitude decreased in both online groups (4.88 to 4.79) and face-to-face groups (5.04 to 4.92).
Second, in Study 1, local identity increased after deliberation, but in Study 2, local identity decreased
after deliberation in both online groups (8.46 to 8.25) and face-to-face groups (8.17 to 8.04).

In addition, online and face-to-face deliberation had very similar effects, with two exceptions. First, in
online deliberation groups, attitudes toward people holding opposite views decreased after deliberation
(3.97 to 3.67). In contrast, in face-to-face deliberation groups, attitudes toward people holding opposite
views increased after deliberation (3.50 to 4.28). Second, in online deliberation groups, national identity
decreased after deliberation (5.00 to 4.88), but in face-to-face groups, national identity increased after
deliberation (4.62 to 5.29). These two findings showed that face-to-face deliberation had better effects
than online deliberation, despite the fact that participants from the online groups (7.90) rated their
experience higher than participants from the face-to-face groups (7.79).
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Table 4. Differences between Online and Face-to-Face Deliberation Groups (Study 2)

Online F2F
T1 T2 T1 T2

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

Issue Attitude 4.88 4.79 5.04 4.92
(3.30) (3.51) (2.97) (3.01)

Attitude toward people 3.97 3.67 3.50 4.28
holding opposing views (2.56) (2.14) (2.13) (2.52)

Knowledge 2.54 2.21 2.46 2.38
(1.25) (1.38) (1.22) (1.17)

Local Identity 8.46 8.25 8.17 8.04
(1.79) (1.94) (1.71) (1.73)

National Identity 5.00 4.88 4.62 5.29
(3.39) (3.11) (3.39) (3.13)

Social Trust 4.96 5.20 5.05 5.38
(1.38) (1.46) (1.58) (1.44)

Overall Evaluation of - 7.90 - 7.79
Discussion Experience (1.38) (1.67)

Note: 4 groups were recruited for each condition, and each group has 6 participants.
Political issue vs. social policy issue

Table 5 presents findings regarding the differences between discussion topics. For political issues, the
project team selected the Lantau Tomorrow Vision; for social policy issues, the project team selected the
Solid Waste Charging Scheme.

Table 5. Differences between Lantau Tomorrow Vision (LTV) and Solid Waste Charging Scheme
(SWCS) Groups (Study 2)

LTV SWCS
T1 T2 T1 T2

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

Issue Attitude 4.75 4.63 5.17 5.08
(3.45) (3.52) (2.76) (2.98)

Attitude toward people 3.67 4.11 3.81 3.83
holding opposing views (2.36) (2.43) (2.37) (2.29)

Knowledge 3.00 2.83 2.00 1.75
(1.18) (0.87) (1.06) (1.39)

Local Identity 8.21 8.33 8.42 7.96
(1.74) (1.88) (1.77) (1.78)

National Identity 5.67 6.17 3.96 4.00
(3.45) (3.13) (3.09) (2.70)

Social Trust 5.35 5.47 4.66 5.11
(1.57) (1.66) (1.29) (1.19)

Overall Evaluation of - 8.08 - 7.60
Discussion Experience (1.10) (1.83)

Note: 4 groups were recruited for each condition, and each group has 6 participants.
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Overall speaking, the deliberation effects between the two topics were very similar. There are two
differences. First, in the Lantau Tomorrow Vision groups, local identity increased after deliberation (8.21
to 8.33), but in the Solid Waste Charging Scheme groups, local identity decreased after deliberation (8.42
to 7.96). Second, the Lantau Tomorrow Vision groups (8.08) rated their deliberation experience as more
favorable than the Solid Waste Charging Scheme groups (7.60).

Study 3 Opinion environment with differences in social status

The data analysis procedures for Study 3 follow two steps. First, the study compares deliberation effects
across different opinion environments: 50% enclave, 75% enclave, and 100% enclave. Second, the study
examines the deliberation effect across different income groups: low-income, middle-income, and high-

income.

Opinion environment: 50% enclave vs. 75% enclave vs. 100% enclave

The three opinion environment conditions demonstrated prominent differences in terms of deliberation
effects. The 100% enclave group was the outlier. First, in terms of issue attitude change, the 100%
enclave condition demonstrated an increase in issue attitude (3.94 to 4.06), but the other two conditions
showed decreases. Second, regarding attitude toward people holding different views, the 100% enclave
condition showed an increase in issue attitude (3.81 to 4.57), but the other two conditions showed
decreases. Third, the 100% enclave condition demonstrated a decrease in issue knowledge (3.33 to 3.22),
but the 75% enclave condition showed an increase (3.11 to 3.17). Fourth, in terms of local identity, the
100% enclave condition increased (7.78 to 7.89), but the other two conditions decreased. Finally, the
100% enclave condition demonstrated a decrease in social trust (5.63 to 5.37), but the other two
conditions showed increases. In short, when people holding similar viewpoints deliberate together, the
effects are not so desirable.

Table 6. Differences among Groups in different opinion environments (Study 3)

50% Enclave 75% Enclave® 100% Enclave®
T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Issue Attitude 4.94 4.44 5.11 5.06 3.94 4.06

(2.80) (3.49) (2.89) (3.19) (3.39) (3.83)
Attitude toward people 4.19 4.07 4.06 3.87 3.81 4.57
holding opposing views (2.69) (2.86) (2.37) (1.58) (2.34) (2.22)
Knowledge 3.00 3.00 3.11 3.17 3.33 3.22

(1.08) (0.97) (0.96) (0.79) (0.69) (0.73)
Local Identity 8.78 8.50 7.39 7.28 7.78 7.89

(1.48) (1.69) (2.06) (1.99) (2.53) (1.45)
National Identity 4.72 4.28 4.94 4.61 5.11 5.00

(3.10) (2.91) (2.10) (2.83) (2.89) (3.1
Social Trust 5.29 5.52 5.11 5.51 5.63 5.37

(1.15) (1.21) (1.07) (0.93) (0.98) (1.00>
Overall Evaluation of - 8.22 - 6.68 - 7.68
Discussion Experience (1.33) (1.40) (1.19

Note: 3 groups were recruited for each condition, and each group has 6 participants. *Four out of six did
not support the policy in recruitment test. ®All participants did not support the policy in recruitment test.
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Income group comparison

Table 7 shows the differences in deliberation effects across three income groups. Overall, the differences
were prominent. First, in terms of issue attitude, only the middle-income condition increased (4.00 to
4.33), whereas the other two conditions decreased. Second, in terms of attitude toward people holding
different views, the high-income condition became more favorable (3.35 to 4.57), but the other two
conditions became less favorable. Third, for knowledge, the high-income condition increased their issue
knowledge after deliberation (3.22 to 3.44) but the other two conditions decreased their issue knowledge.
Fourth, for local identity, the low-income condition increased their local identity (7.44 to 8.05) but the
other two conditions decreased local identity. Fifth, as for social trust, the low-income condition increased
their social trues, but the middle- and high-income groups decreased their social trust.

Table 7. Differences among Groups of different incomes (Study 3)

Low Middle High
T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Issue Attitude 3.44 2.72 4.00 4.33 6.56 6.50

(2.98) (3.00) (2.72) (2.83) (2.53) (3.54)
Attitude toward people 5.09 4.67 3.61 3.28 3.35 4.57
holding opposing views (2.38) (2.28) (2.09) (1.98) (2.56) (2.34)
Knowledge 3.17 3.06 3.06 2.89 3.22 3.44

(1.10) (0.87) (1.06) (0.68) (0.55) (0.86)
Local Identity 7.44 8.50 8.50 7.67 8.00 7.50

(2.75) (1.65) (1.33) (1.46) (2.00) (2.07)
National Identity 4.83 4.56 4.72 4.67 5.22 4.67

(2.88) (2.92) (2.32) (2.25) (2.94) (3.58)
Social Trust 5.06 5.64 5.27 5.13 5.70 5.63

(0.99) (1.27) (1.10) (0.99) (1.07) (0.76)
Overall Evaluation of - 8.09 - 7.10 - 7.40
Discussion Experience (1.23) (1.50) (1.46)

Note: 3 groups were recruited for each condition, and each group has 6 participants.
Policy implications and recommendations

In total, the current project has four objectives. The first objective of the project is to replicate the pilot
project with a larger sample to check the robustness of its findings. The pilot project found that
participation in deliberation and discussion could not change people’s views toward a political or social
issue but could change people’s views toward the opposing party, reduce affective polarization, and
increase people’s national identification. Strictly speaking, the current project did not fully replicate the
findings from the pilot project.

For example, Study 1 found that deliberation increased people’s issue attitude, but casual discussion
decreased people’s issue attitude. In addition, people’s view toward the opposing party were slightly
reduced after deliberation and discussion. The mixed findings produced by the current project could be
explained by a few possible factors. On the one hand, the topics for deliberation changed. In the pilot
study, the topic is highly politically sensitive. On the other hand, the overall public opinion climate could
be changed after the introduction of the National Security Law in Hong Kong. Nevertheless, despite the
fact that a full replication of findings was not obtained, one overall conclusion is pretty clear, that is,
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deliberation delivered a stronger effect than casual discussion in terms of reducing issue polarization and
affective polarization.

The second objective of the current project is to examine the longitudinal effects of deliberation.
According to the findings from Study 1, the current project found relatively weak to moderate
longitudinal effects of deliberation. Issue attitude continued increasing after six months in the deliberation
groups, whereas issue attitude continued decreasing in discussion groups. Similarly, participants from
both deliberation and discussion groups developed more favorable attitudes toward people holding
opposing views after six months. These two are moderate-level longitudinal effects. As for weak
longitudinal effects, the project found knowledge increased slightly, and evaluation of both deliberation
and discussion experience decreased slightly after six months. It is important to note, though, one has to
be cautious of the interpretation of the longitudinal effects because the changes observed could be
interpreted as history effects induced by the external environment changes.

The third object is to determine the best combination of design factors in terms of attitude moderation.
The factors examined in the current project include deliberation-related factors and individual
demographic differences. Deliberation-related factors are deliberation vs. casual discussion, online vs.
face-to-face, deliberation topics, and deliberation opinion environments. Individual demographic factors
include age and income.

The broad conclusions regarding deliberation-related factors based on the three studies are: formal
deliberation works better than casual discussion, face-to-face deliberation works better than online
deliberation, and balanced opinion climate works better than unbalanced opinion climates. In addition, the
conclusions regarding individual demographic factors are: deliberation effects are more prominent in
younger adults than older adults, and deliberation effects are more prominent in the middle to high-
income groups than low-income groups. Based on these findings, it is concluded that the best
combination of design factors in terms of attitude moderation is formal face-to-face deliberation with
balanced opinion climate design on young or middle to high-income participants.

The last objective of the proposed project is to suggest protocols for effective political discussion that can
lead to attitude moderation and social depolarization in Hong Kong. Based on the findings of this project,
four major implications could be discussed. First, providing people with chances to talk to the opposite
camp is beneficial in curing social cleavage. Second, deliberation consistently demonstrates its advantage
over causal discussion. When having people discuss politics, a facilitator who makes sure that the rules of
opinion exchange are enforced is crucial to desirable outcomes. Third, it is difficult to change people’s
view toward a political issue in the short run in the desirable direction. It is important to look beyond
attitude changing as communication objectives, such as foster a harmonious and mutually understanding
social environment. Fourth, the effects of deliberation are contingent on the deliberation's design and the
participants' background; careful deliberation design is needed to achieve optimal effects. To elaborate
these points, the finding summary and policy recommendations could be summarized in the following
table for ease of reference.
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Table 8. Experiment finding summary and policy recommendations

Findings

Recommendations

The experiments found that changing
issue attitude through discussion is
difficult to achieve.

Opinion differences will always exist. Government
institutions shall focus more on reducing affective
polarization and nurturing a harmonious and mutually
understanding social environment when setting
communication goals.

The experiments found that deliberation
showed stronger effects than casual
discussion in terms of reducing issue
polarization and affective polarization.

The experiments found that relatively
weak to moderate longitudinal effects of
deliberation.

Communication without rules could lead to
undesirable effects. Government-citizen dialogue and
citizen to citizen conversation needs deliberative rules:
equal participation, respect people with different
views, arguments to be supported by evidence, see
things in different perspectives, etc.

The experiments found that face-to-face
mode of deliberation showed stronger
effects than online deliberation.

The experiments found that balanced
opinion climate works better than
unbalanced opinion climates for

In addition to rules, form of deliberation matters.
When organization deliberation sessions, special
attention needs to be paid to the design of deliberation
sessions. It is important to make sure that face-to-face
discussion could be arranged, and the number of
people with different views shall be balanced.

deliberation groups.

To achieve the optimal effects of conversation,
deliberation could be first conducted among young and
middle to high-income citizens.

6 | The experiments found that deliberation
effects are more prominent in younger
adults than older adults; deliberation
effects are more prominent in the middle
to high-income groups than low-income
groups.

Overall speaking, the government shall provide opportunities and set up platforms for initiating political
dialogues or promote resources and opportunities for incubating such organizations and institutions
promoting conversation at the societal level. In the past, most people spoke of political dialogues with
government officials and debating between celebrities or professional politicians. These talks rarely end
up with satisfactory results. Conversation among the public is more important in terms of fostering a
healthy civic culture. Simply put, people need to talk to people more. But the natural dialogue settings
that political conversation takes place has its limitations. This is mainly because the main setting of the
discussion took place in a household where currently, in Hong Kong, the older generations disagree with
the younger generations. With such a setting, most conversations ended up with silence and conflict.

When organizing talks among people, two basic elements are needed. First, a small group discussion
requires people with opposing views. Second, an impartial moderator familiar with the rules of
deliberation is needed for small group discussions. It is recommended that political and social policy
dialogue activities could be held at the community level. For each event, participants need to be separated
into small groups of around 6-8 individuals. A pre-discussion poll could be taken to find out participants’
policy preferences. With the polling results, each discussion group shall have the same number of
opposing and supporting individuals. A trained moderator will then facilitate each group; the discussion
could last between 60-90 minutes. Another alternative is to organize online deliberation if the resource is
limited. The advantage of conducting online deliberation is its low cost. But the effects are less than ideal.

21



Conclusion

The project found that the best combination of design factors in attitude moderation is formal face-to-face
deliberation with balanced opinion climate design on young or middle to high-income participants.
Therefore, to achieve the best effects, in terms of demographic priority, deliberation could be first
conducted among young people or people with middle to high income. At the same time, we shall not
forget low-income groups and older adult groups. These groups of people demonstrated weak effects of
deliberation. Future research could focus on these groups to find ways of influence other than
deliberation.
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Public dissemination of findings

According to the proposal, a public seminar for disseminating the findings of the study will be held on
CityU campus. A seminar entitled “Using Deliberation to Reduce Polarization and Build Consensus:
Findings from Hong Kong” is scheduled on March 20, 2023. The PI will present the details of the finding
to CityU and public audiences during the seminar.
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Appendix 3. Discussion Questions
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Appendix 4. Questionnaire Items
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Appendix 5. Demographics Characteristics of the Participants

Study 1 (N = 48)

Frequency Percentage (%)
Age (years)
21-30 12 25
31-40 12 25
41-50 12 25
51-60 12 25
Sex
Male 24 50
Female 24 50
Education
High school or below 9 18.7
College or above 39 81.3
Income
Low 2 4.2
Medium 24 50
High 22 45.8
Study 2 (N = 48)
Frequency Percentage (%)
Age (years)
21-40 25 52.1
41-60 23 47.9
Sex
Male 25 52.1
Female 23 47.9
Education
High school or below 7 14.6
College or above 41 85.4
Income
Low 4 8.3
Medium 17 354
High 27 56.3
Study 3 (N =54)
Frequency Percentage (%)
Age (years)
21-30 19 35.2
31-40 17 31.5
41-50 10 18.5
51-60 8 14.8
Sex
Male 27 50
Female 27 50
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Education

High school or below 16 29.6

College or above 38 70.4
Income

Low 18 333

Medium 18 333

High 18 33.3
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