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PERCEIVED UNCOERCIVE SPEECH CONDITIONS AND DISAGREEMENT 


Abstract 

Motivated by the theoretical debate on whether everyday talk qualifies as part of the deliberative system, this study employed two middle-range concepts, perceived uncoercive speech conditions and disagreement, to theorize the deliberativeness of everyday talk based on a proceduralist perspective.  Perceived disagreement is incorporated into the definition of deliberation as a starting point of the procedure. Three dimensions of perceived uncoercive speech conditions, including free proposal, symmetrical opportunity, and fair treatment, are conceptualized as the procedural treatments deliberation offers. Using a hybrid political system as the context, an empirical examination illustrates how the two concepts can help delineate the perceptions of deliberative from non-deliberative everyday talk, as well as how the deliberative dimension in everyday speech can facilitate political efficacy. 
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 Perceived Uncoercive Speech Conditions and Disagreement of Everyday Talk: A Proceduralist Perspective of Citizen Deliberation 


An ongoing debate between the restrictive view (e.g., Cohen, 1997; Gutmann & Thompson, 2000) and the tolerant position (Dryzek, 2000; Young 1996) regarding deliberative democracy divides theorists in viewing the role played by everyday talk in deliberative democracy.  Mansbridge (1999) cogently argued for the inclusion of everyday talk in the deliberative system, while Thompson (2008) explicitly stated that “ordinary political discussion should be distinguished from decision-oriented deliberation,” and everyday talk should not be considered as “instances of deliberation per se” (p.502).  The restrictive view tends to emphasize the “conditions of deliberation” (Gutmann & Thompson, 2000, p.201), in order to ensure that deliberation is as close to the ideally free, equal, and rational model as possible.  The tolerant position, acknowledging the realistic constraints, tends to advocate for a minimal version of deliberative democracy that loosens many requirements of deliberativeness. 
Without siding with any of the two perspectives, this study attempted to address the theoretical debate through defining two middle-range concepts regarding deliberativeness, perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions, based on a proceduralist perspective of citizen deliberation.  Using a hybrid political system as the context, an empirical examination of perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions illustrates how the two concepts can help delineate the perceptions of deliberative from non-deliberative everyday talk, as well as how the deliberative dimension in everyday speech can facilitate political efficacy.  Specifically, internal and external political efficacies were treated as two resources that may help individual citizens to go beyond their private realm to engage in system-level changes.  The findings suggest that perceived uncoercive speech conditions demonstrate positive associations with internal and external efficacy, whereas perceived disagreement does not show any significance. Implications for further theorization around the two concepts are discussed. 

Everyday Talk as Deliberation? 


The contention between the restrictive view and the tolerant position on deliberative democracy centers on the conditions of deliberation.  Not all actions or speeches can satisfy the criteria of being deliberative, according to the restrictive view.  In order to facilitate the generation and dissemination of reasonable arguments, some scholars (e.g., Fishkin, 1991) proposed that an institution must be built to function as the space for such discursive exchanges (e.g., New England town hall meetings, Bryan, 2004; Zimmerman, 1999; trial juries, Gastil et al., 2010; Deliberative Polls, Fishkin, 1995; citizen panels, Gastil, 2000). Various organizations, such as America Speaks, National Issues Forums, and the National Coalition for Dialogue & Deliberation, advocate deliberation by experimenting with a variety of institutional forms, although some experiments are fairly flexible with regard to the deliberative conditions (Gastil & Levine, 2005).  Empirical evidence confirmed that this type of small group deliberation has many benefits with regard to cognitive outcomes (Barabas, 2004; Feldman & Price, 2008; Fishkin & Luskin, 1999; Gastil & Dillard, 1999; Luskin, 1987; Luskin, Fishkin, & Jowell, 2002; Price, Cappella, & Nir, 2002).

Nevertheless, deliberation scholars who are in favor of a tolerant view argued that the conditions of deliberation should be relaxed in order to allow a vibrant “deliberative system” (Mansbridge, 1999, p.211) to emerge.   Rather than examining formal deliberation opportunities, they focused on the mundane moments in everyday life (Felski, 1989; Kim and Kim, 2008; Mansbridge, 1999; Walsh, 2003). Counter publics scholars (Author, 2006; Hauser, 2001; Squires, 2001) examined online forums, prison writing, and the community press to discover deliberation within subordinated groups, which often do not have equal access to formal institutions.  Two researchers who proposed the proletariat public sphere, Negt & Kluge (1993), were even more tolerant – any practices that bring the proletarian experience into the visible horizon of social experience could be the embodiment of the public sphere. 

The justifications behind this argument of integrating everyday life into the deliberative system are three-fold.  First, everyday activities are the prerequisites of formal deliberation. Before citizens can participate in deliberation as a rational and independent subject, they must learn to construct their identities, achieve common sense, practice public reason, and form resources to support their involvement in formal deliberation (Kim & Kim, 2008).  Second, everyday activities are in constant interaction with formal deliberation (Mansbridge, 1999).  The deliberating individuals in town hall meetings go home and discuss the issues during their family dinners; there is no reason why the private talk cannot extend their formal deliberation experience.  Third and most critically, everyday activities provide better opportunities than does formal deliberation for subordinated groups. Informal discussions are more accessible to such groups than formal deliberation, due to the existing unequal power relationships (Author, 2010).   Furthermore, informal discussions are more permissive than formal deliberation in terms of the rhetoric style. Unlike formal deliberation, passion, appeals to emotion, and personal stories are not made secondary to rational reasoning in informal discussions (Black, 2008; Polletta & Lee, 2006).   In addition, informal and nonpurposive everyday talk is less occupied by the instrumental goal of reaching a decision and more attentive to the dialogic purpose of reaching mutual understanding, compared to formal deliberation (Kim & Kim, 2008). 
Empirical evidence also confirmed that everyday political talk offers a variety of benefits (Eveland & Thompson, 2006; McLeod, Scheufele, & Moy, 1999; Kim, Wyatt, & Katz, 1999; Lalljee & Evans, 1998; Scheufele, 2002).  However, these beneficial outcomes do not directly verify the contention between the restrictive and the tolerant view regarding the role of everyday talk in deliberative democracy.  Therefore, whether the beneficial outcomes observed so far are rendered from the deliberative dimension of everyday talk is an issue that remains unexamined. 
Defining Citizen Deliberation 

Before proceeding to the discussion on the deliberative dimension of everyday talk, clear definitions of deliberative democracy and citizen deliberation are required.  This study followed the perspective of Mansbridge (1999) and Thompson (2008) in viewing deliberative democracy as a system, rather than as one specific type of political action.  Different aspects of the deliberative task can be assigned to different institutions (Goodin, 2005), and this study focused on the citizen deliberation aspect of the system of deliberative democracy.  Therefore, the definition conceptualizes citizen deliberation as a free and fair procedure of discussions on political issues among disagreeing citizens. 
This definition is rather loose, compared to those following the restrictive view.  It acknowledges that deliberation is a communication procedure, which could be generally termed discussion.  The term discussion suggests that multiple parties must be involved, and therefore excludes the interior deliberation one can have with oneself. Other than this connotation of being collective, discussion is a more inclusive form of communication compared to “reasoning” (Cohen, 1998, p.186), “careful weighing of information and views” (Burkhalter, Gastil, & Kelshaw, 2002, p.418), or “inclusive, respectful consideration of diverse points of views” (Gastil & Black, 2007, p.2). Discussions “need not be careful, serious, and reasoned” (Fearon, 1998, p.63), and are open procedures that invite a variety of linguistic mediations, such as storytelling (Black, 2008).  Resting on the action of discussion also frees citizen deliberation from making political decisions, because even formal deliberative forums do not always reach a singular final judgment (Burkhalter, Gastil, & Kelshaw, 2002). 

Two phrases, namely, political issues and disagreeing citizens, further define the topics and participants involved in the discussions.  Our understanding of political issues is broad in the sense that as long as the issues affect many people and call for collective action, they are considered political.  Burkhalter, Gastil, and Kelshaw (2002) proposed that policy issues and moral/cultural conflicts are both examples of such political issues.  We can imagine that even issues that are traditionally framed as family-bounded or private, such as maternity and paternity support, can be qualified as political issues if we follow this understanding.  In addition, discussions need to be held among disagreeing citizens.  Disagreement is considered as the starting point of the procedure of citizen deliberation.  Thompson (2008, p.502) stated that “(s)ome basic disagreement is necessary to create the problem that deliberative democracy is intended to solve.”  If citizens agree on one issue, it seems to be difficult to understand why they would initiate a deliberation at all.  In addition, the existence of disagreement indicates that diverse experiences and perspectives will be introduced into the procedure, which might trigger debate and dialogue (Young, 2002). 
While we conceptualize deliberation as a procedure, our definition is not devoid of principles and values. Two and only two norms are emphasized here, namely, freedom and equality.  We further define freedom and equality as procedural treatments that deliberation offers, in contrast with being necessary preconditions of deliberation.  Even in situations where citizens are not completely free and equal (e.g., in an authoritarian regime), this definition makes citizen deliberation possible by only emphasizing that the procedure of deliberation is open to all citizens without coercing them to participate or not to participate, and when citizens get involved, they are treated equally.  These norms are considered minimal, because they do not emphasize reason or validity claims (Habermas, 1979), the common good, consensus (Cohen, 1997), reciprocity (part of which is mutual respect), publicity, accountability (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004), and so on (see Mansbridge, 1999 for a comprehensive discussion on why these criteria could be relaxed).  However, it is also an inclusive definition that allows diverse practices to be considered as part of citizen deliberation.  In contrast to those definitions that use Athenian assembly as the role model, this definition does not limit itself to “small-group, face-to-face” (Fishkin, 1991, p.1) settings.  Any discussions on political issues qualify as deliberation in this study, as long as they involve disagreeing citizens who are given the necessary freedom and treated equally. 

It is now clear that our approach to defining deliberation follows a proceduralist perspective. However, this proceduralism is not pure (Gutmann and Thompson, 2004), in the sense that it does not assume that the procedure alone can fully justify the outcomes. For instance, this definition of deliberation does not guarantee high-quality decisions, reasonable arguments, or respectful participants. As a procedure, it only promises that basic liberty and fair opportunities are made available to all who might be affected by the discussion issues. We argue that whether such a procedure that is embodied by libertarian and egalitarian values would lead to any desirable consequences should be open to empirical examination. In a review article on the state of deliberation scholarship, Mutz (2008, p.521) called for “developing ‘middle-range’
 theories that are each important, specifiable, and falsifiable parts of deliberative democratic theory”.  In the next sections, two middle-range concepts that focus on the procedure were employed to function as specifiable and falsifiable parts of deliberation. 
Perceived Disagreement and Uncoercive Speech Conditions 
In order to address the theoretical debate on whether everyday talk can contribute to deliberative democracy, we employed two concepts to examine whether certain discussion could be considered deliberative and to test the potential effects of such deliberativeness.  The two concepts are namely perceived uncoercive speech conditions and perceived disagreement, both of which are derived from our definition of citizen deliberation.  Uncoercive speech conditions were first proposed by Habermas (1990), as one of the two parts of his theory of communicative action.  Whereas validity claims refer to the content of deliberation, uncoercive speech conditions focus on a procedure that enables the examination of contested validity claims to occur.  Therefore, uncoercive speech conditions do not concern rationalist discourse per se, but are relevant to the structural settings of discursive exchange.  Habermas (1990, p.89) explicitly stated the characteristics of the procedure as follows: First, all participants who have the capacity to take part in argumentation should be included, without exception; second, all participants should be guaranteed equal opportunity to contribute to the argumentation; third, no participants may be subject to repression.  In a recent study (Chang & Jacobson, 2010), a three-item speech condition measure was developed on the basis of the Habermasian idea: (1) whether citizens believe that they can freely raise for discussion any problematic validity claim; (2) whether citizens believe that all citizens have a symmetrical distribution of opportunities to engage in discourse; and (3) whether citizens believe that they will receive full and fair responses.  

In contrast, disagreement marks the starting point of the procedure of deliberation. Gutmann and Thompson (2004, pp.127-132) argued that the challenges of moral disagreement make deliberative democracy particularly appealing because uncoercive speech conditions provide a different response to addressing disagreements. Instead of offering a substantial judgment with regard to who is right and who is wrong in a moral disagreement, uncoercive speech conditions only promise that the disagreeing parties are involved freely and treated equally during the discussions.  The argument suggests that it is necessary to include both disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions in our examination, because they are two closely related concepts in deliberation.  In addition, as a relatively new concept that is driven by theory, the usefulness of examining perceived uncoercive speech conditions must be justified in comparison to some other more established concepts, one of which is perceived disagreement. 
In order to test the usefulness of these two concepts, we want to first examine whether they can help us to delineate the perceptions of deliberative from non-deliberative everyday talk.   Is it indeed the case that some everyday political discussions are perceived as more deliberative than others?  In addition, we want to explore the distribution of deliberative everyday talk among different demographic groups.  Do some people experience more deliberativeness than others in their everyday political discussions?  Critics of deliberation, such as Sanders (1997), were concerned about existing power imbalances that might privilege some social groups over others during the deliberation procedure.  For instance, Young (1996) was critical in stating that the kind of speech that deliberation embraces is “formal and general”, as well as “dispassionate and disembodied” (p.124), which does not work to the advantage of the marginal or disempowered groups.  Our second research question thus allows us to investigate this particular critique. If the two concepts are capable of describing the variances in the degree of deliberativeness observed in different discussions and among different groups, we can further test the potential impacts of the two concepts. Our research questions are proposed below:

Research Question 1: How do perceived uncoercive speech conditions and perceived disagreement differentiate deliberative and non-deliberative everyday talk?

Research Question 2: How do perceived uncoercive speech conditions and perceived disagreement vary among different demographic groups (i.e., age, gender, ethnicity, education, and income)? 

In order to verify whether the beneficial outcomes of everyday talk stem from the deliberative dimension of political discussions, we suggest that it is necessary to test the effects of perceived disagreement and perceived uncoercive speech conditions.  Perceived disagreement is a well-researched concept that shows an interesting pattern of impacts.  There are various ways of operationalizing disagreement (Huckfeldt, Mendez, & Osborn, 2004; Huckfeldt, Johnson, & Sprague, 2004; Lee, 2009; McLeod et al., 1999; Sheufele et al., 2004; Wojcieszak & Price, 2010), and the findings are also mixed. Political disagreement was positively associated with acquisition of information (Kwak et al., 2005), political participation (Huckfeldt, Mendez, & Osborn, 2004; McLeod et al., 1999; Sheufele et al., 2004), political tolerance (Mutz, 2002), and reason-giving (Price, Cappella, & Nir, 2002).  However, indecision and decreased participation in politics (Mutz, 2006) were found among those who were exposed to conflicting opinions, due to cross-cutting social pressure.  When ideological heterogeneity was high in online discussion forums, greater moderation was associated with less mutual respect (Author, 2013).  We argue that one of the reasons why we see such mixed findings is that disagreements can be exchanged in very different speech conditions.  If one is treated as free and equal in engagement with disagreeing fellow discussants, the effect of disagreement on this person might be different from the effect on another person who is abused by disagreeing partners.  This again justifies why we must examine the two concepts, perceived uncoercive speech conditions and perceived disagreement, simultaneously. 
When it comes to the expected effects of perceived uncoercive speech conditions, we must return to the phenomenon of everyday talk and assess why it should matter theoretically in the deliberative system.  According to Mansbridge (1999, pp.226-227), everyday talk should “help citizens understand their interests better”, “enable citizens to see conflict more clearly”, and transform “a participant from a ‘private person’ to a ‘citizen’”.  Kim and Kim (2008, p.66) argued that everyday talk is “perhaps the only practical way through which citizens construct and reveal their identities, understand others, produce rules and resources for deliberation, enhance their opinions, transform the domestic spheres into the public sphere, and bridge their private life to the political world.”  Mutual respect toward each other’s views and positions might follow the exchange of life perspectives enabled by everyday talk (Author, 2013).  If indeed everyday talk has such benefits, we argue that they must result not only from the sheer amount of everyday talk, but also from the deliberativeness of everyday talk. 

Although it has been claimed that deliberation has a range of benefits, such as knowledge gain, attitude change, opinion quality, and mutual respect, in this study we chose to focus on one of the benefits articulated by the theorists, emphasizing the reinforcing and bridging functions of everyday talk. Therefore, we were interested in outcomes that can be used by citizens as resources to reinforce their deliberative habit (Burkhalter, Gastil, & Kelshaw, 2002), as well as engage in other political activities (Marques & Maia, 2010).  Political efficacy has long been recognized as one such resource.  Campbell, Gurin, and Miller (1954, p.187) described the concept of political efficacy as “the feeling that political and social change is possible, and that the individual citizen can play a part in bringing about this change”.  This definition shows that political efficacy is likely to heighten the motivation to deliberate when future opportunities present themselves. Political efficacy is also meant to be associated with activities that go beyond everyday talk and aim at making changes. 
Political efficacy is routinely divided into two dimensions – internal and external (Niemi, Criag, & Mattei, 1991), with the former focusing on beliefs about one’s own capacity to make changes, and the latter emphasizing beliefs with regard to the system’s responsiveness to changes.   Empirical evidence confirmed that internal political efficacy (Morrell, 2003) is consistently and positively correlated with psychological involvement in politics and political participation.  In addition, political efficacy is not fixed, but is shaped by a series of factors, such as media exposure (Dardis, Shen, & Edwards, 2008; Kenski & Stroud, 2006; Pinkleton & Austin, 2002). Kenski and Stround (2006) found that while controlling for media usage, political discussion with friends and family has a positive link with both internal and external efficacy.  Based on the theoretical arguments and empirical findings discussed above, this study proposes two hypotheses regarding the effects of perceived uncoercive speech conditions and perceived disagreement in everyday  talk on political efficacy, respectively. 

Hypothesis 1: Perceived disagreement will be significantly related to both internal and external political efficacy. 

Hypothesis 2: Perceived uncoercive speech conditions will be positively related to both internal and external political efficacy. 

Method 

Survey Procedure 


This study was conducted in the context of a political system characterized as hybrid. Singapore is a city-state in Southeast Asia that has gained a mixed reputation for being economically rigorous, but politically stagnant.  Due to the constraints imposed on the mass media, interpersonal communication such as everyday talk becomes a critical channel through which alternative viewpoints can be circulated (Author, 2012a).  However, as in any transitional societies worldwide, both the government and the citizens of this country are rapidly changing. For instance, the current Prime Minister recently made several speeches calling for greater citizen participation in policy-making, and the 2011 general election showed a strong will on the part of younger Singaporeans to exert greater influence on political decisions (Author, 2012b).   It is therefore a suitable time to examine how a liberalizing citizenry that is also subject to an apathetic and fearful political culture (Tamney, 1996) would draw resources from their everyday experience to support their engagement in changing the system. 
A national representative sample of Singapore citizens and permanent residents was recruited and interviewed in a random-digit-dialing telephone survey.  An age limit of 21 years was set because this is the age at which people are eligible to vote in Singapore (Singapore Election Department, 2012).  The interviews were conducted by trained interviewers (i.e., undergraduates who were majoring in communication), using a Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) laboratory located at a comprehensive university in Singapore.  The fieldwork lasted for 7 weeks, ranging from January 17 to March 6, 2011.  The survey obtained a total of 2,081 valid responses, with a response rate of 34% (American Association for Public Opinion Research [APPOR] formula RR1). The cooperation rate (AAPOR COOP1) was 60% among all respondents reached (APPOR, 2009).


The questionnaire was delivered using the three major languages used in Singapore: English, Mandarin, and Malay.  The questionnaire was initially designed using English and then translated into Mandarin and Malay through a standard translation-back-translation process.  A dataset provided by the national telecommunications provider was used as the pool from which telephone numbers were drawn.  Each chosen telephone number was called up to four times in attempts to complete the interview before the number was dropped.  Ethical approval was obtained from the university’s institutional review board before the survey began. 

Sample Characteristics 


The ages of the respondents ranged from 21 to 90 years (M = 43.05, SD =14.02).  The sample had a gender ratio of half to half, with 1,046 males and 1,035 females. The sample included 75% Chinese, 11% Malay, 10% Indian, and 4% from other ethnicities.  The variable was recoded into a dummy one (Chinese =1, Malay, Indian, and others = 0) when used in the analysis. The age, gender, and ethnicity distribution matched the known distribution of the Singapore population (Department of Statistics, 2011).  Approximately 39% of the respondents reported that they received a secondary school education or lower, while approximately 32% of the respondents obtained a university or higher degree. The remainder attended a polytechnic, vocational institute, or junior college.  A dummy version of the education variable was created (secondary school or lower = 0, the rest = 1).  Approximately 52% of the respondents had a monthly household income of 5,000 Singapore dollars or lower. These five demographic variables, namely, age, male, Chinese, higher than secondary school education, and monthly household income, play significant roles in predicting political engagement (Verba, Nie, & Kim, 1978; Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995). 

Measures

The final measures surrounded the topic of anti-smoking policies. This topic was chosen because it is in line with our definition of citizen deliberation, which emphasizes that the issue to be discussed must be one that affects many people. Anti-smoking policies were prevalent when the survey was conducted. In April 2010, the Singapore government issued an amendment of the Smoking (Control of Advertisements and Sale of Tobacco) Act to ban smoking in most indoor and outdoor public places, and further limit advertisements and sales (Ministry of Health, 2010).   The effect of this amendment became apparent to ordinary citizens in the latter half of 2010. Such a topic is closely related to citizens’ everyday experiences and possibly controversial, due to the demoralization of smokers and social disapproval of smoking behavior that anti-smoking policies imply. For the reasons of relevance and controversy, we chose this topic as our focus. 


Perceived disagreement. Those respondents who answered that they discussed the government’s anti-smoking measures with any of the five categories of people, namely, family members, friends, colleagues, someone you met offline (church, community, groups, etc.), and someone you met online (discussion forums, blogs, etc.), were further probed with regard to their perception of exposure to disagreement (Huckfeldt, Johnson, & Sprague, 2004).  A four-point Likert scale was used (1 = never, 4 = always) to measure “how often do you disagree with them?” The five items were averaged to become one overall measure (Cronbach’s ( = .94, M = 2.01, SD = .90).


Perceived uncoercive speech conditions
. Based on the theoretical discussion on Habermasian uncoercive speech conditions, this study utilized a three-item measure to examine the multi-dimensional concept. Those who answered that they discussed the government’s anti-smoking measures were further asked how much they agreed or disagreed with three statements: (1) I have full capacity to freely raise questions about the government’s anti-smoking measures during the discussions; (2) There is a good balance in whose opinion about the government’s anti-smoking measures is being heard during the discussions; and (3) I believe that people I discussed the issue with would give a fair consideration to what I think about the government’s anti-smoking measures.  A five-point Likert scale was used (1 = never, 5 = always).  The three items were averaged to form one overall measure (Cronbach’s ( = .71, M = 3.37, SD = .69).   

 Internal efficacy. An early definition of political efficacy was “the feeling that individual political action does have, or can have an impact upon the political process” (Campbell, Gurin, & Miller, 1954, p.187). The American National Election Studies (ANES) originally used a four-question measure to tap into the concept.  Researchers subsequently found that these four questions actually concerned two different components of political efficacy, one “internal” and the other “external” (Converse, 1972; Balch, 1974).  Internal efficacy was defined as “beliefs about one’s own competence to understand, and to participate effectively in, politics” (Niemi, Criag, & Mattei, 1991, p.1407). In contrast, external efficacy refers to “citizens’ perceptions of the responsiveness of political bodies and actors to citizens’ demands” (Morell, 2003). Four questions developed in the 1987 ANES pilot study have been verified to provide a reliable and valid measure of internal efficacy (Niemi, Criag, & Mattei, 1991; Morell, 2003), therefore the following four items were applied to measure this variable: “I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in politics”; “I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues in Singapore”; “I feel that I could do as good a job in public office as most other people”; and “I think that I am better informed about politics and government than most people” (Cronbach’s ( = .90, M = 2.88, SD = .88).  A 5-point Likert scale was used (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).  


External efficacy. Compared to internal efficacy, there is a larger amount of uncertainty and variance in measuring external efficacy. Chamberlain (2012) found that aggregate external efficacy does not appear to be dynamically responsive to changes in the political environment, suggesting that the measure may need more work. Nevertheless, the ANES still uses the two-question measure: “People like me do not have any say about what the government does”, and “Public officials do not care much what people like me think”.  In addition, this measure has been found to be significant predictors and outcome variables (e.g., Craig, Niemi, & Silver, 1990).  Therefore, this study followed this traditional two-item measure, using a five-point Likert scale, as described above (Cronbach’s ( = .62, M = 2.98, SD = .81). 

Control variables. As this study concerned a specific issue on government’s anti-smoking policies, smoking-related variables were considered when running the analyses.  Two smoking-related variables, smoker status and positive attitude toward smoking, were included as control variables.  Smoker status was measured using a simple yes/no question regarding whether the respondent was a current smoker (1 = yes, 0 = no). Approximately 10% of our respondents reported that they were current smokers.  The measure of smoking attitudes consisted of five items testing the respondent’s positive perception of smoking.  Five-point semantic differential scales were used: “In my opinion, I think smoking is… (bad/good, unhealthy/healthy, unsexy/sexy, unpleasant/pleasant, and harmful/harmless)”, with 1 referring to the negative end, and 5 the positive end (Cronbach’s ( = .84, M = 1.70, SD = .57). The frequency of discussion was also controlled. The respondents were asked to answer “How often do you discuss the government’s anti-smoking measures with the following people?” Five items were included in this scale, namely, family members, friends, colleagues, someone you met offline (church, community, groups, etc.), and someone you met online (discussion forums, blogs, etc.).  A four-point Likert scale was used (1 = never, 4 = always), and the five items were averaged to form one overall measure (Cronbach’s ( = .91, M = 1.81, SD = .72).
Results 


In order to answer the two research questions on how the two concepts delineate the perceptions of deliberative from non-deliberative everyday talk, descriptive statistics were used.   First, we ran a cross-tabulation between perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions to map the varied levels of perceived deliberativeness in everyday talk.  Perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions were split at medians into high vs. low levels. The two dummy variables were then cross-tabbed (see Table 1). The results show that our two concepts can differentiate people who perceived varied levels of deliberativeness in their everyday talk. Approximately 11% of our respondents reported perceiving both high disagreement and high uncoercive speech conditions in their everyday discussion of anti-smoking policies. In contrast, 41% of respondents reported that their perceptions of everyday discussion on the issue were low, with regard to both disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions. Slightly over 14% of respondents reported perceiving high disagreement, but low uncoercive speech conditions, and 34% reported low disagreement, but high uncoercive speech conditions. Our first research question can be answered: perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions are capable of delineating the perceptions of deliberative from non-deliberative everyday discussions through the differentiation of respondents who reported perceiving different levels of deliberativeness in their discussions. 

[Table 1 about here.]

Our second research question further asks whether the variances in perceiving deliberative everyday talk are relevant to demographics.  Bivariate analyses (see Table 2) showed that age (r = .087, p < .05), and having an education level higher than secondary school (r = .126, p < .0001) were significantly correlated with perceived disagreement.  In addition, the analyses confirmed that being Chinese (r = -.067, p < .05), and having an education level higher than secondary school (r = -.082, p < .05) were significantly correlated with perceived uncoercive speech conditions.  Our second research question can be answered: some demographic groups, such as people with a higher educational level, appear to perceive the deliberativeness of everyday talk differently from other groups.  This again suggests that when people discuss issues such as anti-smoking policies, they perceive different levels of deliberativeness, depending on their demographics. 
[Table 2 about here.]


Bivariate analysis (see Table 2) showed that four out of five demographics were correlated with efficacy.  Smoking-related variables were also correlated with efficacy.   Frequency of discussion was positively correlated with internal efficacy (r = .101, p < .001), but showed no significant relationship with external efficacy.  Perceived uncoercive speech conditions was the only variable that was positively correlated with both internal (r = .164, p < .001) and external efficacy (r = .216, p < .001).  In contrast, perceived disagreement was not related to either of the two efficacy variables.  It was also found that internal and external efficacy were weakly related to each other (r = .068, p < .01). Therefore, each of these was included as a predictor of the other in regression analyses. 


Multivariate analyses using an ordinary linear regression model were used to test the roles of perceived uncoercive speech conditions and perceived disagreement (see Table 3). Four blocks of variables were entered step-by-step, including (1) demographics, (2) smoking-related variables, (3) frequency of discussion and political efficacy, and (4) the two variables of interest. Table 3 separately presents the results of internal and external efficacy in each of the two columns.  With regard to internal efficacy, most demographic factors, including being male (β = .126, p < .01), being Chinese (β = -.100, p < .05), having secondary school and above education (β = -.131, p < .01), and income (β = .074, p < .001), show significant impacts.  Frequency of discussion had a significant positive association with internal efficacy (β = .123, p < .01).  With regard to external efficacy, only one demographic factor, income (β = .087, p < .05), showed a positive impact.  Both of the smoking-related variables had significant negative associations with external efficacy (smoker status: β = -.105, p < .05; positive attitude towards smoking: β = -.102, p < .05). 

[Table 3 about here.]


Our first hypothesis predicted that perceived disagreement would be significantly related to both internal and external efficacy.  However, consistent with the correlation findings, perceived disagreement showed no impact on either internal or external efficacy.  Hypothesis 1 is thus rejected.  In contrast, perceived uncoercive speech conditions showed a significant positive association with both internal efficacy (β = .138, p < .001) and external efficacy (β = .133, p < .001), after controlling for demographics and many other variables.  Hypothesis 2 is thus supported.   
Discussion and Conclusion 

This study attempted to extend the conceptualization and operationalization of two middle-range concepts, perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions, into the context of everyday talk.  The two concepts are not only theoretically distinguishable, but also empirically useful in delineating the perceptions of deliberative from non-deliberative everyday talk, as well as demonstrating the linkage between the deliberative dimension of everyday talk and political efficacy.  Our study started from the ongoing debate between the restrictive view and the tolerant position in theories of deliberative democracy, and concluded with using two middle-range concepts to define the perceived deliberativeness of everyday talk.  Rather than favoring either of the two perspectives, our findings suggest that everyday talk neither always benefits nor always fails deliberation.  Our study showed that everyday talk that embraces free proposal, symmetrical opportunity, and fair treatment can play a very important role in the deliberative system by providing citizens with adequate confidence in both their own capacity and the system’s responsiveness.  Conversely, everyday talk that suppresses certain opinions, refuses to listen to some opinion-holders, and deals unequally with different opinions may as well work against the idea of deliberativeness and decrease people’s sense of efficacy.   Therefore, we should avoid talking about everyday talk as a unitary phenomenon, because its perceived deliberativeness varies between individuals and across issues, as well as conditions on how the political system engages citizens in policy-related discussions. 


It is now worth discussing the lack of significant findings with regard to perceived disagreement in this study. We suggest that this must be understood through both the level and the nature of disagreement in the specific context of smoking issues.  First, the level of disagreement regarding the issue is low, as the mean shows that, on average, respondents sometimes disagreed with fellow discussants.  The lack of influence could be the result of a lack of disagreement.  In contrast with the moral disagreement that concerned Gutmann and Thompson (2000), the disagreement over smoking and anti-smoking showed a mixture of factual and moral judgments.  Smokers tended to disbelieve in the seriousness of the damage to health caused by smoking, and valued other benefits, such as the pleasure and the symbolic meaning (e.g., sexy) of smoking.  It became a moral disagreement only when smokers considered smoking as an indicator of freedom of choice, whereas anti-smokers saw smoking as a violation of the collective interest.  Therefore, when such disagreement is used to predict efficacy, it is unclear in which direction the effect should go.  For some smokers, disagreement may lead to lower efficacy, as they surrender to their habit regardless of the risks of smoking; but for others, disagreement may suggest higher efficacy, because they choose to smoke despite all kinds of social disapproval.  The possibility of such bi-directional influence may cancel each other out and result in non-significant findings.  We thus conclude that the lack of significance of perceived disagreement in our study should not prevent the concept from being used in examining other deliberation practices, such as everyday talk on morally controversial issues. 
Although our inquiry was made within the boundary of everyday talk, we argue that the two concepts can be further expanded to examine the deliberativeness of a wide range of political practices.  For instance, mini-publics (Goodin & Dryzek, 2006) can be evaluated along the lines of disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions, using both perceived (i.e., self-reported by the group participants) and actual measures (e.g., content analyzed based on the group discussion records).  Governmental consultations can be examined using the two concepts to investigate the level of deliberativeness involved in the procedure.  Prior research (Goodin & Dryzek, 2006; Gastil, 2008) suggested that formal deliberation (e.g., mini-publics and governmental consultations) and everyday deliberation can be mutually reinforcing, which could be explained by the deliberativeness both types of practice cultivate in citizens. The performance of mass media as the site of deliberation can also be assessed in terms of their openness to diverse sources and viewpoints, as well as their fair coverage of these sources and viewpoints.  Some pioneering research has been conducted along these lines. For example, Maia (2012) used four aspects of deliberation to evaluate the performance of mass media in Brazil and found that mass media can, in some circumstances, favor deliberative discussions. Rinke and his colleagues (2013) showed how two news frames (i.e., strategic game vs. substantive contestation) contributed to a deliberative public discourse prior to a general election in Germany. 

In addition to showing the potential application of the concepts to the analysis of the deliberativeness of other political practices, our research points to the future direction of theoretical development. Further theorization can be explored to explain the links between deliberativeness and outcomes, including cognitive (e.g., knowledge, attitude, and opinion), relational (e.g., respect and tolerance), and behavioral (e.g., reason-giving and political participation) ones.  This is particularly urgent with regard to uncoercive speech conditions, as disagreement has been relatively well examined.  The ways in which perceived uncoercive speech conditions interact with other political engagement variables also demand careful theoretical thinking. For instance, people who hold minority vs. majority opinions, or extreme vs. mild opinions, may perceive their experience of everyday talk differently. More importantly, the effects of such perceptions on outcome variables may differ as well. 
The conditional factors that influence people’s perceptions regarding disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions are also worth further thought.  First, our findings that demographics seem to be associated with perceptions suggest that position in the social hierarchy partially influences perceived deliberativeness.  These facts remind us that, although deliberation is deemed to be a democratic solution, it cannot fully escape the constraints imposed by the existing inequalities in the power system.  Theorists such as Sanders (1997) were at least partially correct in that inequalities associated with class, race, and gender are hard to overcome. However, this finding can be interpreted such that everyday deliberation is possible, even in the absence of formal institutions that aim to mitigate the structural forces of privilege.  The facts suggest that, although existing inequalities are stubborn, it does not mean that we have no chance of suspending or minimizing their influences.  Therefore, our deliberation practices must identify those demographic groups that might start off at a disadvantage and make extra efforts to enhance their experience of the deliberation process.  Moreover, we must conduct research to examine how different kinds of deliberations, including institutionalized, mediated and everyday face-to-face deliberation, may counter the influences of existing power inequalities. 
Second, perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions are expected to vary according to issues.  It would be interesting to see whether, and how, the levels and the effects of such perceptions vary when different issues are under debate, especially when deliberation is considered as a solution to moral disagreements (Gutmann & Thompson, 2000).  Third, it is expected that variances in perceptions will be seen in citizens who belong to different political systems.  Whether and how perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions vary in different political conditions, other than the current democratizing context, need further empirical study.  Last but not least, it is necessary to clarify how certain procedural arrangements of deliberation practices (e.g., moderation) could shape people’s perceptions regarding disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions.  This is a challenging but critical question to attempt to answer, and to do so is also to provide guidance to deliberation practitioners who want to implement procedural treatments that can enhance the positive perceptions of the experience. 
In conclusion, we hope that the proceduralist perspective can help to open up the black box of deliberation by clarifying the middle-range concepts (e.g., perceived disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions) that are consistent with the normative model of deliberative democracy.  The detachment of the deliberation process from its potential outcomes transforms a philosophical ideal into an empirically testable theoretical framework.  In agreement with the argument of Gastil and Black (2008) that many political communication works can be viewed in the light of investigating “what structures and practices serve to promote or undermine deliberation” (p.30), we argue that this framework can be used in evaluating any discursive participation that claims to contribute to the deliberative system and, moreover, examine any political communications that are functional in the political system of interest.  We further argue that the proceduralist perspective of deliberation can be extended beyond liberal democracies to contribute to the scholarly inquiry of comparative political communication.  Dryzek (2009) proposed that we can use deliberative capacity as an “analytical and evaluative” tool to examine the degree of democracy in a political system.  He and Warren (2011) suggested that deliberative practices may “serve as a leading edge of democratization.”  It is also our hope that the concepts of disagreement and uncoercive speech conditions can inform the worldwide deliberative movement aimed at achieving freedom and equality for citizens in political participation. 
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Endnotes

Table 1

Cross-tabulation of Perceived Disagreement and Perceived Uncoercive speech conditions
	
	
	Perceived Disagreement 

	
	
	High
	
	Low

	Perceived Uncoercive speech conditions
	High
	77 (10.6%)
	
	250 (34.4%)

	
	Low
	104 (14.3%)
	
	295 (40.6%)


Note: High and low levels are split at medians. The percentages are calculated based on 726 valid cases. 

Table 2

Zero-order Correlations among Major Variables

	
	Perceived disagreement
	Perceived uncoercive speech conditions
	Internal efficacy
	External efficacy

	Age
	.087*
	.010
	-.024
	.016

	Male
	-.042
	-.025
	.175***
	-.065**

	Chinese
	-.063+
	-.067*
	-.130***
	-.014

	Higher than secondary school
	.126***
	-.082*
	-.190***
	-.053*

	Income
	-.027
	.046
	.141***
	.072**

	Smoker status
	.010
	-.072*
	-.041+
	-.110***

	Positive attitude towards smoking
	-.005
	-.090**
	-.012
	-.127***

	Frequency of discussion
	.353***
	.066*
	.101***
	-.025

	Perceived disagreement
	--
	.000
	.030
	-.036

	Perceived uncoercive speech conditions 
	--
	--
	.164***
	.216***

	Internal efficacy
	--
	--
	--
	.068**

	External efficacy
	--
	
	
	


+ p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 3

Ordinary Least Squares Regressions Predicting Internal and External Efficacy 

	

	
	Internal efficacy

(Beta) 
	External efficacy

(Beta)

	Block 1
	
	

	Age
	.037
	.019

	Male
	.126**
	-.026

	Chinese
	-.100*
	-.020

	Higher than secondary school
	-.131**
	.031

	Income
	.117***
	.087*

	R-square change
	.074***
	.014

	Block 2
	
	

	Smoker status
	-.074+
	-.105*

	Positive attitude towards smoking
	.048
	-.102*

	R-square change
	.004
	.034***

	Block 3
	
	

	Frequency of discussion
	.123**
	-.026

	Internal efficacy
	--
	-.005

	External efficacy
	-.005
	--

	R-square change
	.016***
	.001

	Block 4
	
	

	Perceived disagreement
	-.001
	-.051

	Perceived uncoercive speech conditions
	.138***
	.133***

	R-square change
	.018**
	.019**

	
	
	

	N
	627
	627

	Adjusted R-square
	.096
	.052


+ p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Note: The coefficients presented in the table are standardized and from the last all-inclusive regressions.  Cases were excluded listwise.  An interaction term between perceived uncoercive speech conditions and disagreement was calculated and tested but the result was non-significant.  The results of other variables are essentially the same no matter whether the interaction term is included or not. Taking the average of perceived uncoercive speech conditions and disagreement results in weaker association with the efficacy variables, compared to using perceived uncoercive speech conditions alone.  
Appendix A.  Factor Analysis of Perceived Uncoercive Speech Conditions, Internal Efficacy and External Efficacy.
	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Perceived Speech Condition 1 
	.126
	.753
	.142

	Perceived Speech Condition 2
	.001
	.824
	.071

	Perceived Speech Condition 3
	.074
	.791
	.023

	Internal Efficacy 1
	.718
	.058
	-.011

	Internal Efficacy 2
	.699
	.108
	.031

	Internal Efficacy 3
	.746
	-.005
	.067

	Internal Efficacy 4
	.731
	.063
	-.036

	External Efficacy 1
	-.019
	.092
	.848

	External Efficacy 2
	.051
	.101
	.845


� Robert Merton (1957) used middle-range theory to refer to an approach of bridging the gap between theory and empirical research.  Diana Mutz (2008) advocated developing middle-range concepts that are driven by grand theory, such as deliberative democracy, but are testable as empirical hypotheses. 


� In order to test the comprehensibility, reliability, and validity of the questions items, this study employed a pre-test with 321 Singapore citizens aged between 22 and 71 years.  The pre-test showed good reliability and significant predictive power of the variables of interest. 


�In order to empirically test whether perceived uncoercive speech conditions are distinguished from internal and external efficacy in respondents’ minds, a factor analysis that included all the nine items (three for perceived uncoercive speech conditions, four for internal efficacy, and two for external efficacy) was run. Using eigenvalues higher than one and the varimax rotation method, the factor analysis yielded three factors, accounting for a total variance of 68%.  A clear pattern shows that our respondents differentiated the three variables as expected (see Appendix A).
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