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via the media. Recent studies have also offered an alternative to
Noelle-Neumann's view of people as 51mply ‘reacting to their
perception of publ1c opinion, suggest1ng that instead, people use

heir own op1n1ons to form their perceptions of publ1c attitudes.
hether people's behavior resembles the reaction or projection model
may depend on a number. of cond1t1ons, including their familiarity-
with the issue. Further research i$ needed on the many factors .~
1nfluenc1ng op1n1on format1on (MM)

b

.
’

***********************************************************************

o Reproductlons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made .

LT from the original document. - T
**k********************************************************************




+ * U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

. - » NATJONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
W ) . - - EDUCANONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
. - . CENTER (ERIC)
~ - : This document has been reproduced as
' recewved from the person o organization
* - ongmatuig it. N
Minor changes have been made to improve
w ng)lunuchun qui |l|ly
(0 i’omlsnf VIBW Of OpIIONS <t nu! in lhls (1:);:};
. {\4’ . ment do not necessanly represent official NIE
Lﬁ ! - - position or policy. AN
Ta W -
od .
= . The Spiral of.Silence.Ten Years Later: ,
Lot . Arll Examination and Evaluation
. ' . X
, “PERMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS
. MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
5 Charles T. Salmon
Charles T..Salmon -
. . : " TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
t : , and ’ . INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."
. ‘ ~ F. Gerald Kijne
' ‘. - v “ )
. , . )
~ < N
W -
4 . . m
Charles 7. Salmon is an Assistant Professor in
. ~the School of Journalism and Mass Communication
, _ “at the Un1vers1ty of Georgia and a doctoral
: - candidate at’ the University of Minnesota.”
. : F. Gerald Kline is Director of the Scheol of
Journalism -and Mas$ Communication .at the
Un1vers1ty of Minnesota. S
The adthors would like to acknowledge' the .
- helpful comments of Steven H. Chaffee on an
earlier draft of this paper. : '
D) - . -
n
™M
T . iy i)
3 . .
W
N . S - e ’
Q i R ) &, -
ERIC" : ~

. . w
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



2

. The Spiral of Silence Ten Years'Later:
- _ : An Examination and Evaluation -
S, o ' % : '
: A
In 1973, E]1zabeth Noe]]e Neumann articulated one of the few 1ntegrated

wexpos1t1ons of mass commun1cat1on effects and the process of public op1n1on

[£ed

. Her-Return to- the Condept of Powerfu] Mass- Med1a came after two decades of

research 1nd1cat1ng that the media had but" ]1m1ted effects. Her work is an
‘example ofithe holistic approach to communication research favored by
European scho]ars (B]umler 1981), involving content ana]ys1s, aud1ence pane]
research and research on mass communicators. " As s1gn1f1cant as her view is

for po]1t1ca] communication and public opinion researchers 1t'has gone

l
.
- f

]arge]y untested in the past decade
In genera] Noe]]e Neumann has been ab]e to demonstrate that 1nd1v1dua1s~

- can attempt to gauge maJor1ty op1n1on on an issue (although’ accuracy of -these

»

percept1ons is apparently quite ]ow) and that some individuals appear to be

\ .

influenced by their perceptions of maJor1ty op1n1on on some issues (a]though
‘the shechanism is not without dispute). In so doing, she has been “successful
in clarifying and empirically testing hypotheses about a concept that has

been on]y'vague]y defined in previous public opinion literature.

»*
But her data on the more dynam1c process. of the spiral of s1]ence and,

4n particular, the role of the mass med1a in consonantly- portray1ng one
op1n1on and hence caus1ng shifts in pub]1c opinion are not as compe]]1ng.

This paper begins by out]1n1ng%Noe]]e -Neumann's conceptua]1zat on of two
P

key concepts ~-- the climate of opinion and the sp1ra] of silence. Next, her._

~rs

thesis is ana]yzed and cr1t1qued, -at both the conceptua] and operat1ona]

levels. Spec1f1ca11y, the va]1d1ty of basing the "fear of 1so]at1cn" concept

~

on soc1a] psychological ]1terature on conform1ty is exam1ned. Next, the role
-

of primary group ties, through which an individual can maintain a minority

opinion, is offered as a crucial variable that has not yet been examined.

Alternative explanations to the spira] of silence concept -~ in

.o~
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' part%cu]ar,'projegtion~and the bandwagon effect -- are'shownvto explain
severaf of Noelle-Neumann's finoings;; Finally, this analysis e£amines,the<
role of the media in conveyfng majority opjnion4and‘examines Noe11efNenmann%
data from her works pnb]ished in Engifsh./ ‘: o " |

g

s N

‘j. The Sp1ra] of Silence

Most people, Noe]]e Neumann c]a1ms, ]1ve in perpetua] fear. of 1so]at1ng
themselves. Drawing part1cu]ar]y on the work of Asch (1965) and M1]gram
(1961), she observes that\not 1so]at1ng onese]f is, in fact, more 1mportant
_than one's Judgment (1974,p 43). o _ _ o T

She asserts that 1nd1v1dua]s are constantly sens1t1ve to the c]1mate of
op1n1on .and assess the distribution and. strpngé% of op1n1ons for and aga1nst
their own. If they find their v1ew to be dom1nant or on the rise, they will
‘be willing to express their view pub]1c]y If they sense that their view 1s
in the minority or on the dec]1ne,_they w1]1 be s1]ent Because one: group -
‘expresses 1tse]f conf1dent]y and another is s1]ent fear1ng the sanct1ons
Aassoc1ated with m1nor1ty op1n1on, peop]e 1n soc1ety are confronted more and
more often by one viewpoint 'whieh more .and more ‘appears to dominate "The
tendency of the’ one to Speak upr and the other to be s1]ent starts off a
sp1ra]1ng process wh-ch 1ncreas1ng]y estab]1shes one op1n1on as the
prevailing one" (1974,p 44). Implicit in this protess is the assumption tha
for a viewpoint to inf]uence assessments of the djstribution:of opinion, it
must. be expressed (1973,p 91) k

‘ Professor Noe}]e Neumann's def1n1t1on of pub]1c cp1n1on is best

expressed as "the.flominating op1n1on wh1ch compe]s comp]1ance of att1tude an
behavior in that it threatens the dissenting individual with, isolation, the’
politician with loss of popular supportﬂ(1974,p 44). This notion is based

]arge]y on the work of the German sociologist Tonnies_nho wrote, "Pnb]ic-

Opinion always claims to be author-itative. It demands consent orxat ]east//

Ve e o4
2 o0 G



Y

| compels §31ence,lor abstention from contradiction" (Noe]]e-Neumann, 1974,p
AdL From this viewpoint of public opinion, "socia]-conxéntions, customs and
norms have always been included in the domain of public opinion. Puo]ic

-opinion imposes sanctions on individuals who offend against convention--a

v process of'socia] control' (1973,p 88).

There are a few individua1s, "hardcores," who are willing to express
. their opinicns withoutﬁfee]ing compe]]ed to conform. "They.wijﬂ not be silent
in the face of public opinion; But for most indiv%dua]s, pub]iz ooinion
"demands consent or at least compels si]enceJ' -
How do 1md1v1dua]s know which op1n1ons are acceptab]e to express in
pub]1c so 1no1v1dua]s will not be isolated? Noelle-Neumann c]a1ms that by |
. the use of a "quasi-statistical organ," the 1ndiuidua] assesses thefopinion

envirozment; Specifically, the individual uses the content of the mass media

e

A

. and original observation to determine the c]imate oflopinion The media play
an 1mportant ro]e through agenda sett1ng;“accord1ng certain persons and
arguments special prest1ge, and relating the urgency or chances of success
for various opinions (1974 p 51). ,

Despite much of the research in the 1940's, 50's and 60's regarding'tﬁe-
minimal effects of the media, Noe]]e-Neumann claimed in tne early 70's that
.the media have powerful effects, particuiar]y over opin}on'formation. Much

- . N

of the resedrch on media effects, she\argues, has been deficient becausiﬁft‘
has been conducted under labgratory conditions, not in'the field. Because of
th1s, three concepts—-ub1qu1ty, cumu]at1on and consonance-—have not
adequately been taken into account by mass commun1cat)on—researchers

. The.mass media are ubiquitous, she argues, and rarely can an 1nd1v1dua]. 7
escane the accumul:tion of the same media%messagesk Medﬁa messaoes are ) _dj
" consonant because most: journalists share the same‘va]ues,'common]y"oepend on

the same sources,‘reciproca]]y influence one another, and are similar . ’/

s
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demographically (1973) ' . .

What are the implications of;th1s eonsonance? To Noe1]e Veumann
consonance limits the pub]1p S ab1]tty tc form jndependent opinions (although -
it is unclear how “independent" any opihion cens be said to be). Further,

- consonance impedes‘the process of selective perceptiui, 2 mechanism that she

L2

Lc]aims~js used by.an individual to keep his opinion from being influenced.

Thus, the med1a are a powerful 1nf]uence in an 1nd1v1dua] s opinion

format1on and the more a med1um makes. se]ett1ve percept1on d1ff1cu]t the

. more powerfu] that ‘medium is (1973)

z

‘Actua]]y, many bf the ideas that Noe1le-Neumann incorporates into this

view of mass communication and pub]ic opinion are not ned Her real

\

contribution has been.to combine d1sparate e]ements into a un1f1ed mode]

“which can be tested empirically. . T :

L33
W

' Elements of Noe]]e Neum AR'S 1deas can be found 1n severa] scho]arﬂy
works. F]oyd A]]port (1937) has described. the climate of opinion by not1ng
~the pressure that can be brought tc bear on householders in a neighborhood to
shove] the snow from thersidewa]k., ; '

John Locke (1961:297) descrfbes Noe]]e-Neumann‘s "hardcores" when he ’VA
says: "Nor is there one” of ten thousand who is stiff and insensible enough
to Bear up under the constant dislike _and condemnat1on of his own club." - .

In The.Peop]e s Choice,- Lazarsfeld, Bere]son and Gaudet (1944)

’

" foreshadow Noe]]e Neumann S thoughts on the pressure that‘ﬂan be exerted on o

v"hardcores" when media messages are consonant:
T . . -

> ) .
European experience with totalitarian control of communications @
suggests that under some conditions the opposition may be whittled
down until only the firmly convinced die~hards remain. In many .
parts of this country, there are probably relatively few people who *#
would tenaciously maintain their political views in the face of a
v - continuous flow of host1]e arguments (p 87).

- This destription of the pub]ip opinion proeess by W. Phillips Davison




.- foundation for her arguments, it is worthwhile reviewing literature on

“ 4

Y

.(1975) roughly describes the process of conformjty—inducéd silence that

occurs when an individual feels he i¢ in the midst of a hostile majority:

Once expectaticns about the attitudes and behavior of others on a
given issue have been formed, these expectations tend to influence
the opinions and behavior, and even the attitudes, of the people
whe entertain.them. They know that expressions in favor of an
issue are likely to win respect or affection for them in one graup
and may provoke hostile reactions or indifference in other groups.
Therefore, they are Tikely Yo speak or act-in one way if' they
anticipate approbation and 'to remain silent or act in another way
if they anticipate hostility or indifference....People who do not
share- the opinions as expressed by the crowd's leaders are likely
to remain silent, feaning the disapproval of those around them.
This 'very silence isolates cthers who may be ogpo ed, since they
conclude” that, with the exception of themse]ves, jyl those present

% share the same attitude (p 112-113). b

Ve

Thus, the concepts of the opinion‘c]imatevand the spiral of silence are
v . | )
not new, but have existed piecemeal in the scholarly literature. Noelle-
Neumann has been able both fo.articu]ate a thesis based on these concepts and

generate data to éupport some of her contentions.

l; Fear of.iséiation and Conformity - .

Sihce pressure to conform is a‘major portibn of Noelle-Neumann's
conformity, particu]ar]}gthe work of Solomon Asch (1965). )

In hi; nuw-é]assic stﬁdy, Asch put"oﬁe subject iﬁ the midst ofﬁgéven
_Eonfederates anq asked each person to dgtermine the shortgstlof three lines.
Theﬁshdrtest ]jne was c]eaf]y distinguiShable; it was an unamBigUous
situation. Asch had the seven confeS::;ZZE purposively select-an %ncorrect
line, and théﬁ examined the subjecf's response in light of the c]ear]y wrong
responses of the c&nfederatgs." .

| Asch found that oné-fourth of the subjects were completely indegenhent
of any majority.pressure. These people, who Noelle-Neumann would labe)

"hardcores,” selected the correct line deépite pressure to conform and select

the incorrect line. On the other side; no subjects conformed on every trial
' : {

-v"" . ',5‘
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(see Table 1): ® R ) o S ‘

- -In other woras}\the s1tuat1on d1d not en1c1+ tota] conformwty\from
subJects a finding that surpr1ses some peop]e One social psycho]og1st

(Sher}f,*1976)-f1nds that most students! overestimate the degree pﬁ conformity

thathsch founq, and attributes.this to the belief}that;socia] influence will

always be.great regardless of the-tircumstances. But as Asch found in
manipulating some independent veriables, pres ure to conform is h1gh]y
s1tuat1on spec1th. Further there is no s1ngle "type“ of 1nd1v1dua] who

C e -

conforms, nor does pub]1c conformity imply inner accepgance of the Judgment
- 7@ :

pr opﬁn1on7 . .- | "
In analyzing different-groups‘of subjects, Asch found that although
“very few" yielded near]yicompiete]y to mafority influence, they didn't think
they-had yie]ded at ai1~ These people perce1ved the maJor1ty est1mates as
correct and d1dn t feel as though they themsE]ves had conformed. Most of the
subJects who conformed, however lacked confidence in the1r est1mates and-
’ f felt a tendency to go along with the majority when in doubt. St1]] others
-}who conformed knew they were r1ght but d1d not want to appear d1fferent from
the maJor1ty. These peop]e did not conform interndlly; they retained the1r
be]1ef based on what they observed. But publicly, they conformeds” | ~ °

In fo]]ow -up exper1ments Asch found that if the subject had Some

support from someone in the group, conformity_to majority inf]uence'declnned

substantially. In a rep]ication of Asch's experiment researchers Po]]1s and

Camma]]er (1968) found that a woman and Wer “best friend" pract1ca]]y

-Jgnored, and were»not'1nf]uenced by, the wrong choices by the majority. That

is, support for one's pos1t1on--even if the support comes from only one other

person—-apparent]y makes an 1nd1v1dua] confident enough to express h1s or her_

-y

own opinion despite overwhelming opposition from the maJor1tyu 3

* Noelle-Neumann has based her spira] of silence notion on face-to-face,

.
1)
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© small group. situa'ti‘on‘s'descr‘ibed by Locke (1961), A]]por} (1937). and Asch
' (1951). In each case, the individual is isolated am1dst a hostile maJor1ty
and in direct contact’ w1th his. antag0n1sts
-’ Yet it 1s>qu1te a conceptua] 1eap to argue thet because an 1nd1v1dua1

/
“fears 1solat1oh he w111 avo1d expressing minority opinion, where that

m1nor1ty op1n1on might be shared by literally hundreds of thousands

-

_ v
individuals and, more importantly, by members of important primary groups. Z(

—

It is a conceptua] 1eap.because’socia1 psychological studies haue-shown that ?
any support -- even-one person -- makes an 1no1v1dua1 conf1dent enough to
' express an op1n1oh against a host11e maJor1ty. And since the "pub11c" in
pubiic .opinion (where “pub11c“ is a noun and not” an adJect1ve as Moe]]e-
.Neumann uses it) usua]]y refers to an organ1zéd group of individuals w1th a

common fnterest, an 1nd1v1duaﬂ is 11ke1y to have support from 11ke-m)nded-

friends and associates

;o

Noe]]e Neumann 'S argument seem$ to bexlargely a mass soc1ety argument

v

>

(B]umer 1969 Kornhauser 1959). That % . the med1a are seen as exert1ng a

powerfu] 1nf1uence over atom1zed individuals. To Noe]]e‘Neumann. other

-

individuals are relevenc only in the sense that they impose negative
. sanctions on the holder of m1nor1ty opinion. But she ignores the role- of

these other 1nd1v1dua1s, particularly members of. refexence groups, in

“ &

supporting the holder of m1nor1ty op1n1on 0p1n1ons are not formed nor do

they exist in a social vacuum, “In "red1scover1ng the group,” Katz and

\

Lazarsfe]d (1955) noté that commun1cat1on stud1es had to that po1nt grossly

underest1mated the extent to which am individual's op1n1ons anl att1tudes

a’

were anchored in 1nterpersona1 re1at1onsh1ps ’ Influence attempts by the mass
med1a the authors argued "might or might not be successfu] depeﬂd1ng on

wh/ther the message was consistent or inconsistent with an 1nd1v1dua1' o

hd ~

reference group norms. The individual's relationship w1;;f1mportant groups

will be discussed in greater deta11 later, but it suff1ces to say that

L
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' _Noelle-NeumanNs argument fails to account for the power of groups to

maintain and change an individual's opinion and to mediate the effects of -
. . ..S / -
mass communication.

. , L
Public vs.: Pr1vate s1tuat1ons ot

In a rep11cat1on of Asch's work, Crutchfield (1955) found that when

subjects are 1soJated-but supplied the cho1ces of confederates, conformity is

less likely to occur than when subjects are face-to-face with group members.

This f%nding was also rep]icated by Argyle (1957). In-other words, pressure
» - . LA .
to conform declines as écrutiny by the group declines. In a yoting_booth,

therefore, one would not-expect.conformjng pres§ure‘to affect an individual's
ehoice, hecause he is in'private and his actions are not subject to;the'
majority group's eye. o -
Ke]man (1961) makes'this point in describing var}ous processes of

opinion change. "Compiiance" is one means of opinion change he qescribes in-
which an fndividua]'feels compelled to.conform°to grouo norms to be’accepted
by the group. Yet comp]iance ig more 1ikely to induce conforming public
béhavior but not interna]ized-acceptance-othhat opinion or attitude. Only
when the fndivfdua]‘is under scrutiny by the g?oup,wi]l he feel the need to
conform. »This descriptfon is similar to that‘of Asch when describinb those

subjects whoipub]icly conformed but who also retained their own opinion.

Noelle-Neumann would argue that pub]1c conform1ty would serve the same

.funct1on as pr1vate conform1ty, that is, 1f everyone publicly conforms, then

individuals w1]] perceive the dominant opinion as being-much stronger than it
actually is and will conform to it or abandon their efforts to promote their

minority op1n1on. But this does not necessar1]y fo11ow, one can 1mag1ne a

‘case in wh1ch 1nd1v1dua]s retain strong 1nner conv1ct1ons while h1d1ng them

pub]1c]y. - ' ot



Other Faétors in Conformity :

;o Personality characteristics are gfso related to the extent-to which'an "
1ndividua1‘conforms Accordiﬁg to Crutchfie]d (1955) conform1ng 1no1v1dua1s
are genera]ly 1ess 1nte111gent Show less leadership ab111ty, ‘have greater
fee11ngs of inferiority, hold more authoritarian va]ues, prefer strict child-

- ’reoring practices, and idealize their,parentthhan~were nondconformgng A
individuals. | ¢ ) ’ ‘- |

*Hardy (1957)-also found that'jndividuals who have a high Qeed of
affiliation are likely to-conform~ggg change their attitudes when .put in an
antagonistic’group‘situotion and given no support. Those least, affected by
group pressures were those low on the affiliation-need scale.

The type of influence also affects the extent .of cowforming behavior
(Deutsch and: Gerard, 1955). They def1ne normative soc1a1 influence as
“influence to conform with the pos1t1ve expectat1ons of others, and

. 1nformat1ona1 influence as 1nf1uence to accept information as evidence about
reality. Normative soc1a1 influence 1s reduced when an- 1nd1v1dua1 feels no
pressure to conform--that his Judgment Cannot be 1dent1f1ed However, the'
more uncertain an’ 1hd]v£959] is about .the corirectness of h1s~judgmeht, the
more susceptib]e'he is tb either normative or informational iofluente.

Finally, several studies have.found that cultural factors affect
conform1ty, eg., that—érench tend to conform 1ess than Norwegians (M11gram,
1961); that. Rhodes1ans tend to conform more than Brazilians, Arabs or. |
Ch1nese (Whittaker and Meade 1967), etc. - But as a good theory shou]d be

_ab]e to cross international boundar1es, these studies are cons1dered less

important when examinipg the Sp1ra1 of silence.

11% 'Scahning thé-Environment
_g;ggse the individual fears. 1so1at1on, Noelle- Neumann S thes1s goes, "he

constant]y surveys h1s opinion enV1ronment to determ1ne which op1n1ons are on

.'}—A )
F”\\‘
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the upswing and which ones are on the decline. How does he do this?. By use
of a "quasi-statistical organ": through personal observation and contact:with

the- mass media.

-
- . - I

’

Personal Observation ‘ S -
o : Individua]slperceive‘and conform to opinions of various primary and’
‘secondary groups of which they are members These variogs groups exert ’
‘differing amounts of 1nf1uence ‘over the 1ndiv1dua1 according to how
attractive they are or how much the individual des1res to remain a member in
them (Newcomb 1953). The more the indiv1dua] vaiues his attachment to these
groups, the more Tikely he will be to accept or adopt the -group's opinions.
Ga]]up and Rae (1940) note that “the urge to follow the maJority - must be

interpreted to mean not the opinion of the nation‘as a who]e but rather the

small intimate group who make up the individual voter's circumscribed

=

universe. _
-Yet? as previousiy stated, Noeiie-Neumann has ignored‘the role of~these .
small reference'groups, and dnstead has maintained that individuals perceive
and are subject to the dominant “public" opinion, a]though it is unclear what
this "pub]ic“ represents or is composed of Most. 1ike1y, it is argued here,
what indiViduais perceive as the dominant opinion in their opinion
’ env1ronment is the dominant‘opinion of 1mportant reference groups. They are
famiiiar with the dominant opinions of these groups whereas they might be -
t-&v ] unfami]iar with and uncaring “about the dominant 0pinions of some amorphous .
'; public.- . . ‘ . oo ' - o ] )
\ In a review of studies conEerning commUnication and drouplmembership,
Katz ‘and Lazarsfeld (1955) répeatedly present evidence. for their contentiont
that interpersona1 ties anchor 1ndiv1dua1s opinions. )
o - " They. c1te a study of A]]ied propaganda to German troopc in World Nar I
by Shi]s and Janow1tz (1948) which~showed that indiViduals w111 reJect . ;‘a

4
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L commun1cat1on that seeks to separate them from their group. And the more
1ntegrated individuals are in their group, the more ]1ke]y they w1]] ‘be to
"reaect antagon1st1c mater1a] ' N \
Andther study cJted that of Kelly and Vo]kert (1952), 1nd1cates that :
'attempts to change an 1nd1v1dua] S att1tude will not succeed if that_att1tude
is shared w1th others to whom the 1nd1v1dua] 1s attached © i o
But more fundamenta] than;res1stance to persuasion, an individua];s

o3

\v/“'oc1a] rea]1ty" is: structured 1arge]y by an individual's association with
others.. If members of an 1nd1v1dua1 S group® recog%1ze and reinforce certain
.opinions and be11efs, then the 1nd1v1dua] will likely subscribe to the same |

; opinions and be]iefs‘ Festinger Schachter-& Back 1950).

W

" Thus, groups p]ay an 1mportant rc]e in op1n1on format1on and then
*maintenance of that op1n1on. ’wh11e Noe]]e Neumann argues that"the med1a p]ayv
a powerfu] role over opinion format1on, groups mediate that effect by
‘1</ anchor1ng opinions through soc1a1 ties and even affect1ng media use patterns
in the first p]ace S _ _

For examp]e Suchman (1941) found that an 1nd1vtd%§i.seek1ng acceptance
in‘a new group may adopt madia hab1ts of that group, .in this case, ]1steang
to "serious music." ) ‘

. tn a study=5? medja use by teénagers, Peter_C]arke (1973) tound\thatQ,
~.indiuidua1s-tended.to se]ect media that woufd aftord thefgreatest social
ut1]1ty in their. group. In other words, thejr med1a selection was a function
of both their 1nterests and, more 1mportant]y, percept1ons of their referen‘e
;group S interests. As in the Asch stud1es, some individuals. tended to 11stj
to the music they preferred, thus 1so]at1ng themse]ves from social support

Support1ng these f1nd1ngs Johnscone (1974) also observes that aud1ence

members may select the1r content under | a good deal of pressure and gu1dance

from their env1ronment The uses and grat1f1cat1ons approach which has been

popu]ar in"the past decade of mass commun1cat1on research is based upon the

Q . | ) o , _i 11 j_
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not1on that an 1nd1v1dua1 seeks to gratify. needs,wh1ch spr1ng from internal
and soc1a] or1g1ns (B]um]er and ‘Katz, 1974). |

’ -G1ven these f1nd1ngs, there 1sra basis for cons1der1ng an alternative to‘
Noe]]e Neumann s thes1s / In her mode] the consonant media have a power%u]
1nf1uence over aud1ence menbers But, if. thefaud1ence is. viewed as act1ve .
and operat1ng under group pressure to se]ect certain content from the media
. '“1n the f1rst p]ace then the perceptions of dom1nant op1n1on that 1nd1v1dua]s

se}ect from the med]a may be those that are in accord with those of the

. reference group.‘§e1ect1ve1y perce1v1ng these opinions in the media will ,
" reinforce the percefvedidg%jnance of thesé¢opinions2 |

’l / Lazarsfeld, Bere]son’and-Gaudet (1944) found that in the course of a
po]itica] campaign, the‘majonitp ot voters who changed at a]i changed in the
direction of the preva1)1ng vote in their social groups. It was the dom1nant
op1n1ons of cﬁose, 1nt1mate groups, n. of/some amorphous public, wh1ch brought

- these "deviates" back into line.

/

I'm offering an exhganat1on for the power of 'the group, Lazarsfe]d
and his colleagues noted that }1e]d1ng to persona] influence- br1ngs an
immediate and persona] reward; the ne1ghbor is r1ght there to praise or
pun1sh d1rect]y Y1e1d1ng to a rad1o broadcast or newspaper ed1tor1a], on
the other hand g1ves only ariphymous praise or pun1shment the sanct1ons are
not as compe]]1ng
\ ~ One note shou]d”be made here on the use of election data to describe
_ pub]Tc opinfon phenomena. Most po]]sters study e]ect1ons which are
forma]1zed situations in ‘which an individual (1) is confronted Wwith a
concrete closed- ended choice and (2) acts. in the pr1vacy of a voting booth.
And po]]sters typ1ca]]y are fa1r]y accurate in assessing vot1ng intention

because they s1mu]ate the very concrete act1on that .an 1nd1v1dua] w1]]

undertake in a voting-booth. But po]]sters usually use the .same techniques

-
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to study'pUb]fc“opinion, a situation inhwhich an individual (1) is confronted
. With a myriad of open-ended choices of -action and (2)Aaotsjpub]ic]y in | I
conjunction.with other.members of an-interest group.’ Conceptually, elections _
and pohlnc opfnion phenomena are'tery different, yet they are usually
operationalized as if they were the same concept. ’Particu1ar]y when dea]ing
with Noe]]e-Neumann's conceptualization of public opinion, where an
1nd1v1dua]s actions are scrut1n1zed by others,. data on vot1ng (eg ., Noelle-

) Neumann 1977 Lazarsfe]d Berelson and Gaudet, 1944 G]ynn and Mcleod,

h1982a), a private act, are not ‘entirely appropr1ate - v
e

Group Attraction |

. .Throughodt the literature on groups,‘there‘ds the theme that attraction
to a’'group will result in an .individual adopt{ng opinions-or norms of that
.‘orodp. This is, perhaps; another a]ternatiye to Noelle-Neumann's strong
belief that.pub]ic opinion "demands“ conformity. Perhaps it is the positive
attraction to, not threat of negative sanct1ons of, groups that have the,
- greatest 1mpact on opinion formation and change. | ‘

Kelman (1961) ta]ked g%out this means of att1tude format1on and change
as “1dent1f1cat1on" .and claimed that it was a more effective method of
altering pr1vate att1tudes than was compliance. Also-in line with this mode
of thinhing would be Newcomb's (1953) symmetry theory which is based on the
- principle of attraction rather‘than'conformity.

In Newcomb's model, it is the assumption that person A's orientition to
. 1ssue X is dependent upon A's orientation to another person or group B.

. Newcomb stresses attraction in his mode], and reports that “1n one study,
those members least influenced by reported information concerning their own
group norms were those most attnacted to groups whose. norms were perceived as
highly divergent from.those'of'the group in question" (p 299). Individuals

may?or may not.feel constrained by norms of on]y‘one group, but may in fact
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be subject to norms of several groups (Stouffer, 1949). |
McLeod and Chaffee:(1973)_offer another ‘approach to the study of

interperSOnaT perception, derived from Newcomb's A-B-X model. Their model
is based orf the assumption"that a person's pehavior' is not §f%p]y the v
product of his private cognitive construction of the world; it is also a
function of his percept1on of the orientations held by others around him and
"of his or1entat1on to them w1th regard for the same wor]d. Their concept.of ‘
accuracy -is a measure of the‘match oetween-a person' s perception of another:s
T opinion ;nd that‘person'sractua1 opjnion; Significantly, accuracy.nas been

found to'be posiiive]y re]oted to 1noidence of communication. That is, the

more a person COmmunicates with others in his environment “the more ]}ke]y he
“JS to accurate]y descr1be those others' opinions (Wackman, 1973). ,

App]y1ng th1s to the spiral,of silence, Noelle- Neumann c]a1ms tﬁ"t
individuals are constantly scann1ng‘the1r env1ronment,to determJne&dom1nant
opinion. Accuracy. in perceiving this dominant opinion is a functi&n of
frequencx ofAcommunication. Thus, a personkni]] likely be accurate in

aéseseing~;oé;§ant opinion in one of his groups with, which' he has ‘frequent
Contact,‘but y be inaccurete.in asseséing dominant opinion of some

amorphous public with which he has 1ittle contact.

Projection vs. Conformity ‘ o

How accorote'is a pereon in assessing the attitudes of others?
According tochLeod.and.Chaffee (1973), “our perceptions of other people's
cognitions'are sefdom acpurate.beyond chance, or'beyond.the level ofvaccuracy
that would be obtained had A §imp]y'projeetedvhis views onto B" (p 482).

The term "pluralistic ignorance" has been nsed in describing the‘poor
match between 1nd1v1dua]s percept1ons of\the opinion of _some public and that

public's actual op1n1onf* One study 1nvo]v1ng this- concept (F1e]ds &”Schuman,'”“

hY

1976) also allided’ to the proJect1on effect mentioned above, the process in

S )
,
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- which A simply projects his opinion onto B:

The dominant pattern ¢(in the process underlying public beliefs

+ about others' attitudes) is the "looking-glass perception--the
belief that others think the same as oneself. .In the absence of
strong counter-forces, a large proportion of people feel that the
worid they. live in agrees with their own opinions on public issues
(p 445). . . -7 ,

AY

. Projection.effects are well-documented (Mende]sohq & Crespi, 1970).
Berelson, Lazaréfe]dlahd_ﬁ:ﬁhee=(1954) in the classic work Voting examined
individuqis; percéptions of how certain groups would vote. They found'fhat
the closer ‘those individuals were to the EﬁoUps, the more ]ike1§ they were to )
» see the groUp'votjng their own way. They attributed this finding to one of
“two causes: }irét, that an-individual feels that people 1ike himself tend to
think 1ike and have the same: npinfdhs aé he does--he‘pfbjecté his,votingv .
.5nteqtion onto others like himself; or éecond1y, that peoplejare more likely
to assocjiate with people like themse]ves and assume that a]]'persons in the
érohp think as they do. .. ‘ o
) \The poésibility of projecticn effects ra{s? the possibility of .
andther alternative to the spiral of.si]ehce. ﬁoe]]e-Néumann maintains thaﬁ-',“
individuals scan,tpeif eﬁvironmeht, estimate majorit& opinion;.then change T
their opinion to coincide with the dominant opinion or remain silent. . The
i projection argument would say that individuals often be]feVé fhatfothers
\\\ think as they do,_so,theré.is~either‘no need to scan the.environmen; or if
they do gcan their environment, they sg]ecéiVe]y find evidenge to support
their belief that others think as they do. 3
| Cons%def fbp—a moment the data in Table 2 from Noe]]e-&éqmann (19?3):

- From this data, it is possi
S N

effects is at work. fhét is, supporters of GDR récognitioﬁ tend to think

ble that an alfernative eXpiénation of projection

that most people supporthDR recagnition, while Opbonehts-simi]ar]y prdjett et

" their opinion onto most people. Noelle-Neumann, on the other hand, Tjghth“ . &
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-'argue that indévidua]s sense the climate of opinion and accordingly give‘.
their opinion; this is the oppdsite direction of causality.

Further, it is interesting to note that a]though about fifty percent
(n=847) of the respondents support GDR recognition and about fifty percent
(n 884) do not, a relative majority of both sides have overestimated the
support for their opinion in thinking~that their opinion is the dominant
opinion. Only a relatively few (22% and 19%) have correctly sensed that the
actual distribation of opinion is “about fifty-fifty."

L This~is contrary to what Noe]]e-Neumann wou]d‘expect According to her
thesis, only the holders of the majority opinion wou]d overestimate support
for their opinion, whi]e supporters of the minority faction would
underestimate their support. But c]ear]y, some account must be made for the
initial distribution of opinion. Where the initial d1Str1but10n\§S high]y
skewed, the- probabi]ity that only one~faction would overestimate support for
its poSition shou]d be higher than in the case where the initial opinion
distiibution is rough]y 50-50. * Th's is a variable that needs to be
experimentally manipu]ated . .
The next table (Tab]e 3), one taken from~ her (1977) work also
-i1lustrates the possibil\ty that the proJection effect can be an alternative
exp]anation for her findings. ' . |
.« In this table, Noelle-Neumann presents evidence that the ‘proportion of
persons who "think most people like Christian Democ‘rats‘ll rises and falls
“A corresponding]y with the proportion of persons who say they “p]an to vote
:for Christian Democrats." She argues that changes in perceptions of how most‘
pebp]e Fee] about Christian Democrats influences indiVidua]s' voting

intentions for or against Christian Democrats. Yet, it seems equally

p]aUSibie that changes in indiVidua]s' voting dintentions alter their

“'perceptions of what most peop]e think about Christian Democrats. Without

,=c]ear temporal priority, the direction of causa]ity is indeterminant

-
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Further, she offers no 1nd1v1dua] level data that those persons who are,

-

changing the1r voting intentions are actually those persons who are being
1nf]uenced by their percept1ons of changes in the climate of opinion. The
data are aggregated so it is Conce1vab1e that those who change their vot1ng
Sintentions a.e not’ the ones who have a]tered their percept1ons of the opinion
“climate, or v1ce'versa. Inuadd1t1gn, corre]at1on does not 1mp]y causation.
In this”case whi]eﬁbothﬁindividual intentions and perceptions of majority
intentions are h1gh1y corre]ated, it is not _possible to Va]1d]y 1nfer that
one "caused” the other. For examp]e, 1t 1s conce1vab]e that recent r “'cy

LB
decisions by the Chr1st1an Democrats, some of which were successfu], others

~F .

-~

not, have led individuals to change the1r,own voting 1ntent1ons as well as‘

their perceptions of most peop]e's‘fntentions; Here, an extrahe0us variable

could be responsible for the_concomitant variation in individuaf and
—»perceptions of majority intentions. v | _'f

- Expectation and Voting Intention . T ! . : 3

=3

In The People's Choice, Lazarsfeld and his colleagues found a h1gh

correlation between expectat1on of a candidate to win and voting 1ntent1on
J'for that cand1date But, the authors were uncertain as to the order of- Jg
“causality. Did expectation to win result in voting 1ntent1on:(whiCh they
called a bandwagon effect),‘ or did voting intention result- n expectation as
to who would win (which they labeled projection effect)? o
Similar1y, in Voting, Berelson et al., also found that vot1ng 1ntent1on
was h1gh1y correlated with expectation as to who would win, but aga1n could
not determ1ne whether bandwagon or proJect1on effects were the dom1nant
mechanism. - ‘ | . ’
Patterson (1980) offer further ev1dence of the relationship between

_expectat1ons and voting 1ntent1ons. In the 1976 Democratic pr1mar1es, if

Democrats regarded a candidate as having a good .chance, theyAusua]]y had




acquired a more favorable attitude toward him by ‘the time’of*the next
interview. Yet this was'not.the case in the Repub]ican primary. Here,
people were optimisttic about the prospects of the candidate they favored,,and:
probably“thought that others would devekop equally highiopinions of their;
favorite candidate. In the first instance, expectations7as to which L
.y cand1date wou]d win led to a more favorab&e evaluation of the candidate on
subsequent 1nterv1ews (wh1ch could be the %ésu]t of either a bandwagon .
argument or Noe]]e Neumann S conform1ty argument), whereas in the second
' ‘]nstance, arojection effects seemed to be at work ' h
a Eina]]y,.G]ynn.and\McLeod (1982a) in a replication of Noe]]e-Neumann's
wOrK found that expectations-as to who would win the 1976 Presidential
election was a significant factor in predicting vote preferences. But; they'

. ’r
~could not determine the causal ordering. T . .

- What we’have, then, is evidence that expectations ot how a'candidate Will
~do is high]y correlated to an individual's voting intention. But,.thef,'
reasons.for this are unclear and may vary by situation. To Noe]]e-NeUmann;
1nd1v1dua]s perceive that one cand1date has support of the majority or 1s
2 ga1n1ng ground, so they must conform and vote for that-candndate or remain
s1]ent. A bandwagon theory is- related, but subtly different. Here, it wou]d
be argued that individua]s perceive a candidate as iin the lead or. gaining
ground and vote for that person to back a winner.. The d1fference between-
'Noe\}e-Neumann s thesis and the bandwagon 1dea is that the first argues that
1nd1v1dua]s w1]] back the winner to avo1d negative sanctions assoc1ated Wnth
~being on the losing s1de, whereas the second argues that 1nd1v1dugls/sfmp]y .
want to back the winnef, not necessari]y to avoid negative sanctions. .
'Fina]]y, the.projection argument.says that an individual assumes that others

- think as he ~does, so his vot1ng intention leads to his expectat1ons*abouf9who

. w111 win. In Noelle-Neumann' s and the bandwagon exp]anat1on, expectat1ons,
: S . o -




cause voting intention; in the projection argument, voting intention causes
P :

. expectations.
Sy
The Impact of Public Opinion Poll Results
One final mechanism for determining the climate of opinion is through
the reading of public opinion poll results. Noelle-Neumann criticizes the
“belief that pub]icationlof poll results triggers' changes in the climate’ of

opinion:

A

The error almost obtrudes itself; it results from the latent

- Willingness to ascribe a strong influence to the mere publication
of opinion research findings. But this 3s not how things really,
are; this is not the explanation....The intrinsically noteworthy
fact is that people sense a climate of opinioh with public opinion.
research, that they virtually have an "opinion organ” capable of
registering the most minute changes (1979, pp 147-148).

Yet, “"polls provide information on a vast referefice public* for

A

individuals (Atkin, 1979,p 516). They have beén found to affect |
individuals’ bginions; What is most likely is ‘that polls are a sufficieﬁt
but not n;Xesssry’mgchanism ihrouéh which individuals can perceivé tﬁe
opinion c]imaie.g | .
Most reséarch on the effects of poll results have concentrated on
bandwagoﬁ of'ﬁnderdog effects. In the former, the individual is motiVaﬁed té'
be on the wfnning side, in effect, to jbin the majority. In the'iatter, the
individual ‘is motiQated to vote or wot} for the issue or céndidg}e who is
lagging behind in the pol]s.V‘Using‘Noelle-Neum§nn's approach, one might A
"gxpect bandwagon effects, since individuals wouid.then be guaranteed of not
"being iso]atedt Undgrdog_ef%e;ts, or the dther hand, would be unlikely, as
the fear of iso?étion would be greatly increased. But, Noelle-Neumann does
not_endbrse either effect, as she does not believe.that publicafion o poll
. results has an impact_on individuals® opinions. |

I} -
Evidence about bandwagon and underdog effects is mixed. Most of the

a
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research has again focused on vot1ng s1tuat1ons rather than pubiJc opinion :
sitdations,’ and(some of this vot1ng research has focused on the question of
whether e]ect1on -day broadcasts produce bandwagon or underdog effects (e.g“

.Fuchs, 1966; Mende]sohn -1966). But the general conc]us1on\1s that these
results come, too late in'the vote'decision process to influence people

great]y. Of. much greater 1nterest are studies which examine the effects of

poll resu]ts over.. t1me

0 -

~ ' Fory example, Wheeler and Jordan (1929) d1str1buted several waves of

- [N

_quest1onna1res to students in wh1ch the previous wave's resu]ts were included
w1th the questions. They found that reports of - the group opinion -
swgn1f1cant1y encouraged agree1ng op1n1ons and inhibited d1sagree1ng B
op1n1ons. In other words, see1ng the d1str1but1on of op1n1ons of their group
had an effect on 1nd1v1dua]s subsequent opinions..

‘ In examining changes in voting yntent1ons Lazarsfe]d et al., (1948)
found that a number of respondents spec1f1ca1]y ment1oned pub11c opinion
po]]s as providing a change 1n expectat1ons as to who would win the election.
_Th1s finding is part1cu]ar]y important because it occured in the field where
respondents chose to read’poll findingsW in a controlled

',‘ experiment in which subjects might be‘forced to read:po]] results.

Navasio (1977) found evidence of both-bandwagon and underdog effects in
his study of poll eﬁtects. In his‘study, blue-collar workers in the
experimental conditdon--those who received poll results unfavorable to
vNixen;-were more favorab]y disposed toward Nixon but.responded/at a lower
rate in the surve}'than did control-group b]ue¥coJ]ar workers. White- co]]ar
workers *in the exper1menta] cond1t1on were more critical of Nixon and
responded at a h1gher rate than d1d the control group wh1te collar workers
Th1s finding wog}d seem to both support and fa1] to support Noelle- Neumanns
thesis. Blue collar workers who were more favorab]e‘to Nixon also responded

at a lower rate, which can be interpreted as‘remaining silent due to the fear

. : o ] . o R
. . . 9




of be1ng 1so]ated for ho1d1ng m1nor1ty opinion. Yet these respondents did -
. express preferences for the underdog thus risking 1so]at1on Nh11e collar

- workers who were unfavorably d1sposed toward N1xon responded at a h1gher rate

- than d1d white col]ar contro] group subJects, and th1s m1ght r pesgﬁf a
‘bandwagon effect. o o : jr”(——’gp ~‘.‘ :

{f)/ - Cec1 and Kain (1982) also found ev1dence of an underdog effect in the1r

reséarch Prior to Jmarking ballots in a tr1a1 e1ect1on, SubJeCtS were
.informed of thég\esults of a recent publlc op1n1on poll, Later dur1ng the
week they were contacted by a “profess1ona1 po]lster" and g1ven the 1atest o

t

pub11c opinion pof& results, then asked for the1r op1n1on SubJects who
brece1ved 1ncons1stent information in the two sets\gf po]] data, fle.; that
one cand1date is anead and a few days later that the other cand1date 1slp
ahead, sh1fted the oppos1te way‘of the trend 1nd1cated by the po]]s.
SubJects tended to react unfavorab]y'to the cand1date who seemed to be
Jump1ng 1nto the lead. Th1s fnnd1ng would also’ not be adequate]y exp1a1ned
by the sp1ra1 of .silence, g; individuals. were _found to shift in the opposite
d1rect1on as that nd1cated by the climate of opinion.
On the other s1de of thefresearch question, Klapper (1964), in"a review
: of the 11terature, found no ev1dence that knowledge of public opinion results '
affected 1nd1v1dua1s. vot1ng behav1or. He found no evidence for either
"bandwagon or underdog effects. ‘ N
Final]y, there is'one~sthdy that deserves closer examination, that of
Charles Atk1n (1960) on the impact of po]] results on voters' preferences.
He observes that individuals have expectat1ons about how an issue or .

-

candidate will fare. New information the individual receives might have
contrast1ng effects on thgse ant1c1pat1ng a substant1a!1y higher or 1owe3
popu]ar1ty level, and very 11tt1e 1nf1uence on- voters “expecting- thatvievel -of

support, Noting the importance of group opinion, Atkin observes that if an

e
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issue position is supported by a rel: g majority of a Egsitive and relevant

reference public, *then the individua i1 likely undergo a favorab]e change

.~ in his v0}1ng intention or his 1mage of the .issue or cand1date.

Pe

/

Atkin offered three poss1b1e eXp1anaL1ons for th}s process. Eirst, he

acknow]edged that people genera]]y fee] a desire to fit in and seek sccial
$

approva1 (a conform1ty argument that Noe]]e Neumann wou1d Tikely endorse)
Or, he argued they m1ght Just want to vpte for the w1nner (bandwagon). . t,
he felt that neither of these arguments was as: compe111ng as his third
explanation, namely one prov1ded by balance theory. Accord1ng to th1s, new

information about support for an 1ssue or cand1date by a re1evant reference
i

- public m1ght cause 1nd1v1dua1s to alter vot1ng intention or change their

L]

image of the issue or candidate to restore cogn1t1ve balance. "The refexence,

roup is again sgen as having an- impor-s: 't influence on the individual's
9 p !

opinion. V2 )
- !' ] '
f;f - IIL. The Role of the Media ’

Noelle-Neumann argues that the media tend to be consonant, thus limiting

- ~the use of selective perception of/4nd1v1dua1s in defending. the1r opinions.

- 4

‘ But c]ear]y; the American mass media are not ent1re1y consowant. -The

©

) under1y1ng pluralism which character1zes the American political system is
’ . : !

reflected ﬁn p]ura]istic mass media. Kornhauser (1959) makes this po1nt in

' saying that in. ura11st1c soc1ety, there are compet1ng groups with many

4
channels of commun1cat1on and power in a tota11tar1an society, on the other

'hand there are fewer 1ndependent soc1a1 format1ons and» consequently, fewer

communication channe]s. Researchers have foungrthat communities with greater
A

cultural, soc1a1 and political d1vers1ty tend to have greater diversity in .

media outlets and content (011en, Donohue and Tichenor, 1978; DuB1ck 1978)
. “The media". are. rot -a monolith-but- 1nc}ude an-"underground press" as.”

we]] as political media of the far r1ght (McCombs,°1972), spec1a11zed press,

" - ~
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_are selected and angled (E111ott 1974). But,’ it is unc]ear whether

prestige press“and popular press (Pa]etz and Entman, 1981). While te]ev1s.on

news tends to be homogeneous dcross the three maJor networks magazines are

<

much more specialized and cater to diverse political views. -

The media are useful, Noelle-Neumann argues, as a source used by’ B

R
[

ind1v1dua1s to test the climate 5f op1n1on How do the med1a commun1cate

.opinions that are du%1nant or on the r1se? To some, /the med1a are thought to

jconvey majority opinion through editorial pages through the way news events .

[

' ed1tor1a1s*are seen by readers as ref]ect1ng maJor1ty op1n1on or the

1d1osyncrat1c belief of the editor or pub11sher.

According to T1chengr'and Nackman'(1973),-it is unikely that the media ’

~ fulfill this role very-dften. In their study, they asked -respondents to

/
estimate maJor1ty 0p1n10n on a part1cu1ar 1ssue. S1xty-s1x percent ;said they

did not know what the majority op1nﬁon was in the commun1ty. The best

pred1ctor of attempt1ng to pred1ct maJor1ty opinion ‘was 1nterpersona1 ' r

‘commun1cat,on, not med1a use. ‘

"It is too s1mp11st1c to cons1der the media to be a monolith and

~uniformly consonant. Similarly, aud1ences are not mono]ithic; individuals in

soc{ety use the media differently. Pa]etz and Entman (1981) argue thht

10-15%. of ‘thet populat1on are attent1ve to and knowledgeahje about po]1t1ca1
issues, and these 1nd1v1dua1s are more 11ke1y to re]y on the spec1a11zed or
prestige media. Other segments, which tend to be ‘less .politically inclined,
make different use of different types of media.

’ The question of how‘well the'media portray najohity opinion can, in
pan§) be* answered by turn1ng again to Noelle-Neumann's data. If the media

=

are as consonant as is claimed, then individuals should be able to sense

. whether they are in the majority or the minority on an issue. Yet, as Table .

. 4 indicates, a table extracted from her 1973'artic1e,’majority opinion is not

at all clear to respondents.

\C
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Inﬁthisvtable,“one can see fhat.271 respondents who have adopted the

maJor1ty op1n1on stance actua]]y be]1eve they have adopted the m1nor1ty

pos1t1on And even though they fee] they. are "in the minority, they are st111

o

w1111ng to speak out and contrad1ct their, fe]]ow passenger, clear]y
Lontrad1ct1ng the notion of a sp1ra|-of silence notion. Further, 198
responoehts who have adopted:the minority stance actually feel they r'epresent
the majorityrposition. Only 47 persons who have adopted the minority
positjon‘actual]yvfeeT\they representﬂminority Opjnion; and these people, .
consistent with the Spiral of silence thesis, are more likely to remaip 7
s11ent and refra1n from contrad1ct1ng the other passenger (45%) But even
here a re1at1ve majority (53% VS 45%) of those who perce1ve themse]ves as .
being in the minority would "speak out“, aga1n contradicting the’1dea of a

spiral-of silence. But the most striking-feature.about‘this table is the

confusion of respondents over what the majority opinion actually is.

Clearly, either the media cannot be as consonant in their presentation of

majority opinion as Noe]]e-Neumann g]aims,"or individuals are simply poor
Judges of‘majoritj opinion ~'If the 1atter is the case, then it seems as
though the role of the med1a in creat1ng the climate of op1n1on is less
important 1f 1nd1v1duals are go1ng -to m1sperce1ve 1t anyway‘

Data of this type»are most crucial 1n a proper analysis of the spiral of

silence, yet this table is the only of its kind.® It 'is an individual's

perception'of what constitutes majority opinion which is inportant rather

‘than the actual d%strfbution of opinion as reported'ﬁ§ a public opinion poll.

»

- Only by comparing an individual‘s opinion with that of his/her perception of

majority opinion can any meaningfu] conc]usions be drawn It is not possible

to 1nfer that an individual ig respond1ng to maJor1ty influence without

'know1ng whether the 1nd1v1dua1 th1nks he or she 1s in the majority or

minority.

-
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‘Noelle-Neumann's data on the ro]e of the media, while cruc1a1 to her
_theory, are also not strong. For example, she twice cites a study (1973 pp;
§§?85; 1982, pp‘142-143) compar1ng_trends in public opinion with media
‘content. She uses a‘tnenty—yeag period of poll data (with five time points)
wh1ch shows that favorab]e replies to a question of Germans' "best qua11t1es“\
drops from 96% in 1952 to 80% in 1972. But she uses a three-month per1od
February 1 to April 24 1968 for a content ana]ys1s to determine: the media' sv
portrayal of Germanic qualities. She finds, on the basis of 39 television
and 82 newspaper references to the German character, that a preponderance are.

L.

.negat1ve, and concludes on the basis of this three-month sample that the
media have caused th1s tmenty-year dec11ne in German pride. In the first
article, she adds the caveat that the content analysis is too'narrow -a basis
for strono\conclus1ons, even though the head1ng of the section is "Content
analys1s and trend observation of public op1nwon po]]s are combined to assess
long term effects of consonance: in mass med1d'(p 83). But in the later
artic]e she says‘that "There fs on]y‘weak empirfcal support of the '
rypothes1s thab~the constant decrease of - nat1ona1 self-esteem in the f1ft1es
'and s1xt1es cou]d be exp1a1ned to be an effect of mass media 1nf1uences" (p
143). But in fact, ‘the content ana]ys1s does not permit any legitimate
conc]us1ons One obv1ous a]ternat1ve is that the media in 1968 are
ref1ect1no this decline in German pr1de rather than causing :t Another'is
that the content analysis reflects the ed1tor1a1 policy for that brief period
of time and that the editorial pol1cy may have been d1fferent under different
ed1tors Any conclusion is unwarranted w1thout further analysis.
In descr1b1ng the role of the. mass med1a in chang1ng opinions about

cap1ta] punishment, Noel]e-Neumann (1973) shows that opposition to capita]rv,v )
: punfshment has increased markedlyzfrom 1950 to.1972: She observes that "We
)may.assume that a consonant attitude of the mass media; which”are generally

opposed ta capitallounishment; could be the reason" for this increase in-
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opposition (p.96). Aga1n, such a statement is totally unwarranted. F1rst
she -offers no evidence that the German media have been consonant in the1r
presentation of this issue. Secondly, she offers no evidence that the

German media have taken that editorial position. It is pure conjecture

without evidence. [}

Further Noelle-Neumann (1982) cites data which show that med1a content

is‘not in tune w1th maJor1ty opinion and that maJor1ty opinion eventua]]y

conclude that the med1a are agents of social change, if the med1a were agents
of social control, she argues, media content would reflect majority opinion.

In fact she goes as’ far as saying:

Have the media come closer to the attitude of the population or has
r the attitude of the population come closer to the consonant general

‘mood of the media? The résults--and this is rare in communication

research--are unequ1voca], media content and journalists attitudes

were always ahead of .the changes in the att1tudes of the

population (p 141)

»
L4

But Noe]]e Neumann fails to make the d1st1nct1on betweenlmaJor1ty‘4p1n1on and

‘geffect1ve ;p1n1on (Hennessy," 1975), 1e., op1n1on that has suff1c1ent power

and resources behind it to be trans]ated into policy. That is, the opinion,
N

held by the maJor1ty of the people is not always the most powerful or one
that eventua]]y is dominant. "It could very well be that the media are
ref]ecting’effe Ctive opinion and the e]1te powep coa]1t1ons that have

) suff1c1ent resources to make their op1n1on become dominant and effect1ve

rather than shap1no op1n1on In th1s case the media wou]d be neither

'Jshap1ng op1n1on nor reflecting maJor1ty op1n1on they would be reflecting

~effective op1n1on.

" Paletz and Entman (1981) take the pos1t1on that e]1tes 1n soc1ety

crystallize and define 1ssues and substant1a]1y 1nf]uence pub]1c op1n1on.

When elites agree on an issue, the med1a portray this consensus - when e11tes 8

P
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disagree, Paletz and Entman argue, the media reflect this conflict and serve
to redistribute power among various elite factions. But most of the time,
the authors argue, the‘media are "unwitting handmaidens" ofuthe,powerful and
,,not ”agents“ in their own right., Tichenor, Donohue and Olien §1980)~have
'frequently demonstrated that the‘media do-not act as independent agents at
all, but instead _are an intégral subsystem in the 1arger soCial system in
which they operate.s_

On the other hand, there is a substantial.body of literature which ‘7
argues that the media can be agents of social control (e.q., 'Pa]etz, Reichert
and McIntyre, 1971; Iuchman, 1978;: Wright, i960; Laaarsfeld & Merton, 1948;
Gans, 1979; Rosengren, Arvidsson and Stureson, 1978).‘ For examp]e? Paletz

" has demonstrated that the media tend to reinforcellocal political authority.
FGaye Tuchman has argued that the media, as cong]omerates and businesses
themselves have a vested interest in maintaining the status quo. Charles
Wright has argued that the mass media strengthentsocial control over
individuals by bringing deviant behavior into pub]ic view. News, itself,
warns’ ?gainst disorder, carries messages of “official controllers" (Gans,
1979) and is 1arge|y concerned with concrete cases of deviance from generally
shared norms_ and va]ues (Rosengren ArVidsson and Sturesson, 1978). Thus, it
is not “unequivocal“ that the media are agents of sociai change; arguments
and evidence exist for the three positions (agents of change,-agents of

A
control, not independent agents at all).

Selective Perception
Much of the basis on whichvNoelle'Neumann'S'work stands is her

) contention that iaboratory experiments on the effects of the mass media have

Y-

been inadequate She supports her contention by her review of the findings

on selective behaVior by audience members. She reports that the “selective
)

perception theory“ was given a sharp jolt by the work of Sears and Freedman
’ !

[
N
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(1967, 1963). She then presents data that gives support for selective

perception: newspaper subscribers of the Swiss Tages-Anze1ger who defend

" u.S. po11cy in-Vietnam are more likely to think thgt the Tages-Anzefger

defends U.S. policy in V1etnam while newspaper readers who disapprove of

U.S. policy in Vietnam are more likely to see the Tages-Anzeiger as

~ condemning U.S. policy in Vietnam (Noe]]e-Neumann, 1973, pp 71;%35. She also
demonstrates the eristence of se]ection perception on four other issues. In
referring to these data in a ]ater art1c]e Noe]]e Neumann (1982) writes that“

'refutat1on of se]ect1ve perception was born from laboratory experiments, but

in fie]d research selective perception was "incongfstab]y confirmed" by her

(1973) data.

In reviewing the work of Sears and. Freedman (1967), it is apparent that o

Noelle-Neumann has mixed up some Terms. Sears and Freedman conducted a
critical rev1ew of the work on selective expoSur not selective perception.
' Noe]]e Neumann' s ev1dence on selective perception basically replicates
findings reported by Hyman and Sheats]ey in 1947.

She does offer some data on selective exposure, that supporters of
po]1t1ca] candidates are more interested in read1ng newspaper stories about
. the candidate they-favor-(1973;pp 76-77),.but it represents only one more
study supporting'the concept of selective exposure. While Sears and Freedman
reviewed five studies that found that 1nd1v1dua]s had preferences for
sunportive information (thus sup;25t1ng the notion of se]ect1ve exposureL
they a]so found that five studies showed that individuals d1d not seek
vsupport1ve 1nformat1on and that eight studies showed that 1nd1v1dua]s

showed no preference for ejther supportive or non-supportive information.

v
-

IV. Resignation of the Minority Faction

According,to Noelle-Neumann, fear of fso]ation will induoeaho]ders of

'the']osing opinion to be siTent, thereby making the majority opinion appear
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even stronger. Eventualiy, she argues, the losing fagtion must resign,
But does the minority faction tend to be silent in the face of public

opinion? Noelle-Neumann uses the\;oT]owing scenario to test her hypothesis:
\ AN
Let us ‘assume that you were on a train and had a five-hour Journey
before you, and in your compartment there is a.man who says (an
opinion contrary to that of the respondent). - Would you contradict
him to te]] him why you are aga1nst this, or wouldn't you do that?

From this teehnique, she‘has generated,- for eXamp1e, the data in Tables 5 and
6. She interprets her‘findings as fo]Lou§' The view that "spanking a child
is wrong" has been ga1n1ng ground since the 1960's (a]though no- ev1dence of
this trend is offered). " Supporters of the two stands are about equally

strong numerica]]y'(Tab]e 5). Yet _people:in the | minority.areﬁmore—wiJJing—to-4;~~

speak out (Tab]e 6). . This confirms that th1s v1ewpo1nt is ga1n1ng ground.
But these data do not. support "'this claim, but instead, contrad1ct her
content1on that “pub]1c opinion compe]s s1]enceJ'_Pub]1c op1n1on to her, is _
dom1nant\op1n1on and. 1t should silence those who do not share that opinion.
In this examp]e cited, however, ho]ders of the m1nor1ty op1n1on are more
likely to speak out than are, ho]ders of the maJor1ty op1n1on (Tab]e 6), but
™ this does not prove by itself, " that the m1nor1ty op1n1on is gaining ground.
At this po1nt 1t is usgtu] to exam1ne’}hree rep11cat1ons of - Noe]]e-
Neumann's work which are re]evant tb this section (G]ynn & MclLeod, 1982a,
G]ynn % McLeod, 1982b; Taylor, 1982). ,
| 1In the f1rst study, Glynn and McLeod used election data to test the
‘spira] of s1]ence thes1s, which as previbus]y stated, is not entire]y
appropr1ate for the study of pub]1c opinion var1;§]es.' Secondly, their
operat1ona]1zat1on of “fear of isolation" was, the authors admit, perhaps
not ent1re]y valid. Rather than measuring respondents' re]uctance to d1scuss

an issue with a supporter of a different opinion, Glynn and McLeod measured

whether respondents were willing to d1scuss the issue with fam]]y and
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friends. Since these people are members of the respondent's primary group

B and, as a consequence, likely to share the same opinion, this is not a good
measure oquh individua]'s-proc]dvity touards'expr sing an opinion in the
face of a hosti]e majorify. _With th1s caveat in m?:d::E“ynn and McLeod found _//J
that respondents who saw the1r candidate as los1ng were actua]]y somewhat
more likely to enga_\\qn 1nterpersona1 discussion than were respondents who
saw the1r candidate as w1nn1ng. The‘respondents backing 2 losing cand1date
were not silent, at ]east in the context of their primary group t1es.

In a second rep11cat1on, Glynn and MclLeod (1982b) used a more

appropr1ate operat1ona11zat1on of "fear of isolation" in ask1ng supporters of
Carter (or Reagan) how 11ke1y they would be to enter a discussion of the

pres1dent1a1 campa1gn W1th Reagan (or 'Carter) supporters. Glynn and McLeod
_ found "Tittle support“ that individuals wou]d be silent in the face of theg
host11e majority. The f1nd1ngs were not stat1st1ca]1y significanz. |
Tay]or.(1982) foundvm1xed support for the spiral of si]ence thesis./
First of all, he used a different operat1ona11zat1on of a key variable which
makes his results 1ess strong. Nhereas Noe]le Neumann had based her
thesis- on conform1ty and 1nd1cated that those in the maJor1ty wou]d be more
willing to._pea_ out on the issue than would those in the minority, Tay]or

asked respondents whether or not they would be wi]]ing to donate money to the\

group they favored- G1v1ng money is one form of. express1ow but~since 1t can
be done in pr1vate, 1t s not subject to pub11c scrut1ny and consequent]y, it
is not the operat1ona]1zat1on of express1on that Noelle- Neumann has in mind

' 1nsher stud1es. N1th this d1fference in m1nd he found that those in the

maJorJty were very w1111dg to express themse]ves via financial support

thereby 1end1ng support to ‘the sp1ra1 of s11ence. Yet, the sp1ra1 of s11ence
- was not cons1stent1y supported for those'1n the m1nor1ty, f1nd1ngs were

issue-specific. Thait is, wh11e those ho]d1ng the m1nor1ty position on

-
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\i:nucleah pawer were ]ess,w1111ng to donate money. to a group representing the1r
* “position {which is cons1stent wWith the spiral of\si]enec}, those‘ho]ding the

mincrity opinion on air pollution were likely to give financial support even

though they pergeiVed'that they held the mfnority opinion. This finding ‘

prompted Tay]or td_argde that the mechanism in the spiral of silence may not i
be fear of isolation but instead, the expected benefits of:politica]‘
exphession. -

‘{hus, replications of the spiral of silence have failed to find strong

-support fer the key h&pothesis'in the spiral of s%ﬁence thesis. Individuals
apparently do not un1form]y feel compelled to s1]ence if they hold the
'm1nor;ty op1n1on If they are not compe]]ed to s1]ence than the one op1n.on
will not appear to be stronger than 1t actua]]y is and there w1]] be no

spiral.-

» Need for Further Research
Noe]]e—Neumann has deve]oped an integrated mode] df opinion formation
- and change that rests on the’ not1on that 1no1v1dua]s ho]d1ng minority opinion
will be compelled to conform to the opinion held by the. ma30r1ty or to remain
s1]eht Yet rep11cat1ons of her work have met with mixed success, and one
study has quest1oned Noelle-Neumann's contention.that fear of 1so]at1on is
« . the mechan1sm at work in the spiral of silence.
Does an individual feel "compe]]ed“ to conform'beeause of‘fear of
negat1ve sanction, or 1nstead to reap a positive benef*t? Does an «

A

1nd1v1dua1 who helds an op1n1on which stat1st1ca11y is in the m1nor1ty

‘nat1onw1de but who has pr1mary group Support, feel compe]]ed tqfconform at
all? If.individuals 1n the minority fact1on conform publicly but reta1n their
private inner convictions, must the m1nor1ty f;2§¥:E “res1gn in defeat“ *as

the spiral of silence thesis would pred1ct? *Can the inferenc> be(made that

because some individuals fear isolation, most individuals fear be1ng 1n the

.
. P
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minoritx, whare they are not a[one but are, instead, often reinforced by
primary group ties? | ‘

: Furtheh research should address these questionf and determine the
threshhold of support -from primary group ties that.%s needed to enable. an
individual to hold a minority opinion'in a hostile environment..

| ’Next, research should focus on conditions‘in which an indtuidua] ie‘more
1ikely to use projection or be susceptib]e to the %pira] of silence when_
estimating majority opinion. Usinq the projection mechanism, the'direction
of causality is the opposite of Noelle-Neumann's. In her mode},‘ﬁerceptions
~of the climate of opinion impinge to form on alter an individua1's opinion.
AIn the projection model, an.indiuidual usas his opinion to form his
perceptions of the climate of opinion. This dffferencefin perspectives leads
to greatly different 1mp11cations in the analysis of a given data set.

If the order of causality is as Noelle-Neumann.clajms, it is still not
clear whether fear of isolation (as she arguesj or the bandwagon effect is at”
wonk In both cases, expectat1ons of the outcome of an issue lead to changes.
“in op1n1on hold1ng, but the two mechanisms are subtly d1fferent. iﬁ

Further research shou]d concentrate on attempt1ng to identify the
conditions under which each mechan1sm‘]s at work. For example, 1nd1v1duals{
' fami]iarity-with the assue,is 1ike1y to'he a relevant factor. That is, in
the-absence of know ledge about an issue or which societal groups take what
-stand on the 1ssue an individual might simply proJect has opinion onto
’otheps. On the other hand (if the 1nd1v1dua1 1s know]edgeab]e about the
issue-and~knows viewpoints of various groups, then the sp1ra] of-$11ence or
bandwagon mechanism might operate.' | |

In other words, the visibility of tﬁe }ssue may be inportant ' Fora
example, 1f an issue is new or has not generated much conf11ct then it
probab]y has not generated much med1a attent1on and peop]e may not be very .

aware of or knowledgeable about 1t. Thus,® they may prOJéCt the1r op1n1on
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onto others and perhaps not feel uncomfortable when speaking about it in

-

public. The key here is the sfructura] variable conflict, as'conflict

Eenerates issue visibility and reduces knowledge -gaps in societz;fochenor,

D@omr/and Olién, 1980). Characteristics of issues which migh
- . .

manipu]ated in future studies include: (1) specificity -- how abstractly or ~

‘concretely an issue is defined; (2) socfal sigdificance -- the impact of the |

issue, which is a function 6f.the‘bumber of persons potentially affected by -

~ the iésue; (3) categorical precedence -- whether the issue is routine (with

precedehf) or is‘extréordindry. These charactefistics may potentia]iy impact
on the spiral of silence or bandwagon processes because they part1a]]y
determ1ne the extent to wh1ch an issue expands from 1mmed1ate h1gh]y-
1nvo]ved pub]1cs to "mass", or less- 1nvo]ved publics (Cobb & Elder, 1972)."

H

Th1s, in turn, raises the igsue that certain r0ﬂb1nat1ons of individusa?

traits and issues need to be addressed First of all, it is.conceivable that

an individual's wi]]ingness "to speak out against a majority might’déﬁénd'on

how 1nvo]v1ng or salient that 1ssue is to the individual -- the degree of

" ego- 1nvo]vement an 1nd1v1dua] has in an issue. Consider two individuals who

hold a minority opinion, e.q., -fdvor1ng a constitutional amendmentdbanning
abortions (this isljust an example and may or may not be- the bctua]'minority
opinion in the nation). One is a fifty-year-o]d.malﬁ bachelor and another is

a'twenty-yeaf-o]d pregdant, married woman. Even though both share the

/$}nority opinion, one might be more likely to enter a discussion about the
i

issue (and be a hardcore), .while one might be more likely to feel pressure to
be silent. Yet on a different issue, e.g., whether high school students
should go “"back to basics," perhaps their wi]]ingness to enter a discussion
“or is a hardcore is partly a funct1on of persona]1ty traits but is a]so a

funct1on of his 1nvo1vement 1n ?ne 1ssue, wh1ch is Tikely to be related to

\ 8 | o
S

. would be very different. Perhaps the degree-to-which-a-person~ rema1ns s1]ent T
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the amount and type of information an individual'has on an 1ssue. Re]ated to
w

th1s is evidence that certa1n demographic segments of 1nd1v1dua]s are

inherently more 1likely to "Speak out" than others: men, younger people and
members of the middle and upper-c]asses (Noe]]e-Neumann, 1974).

The imitial distribution on an issue;‘whether it is nearly equal or
heavily skewed, might a1so‘affect the degree to which the spiral of si]ence
is operable. For examp]e, in the case in which the d1str1but1on is initially
even, 1nd1v1dua1s on both s1des wou]d sense that‘ghey had a great deal of
support and m1ght not fear 1so1at1on. In other situations where the |
d1str1but1on is 1n1t1a11y skewed, the sp1ra1 of silence might be more 11ke1y
to be at work, s1nce ho]ders of the m1nor1ty op1n1on would qu1ck1y realize
that they faced a form1dab1e maJor1ty. In studies designed to test these
ideas, data on pub11c opinion situations, which Noelle-Neumann views as
situations 1nvg1v1ng public behav1o#> not vot1ng s1tuat1ons wh1ch 1nvo1ve a
s1ng]n private act1on, should ke used. _ - .

As stgted earlier, individual-level data analysis should be employed to
test Noelle-Neumann's contention“that individua]s who sense changes in their
opinion are those who also change their opihions or vote intentions. While

<

this refinement will he]p, th1s corre]at1ona1 data still will not c]ar1fy the

d1rect1on of causa11ty involved.

- : -~

Finally, more attention should be,givengto;respondents' perceptions of

'whether they hold majority or'minority opinion. Hh11e a respondent may be

;stat1st1ca11y in the m1nor1ty according to a nat1ona1 pub11c opinion poll, he

/
maj\be ho1d1ng maJor1ty op1n1on in his 1nterpersona1 contexts and thus not

reluctant to speak out. It is the perceptions of the c11mate of op1nTon, not

the actual c11mate which are important. f B

H
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Table 1

number of critical . - . critical ~ control
errors group ‘group
g n=50 n=37 -
0 13 35
1 4 1
2 5 : 1.
3 6 P
4. 3 e
5 -4 J
6 1
7 2 _
8 § T |
9 3
10 3
11 . 1
12 0
total 50 37

44




Table 2

&

Do you think most people in the Federal Republic are for, or
against, recognizing the German Democratic Republic?

supporters of opponents of

GDR 're%gm'tion GDR recognition
' n=847 n=884 . -
most are - _ : k
for 49% : _ - 8%
most are— - . . : e
; against — 7 197 | T Y .
about 50-50 2 19
impossible to say 10 16

100% 100% . -

g

Source: Noelle-Neumann, 19«1, p 49




¥ I Table 3

YOTIKS INTENTION: Christian Democrats =X

-~ - »

POLITICAL CLIKATE: o :
-~ Figues based on negative replies - "don't think nost people
< ‘Jike Cheistian Desocrats" B T
Figures based on. posilive replies - "think rost people
.. Hke Christian Desocfats” EREPIDE] .o

> Dececher1974 July1975 Septezber1375 Deceaber1975 .bnmry197§ Karch1976

Source: Dec. 1974, IFD-Survey 3010; July 1975, 1IFD-Survey 3017; ScpuL 1975, IFD-
Survey 3019; Dec. 1975, IFD-Survey 3022, Jan. 1976, 1FD-Survey 3023; March 1976. I
IFD-Survey 3025. - o

Source: Noe11e-Neumann,.1977, P 147

B




Tale §

A\
Tk “- -‘\i.
supporters of supporters of -
majority opinion - yminority opinion_ .
who think they -who think they A\
' represent Fepresent
the the Cthe 2 the
majority minority minority . majority
n=748 n=271 n=47 : n=198
if, during a . . )
5= hour train
ride, someone’
in the com- ‘ T
partment had Al
a different N
opinion on the
subject of _
alcohol limit ,
I would
‘contradict him  © 79% 753 53% - 8%
not contradict . R .
him B 20 " 45 o, 19
no statement 7 . .5 Y - 3
| ,100%° .. 100% |

100% 1008

Source: Noe]le—Néumann, 1973, p 106

)



Table 5
\\ \'\ N
\\. . L \_ ' - o ; o Total housewives
\ ‘ ‘.
5 agree with
- \k e spank1ng is part of a child's upbr1ng1ng 47%
v 7 spanking is fundamentally wrong 40
g undec1ded .- - 13
_ 100%
Source:Noelle-Neumann, 1973, p102 N
i =~ Tamkes
. believe believe
- spanking spanking
L - is wrong is alright
‘ would enter igto discussion ‘ o
-~ with supporter of opposite view 55% - 45%
ﬁdu]d not enter such a~discussion 40 ~“ 49
no statement ~ . 5 6
100% "100%

Source: hoe]]é-Néumann, 1973, pl102
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