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dech a moci. Nisili v médiich, jakoZto symbolické nasilf, vypéstovalo
v lidech v&domi ddvajici pfednost hierarchickym hodnotdm a vztahim
zalozenym na sile, Predvadéné konflikty, ve kterych stét viZdycky vyhra-
je, nazorn& ukazuji nebezpedi pro ty, ktefi se od norem odchyli. '

kvne 74

7.7. Spirala mliceni

Némeckd badatelka v oboru masové komunikace Elisabeth Noelle
Neumannova ve své teorii ,,spiraly mlgeni“ rovnéz predpoklads, ze meé-
dia mohou strukturovat pfedstavu reality. Domniva se, Ze hypotézy, po-
kladajici masova média za tém&¥ ned&innd, s nimiZ se argumentovalo aZ
do konce Sedesatych let, byly chybné. Tvrdi, Ze po desetileti byli lidé myl-
n& informovani o sile, kterou masova média mohou ovliviiovat lidi a kte-
ra s prudkym rozgifovanim televize podstatn& vzrostia.-Hypotéza o spi-

rile mieni je ,ndvratem ke konceptu silnych a mocnych masovych

médif*. :
Tato hypotéza vychdz{ ze zdkladniho pfedpokladu, Ze vefejné minén{
yyvoldvd podvédomou snahu lidi Zijicich ve skupinich o dosaZeni spo-

letng zastivanych tsudka a konsensu. Spole¢nost odméhuje pfizplsobe-

ni se a trestd prohfedky proti spole¢né sdilenému minéni. Ve viech lid-

skych spole¢nostech mohou byt integraéni tlaky zaloZeny na strachu
jednotlivce z opovrZeni, zesm&3néni a izolace, Strach z izolace je poklé-
dan za antropologickou konstantu, stdlou veli¢inu, Tlak k pfizptisobeni,
ke sdilenii spoleénych ndzorl, vytvafi socidlni integraci. Podle Noelle-
Neumannové (1986, 305) ,,24dné spoleénost nemiZe existovat bez této
spolecenské podstaty, beze strachu z izolace",

Vefejné minénj definovala autorka takto (1983, 141): ,Néazory s hod- |

notovym ndbojem, zv1a§t& pak ndzory s mordlnim nibojem, a zplsoby
chavini nabyly podoby stalé spoledenské dohody (napt. zvyky a dogma-
ta), k niZ se jedinec musf vefejné hldsit, nechce-li se dostat do izolace, ne-
bo které miZe vetejné projevovat, aniZ by se izoloval, v obdobi, kdy jsou
vici ve stavu pfemén.” Ta druhd zminka se tykd kontroverznich néazord,
Spirdla mldeni pak znamend (1983, 142): , Lidé necht&ji byt izolovani,
neustdle pozoruji, co se kolem nich déje. a jsou schopni vnimat i ty ne-
jmengi vzestupy a poklesy v obsahu nazorti. Ten, kdo vidi, Ze jeho ndzor
ziskdvd podporu, se citf bt siln&jif, hovori oteviené a nemd Zadné zd-
brany. Kazdy, kdo vidi, Ze jeho nazor zirici podpory, umlkd. Ti, ktef{ ho-
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yoi‘i hlasité a jsou vefejng viditelni, se zdaji byt siln&j&imi, ne? skure¢nd
jsou, a ti ostatni se pak zdaji slab3imi, neZ tomu ve skutetnosti je. Vzrlista
zde optické a akustick4 iluze o redlné prevaze a sfle, coZ vede jedny k ta-
mu, Ze mluvi stale hlasitdji, a ty druhé pak k tomu, Ze jsou stéle ml&enli-
yéj§i, a:i nakonec jeden z ndzort zcela zanikne. Koncept spirdly ml&eni
obsahuje pohyb, ktery kdy? se rozvine, se JiZ nedd zastavit." Pfedpokladd
se tugii, Ze ndzor, ktery se v tomto procesu za&ne prosazovat, se zd4 byt
S}lnéj§im. neZ skutetn& je, co zatlauje ostatni nzory hloubdji do nitra
lidi, kteH je zastavaji. Ml&enf zkresluje pfedstavu o velikost] podpory
kontroverznim tématfim. ‘ o
Myslenka, na nfZ je spirdla ml&eni zaloZena, naznacuje pfibuznost s na-
zory dal3fch autort, Napfiklad ,band-wagon efekt" popisuje jev, kdy po-
ptévka po uréitém zboZ{ stoupé proto, Ze ostatni lidé tento produkt také
kupuji. (,,Band-wagon* v piivodnim vyznamu znamen4 »viz s kapelou*
pouZivany pfi propagaci a volebnich shrom4zd&nich; v pfenesném vy-
znamu se pouZiva jako oznaenf pro médni tendenci, pro tisp&$né hnuti,
k némuZ se ptid4vaj lidé, kte{ cht&ji jit s vitsznym proudem. pozn. pte-

kL) Tato poptévka je vyjédfenim ptani lidf ziskdvat vyrobek, ,aby drzeli

k‘rok s Jonesovymi odvedle", coZ je tfeba chépat jako ptéani lidf &init to-
1éZ, co skupina, k nf% cht&ji nileZet, poklad4 za médn, stylové nebo za
udrZovéni ,kroku s dobou* (viz Leibenstein 1950 1950). (Existuje viak
t‘a‘ké wsnobsky efekt*, pokles poptdvky po vyrobku, protoZe ho maji ostat-
ni, Ten vyjadtuje usilovani o vylu&nost, sriahu byt adliny a nemit nic spo-
1e<‘5ne}h9 s masou.) Pojem ,band-wagon" se uZival rovnéZ ve spojeni s vo-
lebn‘lm}L gtl:\diemi v USA. Byly zde obavy, e by informace o vysledcich
presidentskych voleb v Zasn&jiich &asovych pasmech (napf, New ‘York)
pfené§éné televizi a spojené s po&itatovymi projekcemi mohly ovlivnit
volebni chovéani volidt v pozd&jich ézisovych péémech (hapt
Kalifornii), ktefi dosud své hlasy neodevzdali. Myslelo se, Ze takova ko:
néunikace muZe volige ovlivnit bud tak, %e budou hlasovar pro zjevného
vitéze (band-wagon effect), nebo Ze podpoH zaostdvajictho kandiddta
(underdog effect) (Weiss 1969, 167).

Zde je tfeba také pfipomenout ndzor o mi&ici v&tsing, podle n&ho? vét-
$ina lidi ve svém soukromf sdili jeden nézor, oviem vefejriou diskusi
ov}ﬁdé .hluéné mensina. Pojem ,,pluralistick4 ignorance* se pouziva k po-
ps?flni situace, v niZ se mnozi lidé vyhybaji vym&ng soukromych nazor
$ jinymi lidmi, a v disledku toho ziskdvajf pocit, %e jsou v men&ing.

Noelle-Neumannovi ( 1980, 64) napsala: ,,Spoletenska povaha lidstva
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zphsobuje, Ze se lidé obdvaji socidlni segregace a Ze cht&jf byt ostatnimi
lidmi uznavani a milovdni." Strach z izolace nuti jednotlivce. aby neu-
stile pozoroval a zkoumal, jaky postoj k dané otdzce zaujimé vétSina
a mensina. ClovEk je schopen pozorovat toto rozdglen{ ndzor(i s pomoc{
jakéhosi quasi-statistického orgénu, tj, jedinec mé schopnost vnimat zmg-
ny v souboru vefejného min&ni, aniZz by byl schopen odhadnout pfesny
poet lidi, kteff se k n&jakému ndzoru ptikidngji. Vyjadfeny nézor muZe
tudiz vypadat rzn& v riiznych situa¢nich souvislostech, zdleZi na tom,
kde tento quasi-statisticky orgdn tusi vét§inu; ,,Pro jednotlivce Je jeho
vlastni nazor méné duleZity neZ nebyt izolovén!*
Jednotlivci svhj odhad vefejného minénf vytvateji ze dvou zdrojb:

1. z osobniho pozorovini lidi kolem sebe aJe_]lCh signdlt souhlasu a ne-

souhlasu.

.z masovych médii, kde pozoruji sxgnaly, Jxmli se jednotliva média na-

vzajem potvrzuji.
Noelle-Neumannovi (1979) zpracovala rizné studie a statistické ptehle-
dy, které ukazuji, jak se vefejné minéni v N&mecku pfibliZovalo a vzda-.
lovalo minéni masovych médii. Byly zkoumdny vystupy médii a nazory
7urnalisti na fadu otdzek, napf. na politiku SRN k Vychodni Evropg

(,,Ostpolitik*), na volby do Bundestagu v roce 1976 a na zmény hodnoto- ‘

vého systému. Autorka zjistila, Ze vefejné minéni se miiZe zmé&nit ve smé-
ru ndzord vyjadienych predtim v médiich. Federaln{ volby v roce 1972 by-
ly objasiiovany v pojmech spirdly migeni, protoZe stoupenci vlady byli.

mnohem vic slyfet neZ jejich odpurci a —~ podle Noelle-Neumannové

(1980a) ~ nazorové klima produkoviné televizi rovn&Z vytvételo silnou
podporu pro tehdej¥{ viadu. Ti, ktefi se obavali izolace, volili spi3e vlddu
neZ opozici. Naproti tomu pfi volbach v roce 1976 Noelle-Neumannové
(1980a) diagnostikovala dvoji nizorové klima. Zjistila, Ze celkové poli-
tickd situace byla vyrovnan4, oviem mezi televiznimi Zurnalisty pfevaZo-
val ndzor, ze nadgje socidlng demokratické vlady na znovuzvolenf jsou
v&i8i neZ $ance konzervativni opozice dostat se do vlady (na zaklad& sta-
tistickych vyzkumb vefejnosti a novinaf). RovnéZ divici, ktet{ sledova-
li hodns televiznich pofadt, hodnotili viddni vyhlidky vye neZ lidé, kte-
F se na televizi divali mén&. Nédzorové klima roziifované médii se vyrazné
lidilo od redlného nazorového klimatu Noelle: ugggngéx vyslovila po-
dezfeni, Ze to mohlo ovlivnit vysledek; 1 W,

Noelle-Neumannova (1979, 165) tvrdila: ,,Cim Obtlinéjl dald médium.

nebo systém médii selektivnf vyber, tim v&si bude dginek v obou sme-
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rech; potvrzujici, jestliZe pl‘evainé podporuje jiZ existujici postoje, a mé-

nict, Jesthie je s existujicimi postoji prevazng v rozporu." Tyto dva fak-
tory G&inki — konsonanci (soulad ~ souhlas s obsahem) a kumulaci po-
klz@ﬁ za nejvice charaLtensucLé pro masovou komunikagi, UmoZiiuji
Enédiim nejen posilovat jiZ existujici nazory, ale také pisobit zmény tim,
Ze vytvéteji nizorové klima. Masovd média mohou vykondvat tlak na
okoli. Ve zna¢ném rozsahu jsou to pravé média, ktera vytvateji ,,vefeiné
min&ni*. Podle Noelle-Neumannové existuji myslenky, uddlosti a 050b-
nosti ve vefejném povédomi prakticky ,,jediné tehdy, kdy?Z jim masova
média poskytnou dostatetnou publicitu, a jedin& v podobach, které jim
média pfisoudi*,

Noelle-Neumannovi se nedomnivé, Ze by Zumnalisté manipulovali ve-
domé. Naopak tvrdi, Ze Zurnalisté pod4vaji zpravy jenom o tom, co vidi, -
na véci se viak divaji z velice specxﬁckeho Ohlu pohledu. Podav4 zpravu
o levicové politické soudrZnosti mezi zdpadonémeckymi Zurnalisty,

~ Naznaluje, Ze zjevny konsensus pfi vybgru zprav vede ke konsonanci,

souladu celkového informovéni médii. Vznik4 tak medidlnf kultura, kte-
rd mZe existovat nezdvisle na realné kultute, Dvoji ndzorové klima vzni-

~ kd tehdy, kdyZ se ndzory prevaiupcx mezi novindfi ostie 1ii od ndzor

vei‘ejnostx

'Na zéklad t&chto skutednosti Noelle- -Neumannové i dal§f autofi Z4daji
od Zurnalistd, aby reprezentovali celkové politické spektrum. Jeding tak
mbZe irokd vefejnost pozpdvat prostiednictvim médii ,,celkovou reali-
tu* (1986, 321). Autorka uvédi: ,,Pokud v sou¢asnych vyzkumech vefej-
ného minéni nalézdme lidi s chybnymi vychozimi predpoklady (pluralis-
tickou ignoranci), lze je tém&f vidy vystopovat ve sméru prevazujiciho
ténu médif, k tomu, jak média na v&ci pohlizeji."

Teorie spirdly mléeni tedy pfipisuje médiim a ndsledn& pak Zumalis-
tim rozhodujici vliv na politické procesy. Noelle-Neumannova (1980,
204) v3ak poukazuje i na slaba mista této teorie: ,,Na otdzku — ,jak zagit
znova' - nejsme schopni odpovédét.” Teorie splraly ml&eni pfizndva $an-
ci na zménu spolé&nost] t8m, ktefi neznajf strach z izolace. Oviem zmég-
na muZe zadit také v ptipade, jestliZe ti, ktef{ zastdvaji v&t§inovy nézor,
postupem Casu ztrati schopnost jej obhajovat, protoZe se uZ nesetkéavaji
s nikym, kdo m4 nézory odli¥rié a konfliktni (1980, 246). Nicmeéng po-
dle Noelle-Neumannové inovace ¢astéji za¢inajf z toho divodu, Ze men-
Siny jsou pfipraveri&ji obhajovat své ndzory neZ v&tsiny, které propadly
pri11§ velkému sebeuspokojeni.

213




Vzhledem k jejim politickym dusledkum je tato hypotéza vysoce kon+
troverzni, zvlasté v NEmecku, Hodn& se o ni polemizuje a pouZivaji se
proti ni rizné subjektivni argumenty. AniZ bych se zabyval viemi pro
a proti, uvadim zde jedno z poslednich vyjadteni Noelle-Neumannove
(1986, 312) k této hypotéze: ,,Nezapadd do pohodIného zplisobu my3le-
ni a zavedenych kategorif a nabizi se jako cil Gtokt, protoZe neni jesté do-
kondend, uzaviend." Pro vykonné Zurnalisty vyplyvaji z teorie spiraly r‘nl‘-
eni dv& poudeni. Doufejme, Ze jim velice dirazn& pfipomene jejich

odpovédnost vidi spolednosti. A za druhé je vyzvou k zastaveni , krve- -

smilného" roz&ifovani ndzorovéhd klimatu mezi Zurnalisty, které je vzda-
lené socialni realits, Rozmanitost min&ni v médiich vyZaduje rozmani-
tost nazortt a rozmanitost socialniho pivodu Zurnalist(l

8. Nasili v televizi: Nekonedéna diskuse
a nova zjistén{

8.1. Poznamky ke kvalité diskuse

Diskuse o pisobeni medidlniho zndzorfiovani nésili je srovnatelnd
s prabéhem ekonomickych cykln, ptiemy pravé nyni zase jednou panu-
je vysoka konjunktura, Momentalng stoji v centru pozornosti soukroma
televize a tématem dne je ,Reality-TV* (viz 6.5). Téma uginkd predva-
dé&ni nésili a s nim tzce spojené debaty o piisobeni pornografié je na ve-
Fejnosti i ve védeckém zkoumani velmi akwadlni, Dokladem toho je mj.
titulni ¢lanek ¢asopisu DER SPIEGEL z ledna r, 1993 v&novany tématu
»+Necudné spolenost: Qbchod se sexem a nasilim®, Do diskuse vstoupi- -
ly mezitim i jiné aspekty, a sice moZné G&inky hrubé rockové a popular-
nf hudby. Britskd heavymetalova skupina ,Jesus Priest" byla obvinéna,
Ze idajné roz8ifovala vyzvy k sebevradé. Podobné problémy jsou s ra-
povymi skupinami jako napt, ,,Public Enemy* a ,,N.W.A.*, které ve svych
textech pozitivné& hodnotf gangsterstvi a n4sili (zejména zn4silnéni). Ve
Etyfsvazkovém dile ,, Analyzy a podn&ty Nezdvislé vlddn{ komise pro za-
mezovéni a potirdni ndsili* (Schwind a Baumann 1990 - tzv. Komise pro
potirdn{ ndsilf) je masovym médiim (a zv14$t& zobrazovan{ nésili) pFipi-
sovana hlavni role pfi zrodu nasili. Komise mimo jiné poZaduje drastic-

kou redukei pfedvad&ného nésili i v zdbavnych potadech.

Zkoumdni a&inkd médii stojf v podstaté pfed problémem spolednym
viem socidlnim v&dam. ProtoZe viak mé kazdy s médii vlastni zkude-
nosti, vystupuje tento problém velmi zfeteln& do popfedi: Na veiejnosti
a v politice panuje vi&i socidlnim v&ddm a vysledkim jejich zkoumani
vieobecné skepse. O udincich masovych médii existuji velmi roziifené
populdrné védecké predstavy, jeZ by se daly charakterizovat takto: J4 sam
jsem rozvéZny, kriticky distancovany medialni konsument nebo expert,

‘ale ti ostatni (,,masa obyvatelstva®) jsou extrémné ohroZeni nasilim roz-

Sifovanym v masovych médiich. Roziitent laickych ptedstav o u&incich
médif, jeZ Casto jiZ nabyly charakteru kulturni samoz¥ejmosti, tvoii vy-
sloven velkou pfekdZku pro §ifeni védeckych poznatkl. (Zdrojem pfed-
védeckych & nevédeckych tezi je literdarni studie Karl-Heinze
Hochwalda: ,,Novd média - vljv na rodinu 4 vychovu (vydand v roce
1933 v Comenius Institut Miinster).
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xii Introduction to the First American E}dition

inz i t Germany, with some assistance from the three st‘aff
: x::gge;?smishe Englishydepartment of the Institut fiir Demo§l;/c;pie
Allensbach—Wolfgang Koschnick, head pf the’departr_uf:nt,f ary
Siwinski; and Maria Marzahl. Mihaly kaszqntnnhalyx, pro .cssl(ir
of behavioral sciences at the University of Chicago, who is equa ﬁ
familiar with German and English, thoroughly checke.d and edf;te 1
the manuscript once more, and, lastly, he and 1 edxteq thg nad
version together. I do not know how to thank these fnc;(n fs ax:m
colleagues, who are so busy with their own sc'holarly wor , or‘
they did to ensure the success of the translation.

Chicago, Spring 1983 | E.N.N.
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1 The Hypothesis of Silence

F or the election eve of 1965, the second
German television network (ZDF) came up with a new idea: an

- election party in Bonn’s Beethoven Hall. There was a stage review,

dinner, several dance orchestras, guests sitting at long banquet
tables—the house was packed. To the right, up front, just below the
stage, a small podium with a blackboard had been set up. There, a
notary public was scheduled to open two letters received two days

‘before, one from the Allensbach Institute and one from EMNID—

two competing survey research organizations. The heads of the two
organizations would then be invited to enter their predictions about
the outcome of the election in the grid already drawn on the

~ blackboard. Over the hubbub, the nhoise of chairs scraping, the
‘sounds of eating and drinking, I wrote on the board: “Christian

Democratic Union / Christian Social Union 49.5%, Social Demo-
cratic Party 38,5% . . .” At that moment a cry broke out from
hundreds of people behind me and swelled to a thunderous roar. As
if suddenly deafened, I completed my entries; *“Free Democratic
Party 8.0%, Other parties, 4.0%"* The hall seethed with outrage,
and the publisher of the weekly Die Zeit, Gerd Bucerius, shouted to
me: “Elisabeth, how can I defend you now!” '

-Had my Allensbach Institute been deliberately deceiving the
public for months, telling people that the election was neck to neck?
Justtwo days earlier, Die Zeit had printéd an interview with me
under the headline “I would not be at all surprised if the Social
Democrats won” (Leonhardt 1965). Later that same evening, as the
official election results moved closer ta the Allensbach predictions,
a Christian Demacratic politician gave television viewers to under-
stand, chuckling as he did, that he, of course, had understood the
actual situation all along but had been smart enough to keep it to
himself—"“All’s fair in love and war . , .” The quotation in Die Zeir
was accurate; I had said that. The interview, however, had lain in
the editor’s files for more than two weeks. At the start of September
it had looked like a dead heat. What the people assembled in the

*The Christian Democratic Union is the more conservative of the mujor
German parties. The Christian Social Union is the Christian Democrats’ sister party
in Bavaria, The Social Democratic Party of Germany represents the left in the

spectrum of German politics, The Freg Democratic Party (or Liberals) is more
middle-of-the-road compared to the two major patties,




2 Chaptéer One

Figure 1
The Election Year Puzzle of 1965
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Source: Allensbach Archives, Surveys 1095, 1097, 109, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006
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Beethoven Hall got to see was what we, to our amazement, had
seen appear on our desks in Allensbach three days before the
election but had not been able to publish, since to have done so then
would have appeared as a massive attempt to influence the outcome
of the election by starting a bandwagon effect in favor of the

Christian Democrats. What had occurred had been recognized and.

named centuries earlier, but was still not understood: the power of
public opinion. Under its pressure, hundreds of thousands—tip,
actually millions of voters—had taken part in what was later called g

“last minute swing,”” At the last minute they had gone along with

T B RL T b aneend . . . v g e
the crowd, swelling the Christian Democratic ranks from a position

of equality with the Gther major party to what official election
réturns recorded as a lead of more than 8 percent (fig. 1).*
- - - B :

—

Knowledge lags far behind measurement _
Although we did not realize it in 1965, we had in our hands
even then the key to this dramatic change in the electorate’s inten«
tions. In an article about public opinion appearing in 1968 in the
International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, W. Phillips Davi-
son, professor of communications research and journalism at Co»

*In figs. 1-5, 11~17, and 22, CDU/CSU stands for Christian Democratic
Union; SPD for Social Democratic Party; and FDP for Free Democratic Party
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lumbia University in New York, wrote: “‘Knowledge about the
internal structure of public opinions, nevertheless, is still limited
and lags far behind measurement™ (Davison 1968, 192), That was
exactly our situation in 1965; we had measured a lot more than we
understood. Thus, while from December 1964 until almost the day
of the election in September 1965, the two major parties were
locked in a dead heat in terms of the number who intended to vote
for them—and these figures were published regulaily in the maga-
zine Stern—another set of data showed steady and completely
independent movement; the question went like this: “Of course
nobody can know, but what do you think: who is going to win the
election?” In December the numbet of those expecting the Chris-
tian Democrats to win and the number expecting the Social Demo-
crats to win was about even, although the Social Democrats had a

slight edge. Then the estimates began to change direction, and the
expectation of a Christian Democratic victory rose relentlessly

while expectation of a Social Democratic victory decreased. By July”
1965, the Christian Democrats were well in" the lead, and the
expectation of their victory reached almost 50 percent by August. It
was as though the measurements of how the electorate intended to
vote and which party they expected to win had béen Taken on
different planets. And then, right at the end, people jumped on the.
bandwagon, As if caughtin a current, 34 percent of the voters were
swept.in the direction of the general expectation of who was going
to¥win. ~  T~—

Every piece of research begins with a puzzle

We remained puzzled; How could expectations of who was
going to win the election change so completely in the face of
constant voter intentions? Not until 1972, when a federal election
was called on short notice and there was a campaign period of only a
few weeks—not a particularly appropriate election for our pur-
poses—did we set up our survey machinery, with a specially de-
signed questionnaire to gather the kinds of observations we needed.
We had already formulated the hypothesis we were to use and had

~ presented it at the International Congress of Psychology held in

Tokyo in the summer of 1972 (Noelle-Neumann 1973).
~ As it happened, the election campaign of 1972 developed just
like that of 1965, The two major parties were neck-to-neck when

~ the question of voting intention was asked; meanwhile, the expecta-

tion that the Social Democratic Party was going to win grew from
week o week like a separate, independent reality, withi ofily Gne.
m. o T T 3
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Figure 2 . :
The Phenomenon of 1965 Repeats ltself in 1972

While yoting intentjons remain constant-—-a neck-and-neck race between the CDQ/CSU
and the SPD—-!H climate of opinion changes: ?xmfctatiun of a win declines tor
the £OU/CSU uhifa t incrpases for the i.ﬂ. Fina 11. therg 15 the bandwagon effect
in the direction of the growing expectation of winning

Voting intention: C€OU/CSU Sl sP0 23
Expectation: Who will win the election?
SPD will win comes

COU/CSU will win s

ko] i = —

20

-~ Aug 9-20 Sept 6-16 Oct 9-14 Oct 17-21 Oct 24-28 HNov 1-6 Nov 9-14 Nov 19,1972
Source:  hllendbach Afchives,  Surveys 2084, 2085, 2088/1, 2086/1%, 2087/1, 2087/1) and 2089

swing”; ,p(egple Jumped on the bandwagon of the expected winner,
& the

this tim Social Democratic Party (fig. 2).

The climate of opinion depends on who talks and who keeps qnlig_t,.

The hypothesis came to me out of the student unrest at the end
of the sixties and the beginning of the seventies; I probably owe if to
one particular student. I met her one day in the hall outside the
lecture room and noticed that she was wearing a Christian Demo-
cratic button on her jacket.

“I didn’t know you were a Christian Democratic supporter,” I
said to her. “I’'m not,” she said, *‘I just put the button on to see what
ir’s like.” '

I met her again at noon. She was not wearing the button, and I
asked about the change. *‘It was too awful,” she said. “I took if off,”

In the context of the commotion that characterized those first
years of the new Ostpolitik, this was understandable. Followers of
the Social Democrats and of the Christian Democrats might be
equal in numbers, but they were far from equal in energy, enthu-
siasm, or in willingness to express and display. their convictions,
Only Social Democratic buttons and emblems appeared publicly,
so it'was no wonder that the relative strengths of the two parties
were ,igq@j’gzxﬂzmse:ssﬂ%namic developed at this
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point. Those who were convinced the new Qs politik_was right
thought their beliefs eventually would be adopted by.everyone. So

these people expressed themselves openly, and self-confident]y
defended their views, Those who rejected the Ostpolitik felt them-
selyes left out; they withdrew, and fell silent.

This very restraint made. the view that was receiving vocal
support appear to be stronger than it really was and the other view
weaker, Observations made in one context spread to another and
encouraged people either to proclaim their views or ta swallow
them and keep quiet until, in a spiraling process, the one view
domjnated the public scene and the other disuppﬁ%i@ﬁ‘pdblic

* awareness as its adfierents became mute. THis 1S the process that can

be calleda “spiral of silence:”

At first, all this was merely a hypothesis. It helped explain what
had happened in 1965. During the summer of that election year,
support for the government peaked as public attention focused on
the combined activities of Chancellor Ludwig. Erhard and the
Queen of England. The popular Erhard was preparing for his first
parliamentary campaign as chancellor, and the queen was traveling
here and there throughout Germany in the beautiful summer
weather of that year, meeting and being greeted by Erhard over and
over again. Television news carried the images of their encounters
everywhere. Although there was an almost even split between voter
preference for the Christian Democrats and for the Social Dermo-
crats, it was pleasant to profess dttachment to the Christian Detiio-
cratic Uqwr\t&power, and this could be done easily and

openly. The steep climb in the expectation of a_Christian Demo-
cratic win in the-parlidmentary election reflected this climate of

opinion (fig. ).~ — ~  ——————
T —

Those who went along at the last minute

In neither 1965 nor 1972 were voting intentions swept along by
this climate. Indeed, in both years just the opposite occurred. From
top to bottom, intentions remained almost untouched by what was
paving the way for a change just before election day—the climate of
opinion. This may be taken as a good sign; voting intentions do not
twirl like weather vanes in a storm but possess considérable stabil-
ity. Paul F, Lazarsfeld, the Austrian-American social psychologist

‘and student of elections, once spoke of a hierarchy of stability,

placing voting intentions right at the top as especially firm and
subject only to slow change in responsé to new experiences,
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observations, information, and opinions. (Lazarsfeld et al. 1948,
xxxvi-xxxvii). Still, in the end the climate of opinion made its effect

felt. Twice we saw ajlast: mmuv;c\gwmg in the directign of the

climate’s pressure, and ii resulted in a su Sstantial shift: 34 percefnt

of the yotes. Lazarsfeld (1968, 107-9) had already noted this“band- -

\ggg&efg:-? “in the American presidential election of 1940. Every-

one wants to be on the winning side, to belong with the winner—
that wgiwwagon effect was usually explained. Always

be on the winning side? Most peopmen-
tious, UBlLIS‘E the elite Wfﬁce or power
from a win. We are dealing with something more modest, a desire to_
avoid isolating ourselves, a desire that apparently all of us share, N6~
one waritsto be as isolated a8 the i umverm%t who wore a
Christian Democratic badge for a whole morning, so isolated that
neighbors look the other way when they pass you on the stairs to
your apartment, or fellow workers move away, leaving an empty
seat next to you. We are only beginning to observe the hundreds of
bLg_JW know he heor she is not surrounded by a warin
glow of sympathy but by a ting of avaitance.

Repeated questioning of the same people before and after the
1972 election revealed to us that those who feel they are relatively
isolated from others—we identify them in our studies by the comi-
ment, “1 know ve”f_e’»x_pgople"—'——are the ones_mast_likely to
part_iclgaﬂtg\gl\_ a_ last-minute election swing. Those with_ weaker
self-confidence andTess iriterestin n politics are also likely to make 4
last-minute switch. Because of their low self-esteem, few of these -
people ever think of being on the winning side or playing the
trumpet on top of the bandwagon. “Running with the pack” better
describes the situation of those who “go along.” Yet this situation
applies, more or less, to all mankind. Wh‘@_gg_le think others are
turning away from them, they suffer so-much_that they can_be
gmda,cl or mampulated as easﬂy by ‘their own sensmvxty as by a
bndle T

“The fear of isolation seems to be the force that sets the spiral of
silence in motion. T6 run with the | pack is a relatively happy state of
affairs; but if you can’t, because you won’t share publicly in what
seems to be a umversally acclaimed c conviction, you can at least
remain silent, as a second choice, so that others can putup with you,
Thomas Hobbes (1969, see espec1ally 69) wrote about the meamng
of silence in his book, The Elements of Law, published in 1650,
Silence, he said, can be interpreted as an indication of agreement,
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for it is easy to say no when one disagrees, Hobbes is certainly
wrong in saying that it is easy to say no, bt he is right in supposing
that silence can be intg_greted as agreement; that is what makes it
so tempting. T

Drawing the phenomenon into the light of day

There are two possible ways of checking the reality, the valid-
ity, of a process like that envisioned in the spiral-of-silence hypoth-
esis. If something like this really exists, if this is truly the process by
which ideologies and social movements prevail or are swept away,
then many authors from earlier centuries must have noticed and
commented on it. It is highly unlikely that phenomena such as these
would have escaped the attention of sensitive and reflective men
who, as philosophers, students of law, and historians, hive written
about human beings and their world. As I began my search through
the writings of the great thinkers of the past, I was encouraged when
I found a precise description of the dynamics of the spiral of silence
in Alexis de Tocquevnlle s history of the French revoldtion, pub-
lished in 1836. Torquevillé recounts the decline of the French

church in the middle of the eighteenth century and the manner in

~ which contempt for rehgxoW[rlelgnmg passion
among the French. A majotfactor, he tells Us; was the silénce of the

- French church: “Those who retained their belief in the doctrines of

P S

the- Church became afraid of bemg\—rom. intheir-allegiance and,
dreading-{sOlatioT MOTe THAN€IToT, Professet fo Share The senti-
ments of-the-nmajority. So wiat was-inrealify thie opinion of only a
part . mame to be regarded as the will of all and for
this reason seemed irresistible, €Ven to those who had given it this
false appearance.”

Feeling my way back into the past, I found impressive observa-
tions and remarks scattered everywhere. They included comments

~ from Jean-Jacques Rousseau and David Hume, John Locke, Mar-

tin Luther, Machiavelli, John Hus, and even from the writers of
antiquity. The topic never constituted a major theme; it was more
often in the form of a marginal comment. My search was like a
paper chase, but the reality of the spiral of silence became more and
more firmly established.

A second way of testing the Jegitimacy of a hypothesis is to

investigate it empirically, If a phenomenon such as the spiral of

1. Tocqueville 1952, 207; English: 1955, 155. Author's translation in part.
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silence exists; it must be measurable. At least that should be the

" case today; after more than fifty years of testing instruments for use

in representative survey research, a social-psychological phe-
nomenon of this kind should no longer be able to escape obsetya-
tion. The followmg chapter describes the kinds of instruments we
dcveloped in order to bring the spiral of sxlence into the cold light of

day.

2 Testing with ~
Survey Research Instruments

T he word “instrument” may suggest
some visible apparatus, whether a tiny machine or a mammoth
piece of engineeting such as a radio telescope. Still, what appears in
a questionnaire and is presented in an interview as a set of questions
is an instrument for observation—even if it looks like a game. The
reactions of a representative cross-section of people to such ques-
tions reveal the existence of motives and modes of behavior, the
very things which must provide the groundwork for a process like
the spiral of silence. Hypothesizing such a process entails the claifn

that people observe their social environment; that they are alert to’

the thinking of those about them and are aware of changing trends;
that they register which opinions are gaining ground and which Wlll
become dominant. Can we prove this claim?

‘“How should I kpom””

In January ‘12’1_1) Allensbach surveys began to come to grips
with the splral of silence. The first series of questions contained
three queries which ran:

A question about the DDR (East Germany): If you had to

make the decision, would you say that the Federal Republic

should recognize the DDR as a second German state, or
should the Federal Republic not recognize it?

Now, regardless for the momerit of your own opmion,

- what do you think: are most of the people in the Federil
Republic for or against recog W

Testing 9

What do you think will happen in the fyture: what will
people’s views be like in a year’s time? Will more people or
fewer people favor the recognition of the DDR then than favor
it now?

“Now, regardless for the moment of your own opinion what do you
think: are most of the people for or against . . ,”—"What do you
think will happen in the future: what will pepple’s views be like in a
year’s time?” It might well have happened that most people would
have responded to such questions with **How should [ kriow ‘what
most people think,’ ‘what’s going to happen in the future’? I'm no
prophet!”” But that was not the way people answered. As though it
were the most natural thing in the world, 80-90 percent of the
people in a representative cross-section of the population over
sixteen years of age offered their assessment of the opinions held by
the people around them (table 1).

People’s views about the future are somewhat less certain, but
even questions concerning the future of an opinion do not meet with
blank looks. In January of 1971, a full three-fifths expressed their
estimate as to how opinion concerning recognition of the DDR
would develop, and the estimates were quite clear; 45 percent
expected more support, and only 16 percent expected less support
(table 2). The results are reminiscent of the observations of 1963,
The.question “What do you think: who will win the election?”” was
not answered “How in the world should I know?" by the vast
majority of respondents—although in view of the pall figures,
which month after month indicated that we had a real horse race,

~ that might have been a very reasonable response. No, at that time

expectations were voiced more and more clearly, and not without
effect, as the shift of voters-at the last moment showed. Carrying
over the observations of 1965-71, we would be led to expect a spiral
of silence operatmg in favor of the eventual recognition of the
DDR.

A new human ability discovered: perceiving the climate of opinion

Let us stay for the moment with our initial exploratory probes
and see the extent to which they confirm the hypothesis of a spiral of
silence. After the first attempt in January 1971, numerous sets of
questions followed. Just as in 1963, they consistently confirmed the
people’s apparent ability to perceive something about majority and
minority opinions, to sense the frequency distribution of pro and
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‘Table 1, Environmental observation of the climate of opinion

_Most people are willing to express an opinion about which side of a disputed

issue the majority of the population is on. From among about 50 tests
conducted on the basis of representative samples with either 1,000 or 2,000
respondernits between 1971 and 1979, table 1 gives twelve examples. The
text of the question for the first of these ran: ‘“Now, regardless of your own
vpinion, what do you think: Are most of the people in the Federal Republic
for or against recognizing the DDR (East Germany)?" The other questions
were formulated analogously. :

Percentage of

respondents
providing
Issues an estimate
Recogrize East Germany? (January 1971) “ 86
Do something to prevent the spread of hashish and ,

LSD? (January 1971) 95
Stricter laws to maintain the quality of air ahd water? . ,

(March 1971) 75
Allow termination of pregnancy through abortion?

(April 1972) : _ 83
For or against the death penalty? (June 1972) ' - .50
More political influence for Franz Josef Strauss? :

{October/November 1972) : 80
For or against the forced feeding of prisoners who go

on hunger strikes? (February 1975) 84
Allow a member of the German Communist Party to

be appointed a judge? (April 1976) 82
Is the Christian Democratic Union well liked?

(August 1976) 62
Is the Social Democratic Party well liked? (August

1976) . ’ . 65
For or against the building of new nuclear energy

plants? (September 1977) ' 85
Should smokers smoke in the presence of

nonsmokers? (March 1979) 88
Average concrete estimate for 55 subject-matter ‘

areas: : ' 82

Source: Allensbach Archives, surveys 2063, 2069, 2081, 3083, 2087, 301}, 3028,
3032/11, 3032/1, 3047, 3065 . :
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Table 2. Expectations as an expression of the climate of opinion

People’s readiness to express themselves about the future development of
opinion was tested in January 1971. The issue used was recognition of East
Germany. Question: **What do you think will happen in the future—what
will people’s views be like in a year’s time? Will more people or fewer
people favor the recognition of East Gérmany then than favor it now?"

Respondents 16 years
and older (%)

In a year more people will favor recogrﬁtion of

East Germany 45
More will be opposed ‘ 16
Dori’t know 39

100

N = 1979

Source: Allensbach Archives, survey 2068

con viewpoints, and this all quite independently of any published
poll figures (table 3).

In the election year of 1976, we systematically compared re-
sults to two questions which had been used to measure the percep-
tion of the strength of opinions in 1965 and from 1971 on: **Who will
win the election?” and “*What do most people think . . .” Both

- approaches brought similar results, but the question, “Do you think
" most people like party ‘X’ . . . or don’t you think so?"* showed itself
.. to be more sensitive and thus a better measuring instrument than

“Which party will win . . .?"" Its swings in estimates of the strength of
the parties, while running parallel to the other measures, were
clearly stronger (fig. 3). '

_ The astonishing fluctuations in how respondents estimated the
climate of political opinion made us eager to know whether their
observations were correct, In December 1974, systematic checks on
this question began. Following Lazarsfeld’s rule of the hierarchy of
stability, voting intentions showed little change during the next
fifteen months, although what slight change did occur was con-
tinuous. The difference between the largest and smallest percent-
ages intending to vote for the Christian Democratic Union was
never more than six percentage points, while that for. the Social

. Democratic Party varied no more than 4 percent. However, severe
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disturbances occurred in the climate of opinion as perceived by our
respondents over this same périod. These swings, amounting to
changes of 24 percent, were not arbitrary; on the contrary, we could
see that they were set off by slight changes in the actual orientations
of the voting public which occurred from time to time (figs. 4 and 5).
The puzzling question is: how was the population as a whole able to
perceive these slight ups and downs in voting intentions? We cori-
tinued the observations. Events taking place in the federal states,
for example in Lower Saxony or Rhineland-Palatinate, added to
our atlas of trends (fig. 6). The Gallup Institute in Britain was
willing to check the ability of the British population to perceive

-

Table 3. Expectations about tomorrow’s climate of opinion

Which cump will become stronger, which weaker? Most people will risk a
judgment about which camp in a controversy will become stronger. From
among about 25 tests based on 1,000-2,000 interviews with representative
samples of the population conducted between 1971 and 1979, six examples
are drawn. The text of the questions ran: “What do you think, the way

- things are going now—how will opinions look a year from now? Will more

people than today or fewer people be for . . 2"

Percentage of
respondents making
‘an estimate about how
opinions will develop
in the near future

Issues ~ (one year)

Recognize East Germany? (January 1971) 61
For or against the “achieving society”? (August .

1972) 68
Should young adults live together without being

murried? (Februury 1973) 79
More political influence for Franz Josef '

Strauss? (March/April 1977) 87
For or against the death penalty? (July/August

1977) 87
Should new nuclear energy plants be bunlt”

(March 1979) ' 81

Average percentage of concrete answers about
how opinion will develop in the future based
on 27 different issues 75

Source: Allensbach Archives, surveys 2068, 2084, 2090, 3013, 3046, 3065
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their political climate. Voting intentions in Britain did not seem
nearly as firmly established as those in the Federal Republic of
Germany, but the British too seemed able to pérceive the climate of
opinion (fig. 7).

How many issues are encompassed in this ability to recognize

Figure 3 :
Who Will Win the Election?

Thls is a uestion uhich has been used for decades in voter research

9 order 10 measure e climate aI ‘ . Ann}he 1nd1catnr of the
ll 1 { ini —— o most pe eo‘i Re the COU/CU . o .7"—measures
tt:hem:aﬁeo gnbg'tl more prealga y, thal ts; vﬁh stronger swings of

Tﬂn cumlng parllamantary election will be won by the COU/CSY SIS
di HE
paisaton s Like the cou/tsy =

50% | 1976

40

30 L
January March June Aug  Sept
T i, Suurcas  Allepsbach Archives, Surveys 2023, 3025, 3030, 3031, 3032, J035
Figure 4

Small Variations in the Number of Party Followers Are

Perceived as Changes in the Climate of Opinion By a Much Larger
Number of People

Voting intention: COU/CSU NN

Perception of the climate of opinion:
"] think that most pecple like the COU/CSU" (IIENAT

; 32 T
Dec 1874 Jully 1975 Se;l:t 1975 Dec 1975 Jan 1976 - March 1976

Source:  Allemabach Arghives,  Surveys 3010, 3019, 3022, 3023, 3025
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the climate of opinion? We have to assume that hundreds of issues
are constantly included in the observations people make. From

‘March 1971 on, we have data comparing people’s attitudes towaid

the issue of the death penalty to their perception of the climate of
opinion on that subject. Because other empirical tasks were more
pressing than testing the spiral of silence between 1972 and 1973,
data are missing for that period. The six measures taken between
1971 and 1979, however, confirm that the actual changes in opinion

Figure 5

The Climate of Opinion Made Visibie

mxtag'i‘%gggagaqrt:‘%setsivonsahnut voting intention dd not show how much disquist the
For example: SPD 1974 - 1976 -

Voting intention: SPD

Perception of the climate of opinion: -
like' the SPO." QIR

"I think that most people
' _ ‘ I
i ; 41 41 :
38% 37 37 38

Dec 1974 July 1975 Sept 1975 Dec 1975 Jan 1978 March 1976

Source:  Allenchach Archives,  Surveys 3010, 3017, 3019, 3022, 302) and 3025

F‘igure 6

Sudden Stormy Weather in the State Elections in
Rhineland- Palatinate

Voting intention; COU M

Percegtion of the climate; "I think most peaple in Rhineland-
Palatinate ljke the COU" =1

%
65

400

559

Feh 1978 July/Aug 1978 fec 1978 Jarn/Feb 1978 1ﬁt Hﬁel{g%
. arg
Source;  Allensbach Archivis, - Surveys 3114, 3W43, 315V, 315, 3158
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were reflected reliably in the peoplé’s perceptions of the climate
(figs. 8 and 9).

- Sometimes this perception goes awry, and, because it generally
functions so well, every instance of a distortion of it is exciting.
Somehow, in these instances, the signals on which people base their

Figure 7
The Quasi-Statistical Ability to Perceive the Climate of
Opinion is Found in England as Well

Questions: "|{ parllamgnlary elections were being held tosorruw, which party would you suppori?*

: I 1 abaut | Hove thut most pecgle i Great Britatn find
e et fron v Yottt douta et doety ot Wi Psapde i Great Iritain i

Vould stpport the Conservatives:
Most pecple find the Conservalives likgable: msssesms

so T T 1978

0 ' n ! | ‘ !

June July August Séptuhcr‘ Oclober - Kuvesher fusesbrr
Source: Galivp Political Index .

Figare 8
"Opinions and the Climate of Opinion

How do people know collectively that an pginon hias inoreased or decreased?
Opinfon: "] favor the death penalty." SEEENE
Climate of opinfon; "Most people favor the death penalty.” £

/ ey
a2%
24
s | o | oo | wo | oo | e | 2 | o | N
ol
Jung 1972 October 1975 Augusf 1977 March 1979
March 1971 January 1876

Source: Allensbach Archives, ‘S\‘myl_m, 2083, X020, 3027, 346 and 065
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Figure 9

The Control Test: Quasi-Statistical Perception of the Increase and
Decrease in Opponenits of the Death Penalty

Opinion: "I am agdinst the death penally.” FENENR
Climate of opinion; “Most pecple are agzinst. the death penalty.”

- n *
51 47
| o ,
ws!

31

, =
e
4% ‘
D43 .
June 1972 January 1976 22
March 1971 October 1975 August 1977 March 1979

Source; Allenslch Archives, Sueveys 069, 2083, 3020, 3023, MG and 3065

perception of the climate of opinion must get crossed. As long as we-

know so little about these signals; the distortions themselves are not
easy to explain, Chapter 22 is devoted to this topic. .

The train test

We do, however, venture an explanation for the distortion
observed back in 1965, when the expectation of which party would
win ran far ahead of the actual development of voting intentions,
According to the spiral of silence hypothesis, this is explained by the
ditferences in the willingness—indeed, the eagerness—of those inh
the two camps to express their opinions in public, to expose their
views openly where the signals can be seen. The hypothesis can only
be upheld if we find empirical evidence for two assumptions. The
first is that people have an intuitive grasp of the relative strengths of

the contending parties. The evidence that supports this assumption

was presented in the last section, The second assumption, which
remains to be investigated empirically, is whether people in fact do
adapt their behavior to the apparent strength or weakness of the
various camps. o

~ In January 1972 a specific question appeared for the first time
in an Allensbach interview, a question that had never, to our
knowledge, appeared on any dther questionnaire in Germany or

elsewhere. It dealt with the issue of raising children and occurred in -

the context of an interview with housewives. The interviewer pre-
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sented the respondent with a sketch showing two housewives in
conversation, and said: “Two mothers are discussing about whether
a child who has been very naughty should be spanked or not. Which
of the two would you agree with, the top one or the bottom one?”
(fig. 10).

One of the women presented in the sketch declares; “1t is
basically wrong to spank a child. You can raise any child without
.spanking.”_In January 1972, 40 percent of a representative sample
of housewives agreed with this view.

The other woman says: “Spanking is part of bringing up chil-
dren and never yet did a child harm.” Forty-seven percent of the
housewives agreed with this opinion; 13 percent,were undecided.

The following question, however, was the crucial one: “Sup-
pose you are faced withi a five-hour train ride, and there is a woman

Figure 10

Tes! of Willingness to Speak Out or Tendenicy to Keep Silent
Inthe Event of an Argument About Raising Children

Pioture used. to identify
the two positions in
the interviex

"1t 15 basically
¥ ung to spank a
chil .‘Xau can pdise
any child withoyt
spanking.’

"Spanking is part
of bringing
children and rllgver

zet did a ch
arn; "
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sitting in your compartment who thinks . . .”* Here the text of the
quesion split; womign who had said they believed spanking to be
basically wrong were giveri*‘. . . that spanking is part of bringing up
children,” while women who approved of spanking were given *“. . .
that spanking is basically wrong.” Thus, in both instances the
housewives were W@ﬂ%rgmsemed
a point of view diametrically opposed.to their own; He_questioi
closed1ni uniform fashionrwith “Would you like-to-falk with this
woman so as to get to know her point of view better, or wouldn't
you think that worth your while?”

This “train test” was repeated from then on with changing

subject matter. In one case it would be a conversation that pre-
sented people’s views on the Christian Democrats and. the Social
Democrats. At other times it dealt with racial ségregation in South
Africa, young adults living together without being mariied, nuclear
power plants, foreign workers, abortion, the danger of illegal
drugs, or allowing radicals in civil service jobs,

The hypothesis to be checked was whether the various camps
differed in their readiness to stand up for their views and convic-
tions. The camp that shows more readiness to proclaim its stand will
have greater impact and will thereby exert more influence on
others, who may join its apparently stronger or increasing battalion
of followers. In individual instances soniéthing like this might be
observed, but how can such a process be measured in a way that
fulfills the scientific requirements of an experiment? Measurements
must be repeatable, endlessly retestable, and known to be indepen-
dent of the subjective impressions of any observer.  An attempt
must be made to simulate reality, and this under conditions in which
measurements can be made. Such conditions can be found, foi
example, in a survey interview, which runs its course uniformly; its

questions are read aloud in a predetermined phrasing and a prede- -
termined order; and its cross-sections of 500, 1,000 or 2,000 respon- -

dents are questioned by hundreds of interviewers, so that it is
impossible for any one interviewer to have a decisive influence on
the results, But what a weak situation is offered by an interview of

this kind—how different it is from life, from experience, from the

sensations of reality!

Simulating a public situation
Our first task consisted of simulating the public situation in the
interview so as to investigate the latent readiness of the respondent
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to behave publicly in a particular way. Clearly, people draw their
conclusions about the strength or weakness of a position not only
from family discussions; so we had to simulate more than the family
circle to obtain their general public behavior. Even lonely people,
those with few acquaintances, manage to perceive the signals, as
our analysis of the “last minute swing” showed. Further, when a
swing in the climate occurs for or against a party, a person, or a
particular idea, it seems to be sensed everywhere at almost exactly
the same time, by all population groups, all age groups, all occupa-
tional groups (figs. 11-13). This is possible only if the signals are
completely open and public. Behavior in the family, in the primary
circle, may be the same as that in public places or it may differ; for
the spiral of silence, this is a secondary maiter, We quickly learned

‘this when we attempted to paint a scene in the interview in which

Figure 11 '
. Climate Swing Perceived By All Groups in the
Population: An Expression of Being Public
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respondents were supposed to indicate their tendencies to talk or bg
silent. We told respondents they should imagine being invited
somewhere with a fair number of other guests, some of whom they
do not know. The conversation at this gathering turns to a certair
controversial subject, and at this point the text of the question
introduced some concrete issue, Would the respondent enjoy tak-
ing part in the ensuing conversation or would he or she not want to

take part? The question did not work. The setting was not publi¢ v
enough, and considerations of courtesy to the host and to othet .

guests with respect to the opinions they expressed strongly in
- fluenced the reactions of the respondents. We then tried the train

test. It presented a public situation somewhat like a publi¢ thoi-.

oughtare: it allowed everyone entry, and people were there whose

names and attitudes the respondent did not know. At the samie timg

Figure 12
A Change in the Climate of Opinion Reaches the
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it involved so little exposure that even a shy person might partici-
pate, were he in the mood to do so. But would it provide an
indication of people’s natural behavior in genuine public settings, as
on the street, in a-grocery store, or as a spectator at a public event?
The interview occurs in privacy, perhaps in the presence of other
members of the family. Would people express their real resporises

here, or would the impulse to do so be too weak in the face of a
‘merely imaginary situation?

The second assumption is confirmed: those confident of victory
speak up, while losers tend toward silence

As we evaluated one ““train test” after another in the SUIveys
conducted in 1972, 1973, and 1974, it became evident that we could
measure the willingness of people in various camps to speak up or

Figure 13
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keep quiet on particular subjects. The 1972 election year presente
ideal conditions and issues for such tests. Enthusiasm for the Nobe|
Prize-winning chancellor, Willy Brandt, reached its height, yet
opinions were sharply divided on the subject of Ostpolitik, whicl
Brandt symbolized. One did not need particularly sensitive perceps
tual abilities to sense which camp was publicly the strongef,
whether one supported or opposed Brandt. “What do you think;
are most people in the Federal Republic for or against the treaties
made with the East?” So ran the May 1972 question. ‘“Most are il
favor” was the answer of 51 percent; *Most are opposed,” 8
percent; **About half and half,” 27 percent; and 14 percent side«
stepped the issue with the response, *Impossible to tell,”

In October 1972, with the election campaign already under-
way, the train test wasincluded in a survey: “Assume you are faced

with a five-hour train ride and someone in your compartment begins -

to'talk very favorably” (in every second interview the question read
“very unfavorably”) “about Chancellor Brandt: Would you like to
enter conversation with this person so as fo get to know his ot her
point of view more closely, or wouldn’t you think it worth your
while?”” Fifty percent of Brandt’s supporters (who numbered twice
as many as the opponents) indicated that they would like to enter
into conversation; only 35 percent of his opponents said they would,

“Would not think it worth their while” was the respons¢ of 42.

percent of Brandt’s supporters and 56 percent of his opponents
(table 4). Thus, Brandt’s supporters were much stronger in actual
numbers than his opponents, but beyond that their strength was
multiplied by their greater willingness to convey their point of view,

A campaign button is a way of talking too '

In connection with this hypothesis, we must understand what is
meant by talking and by keeping quiet in the broadest tetms,
Wearing a campaign button, putting a bumper sticker on the car—-
these are ways of talking; not doing these things, eyen if one has
firm convictions, is a way of keeping quiet, Openly carrying around
a newspaper which has a well-known political slant i5 a way of
talking; keeping it out of sight, in a briefcase or beneath a less
partisan paper, is a way of keeping quiet (of course, one is not trying
to hide the paper—it just happens to get wrapped up that way),
Distributing handbills is a way of talking, as is putting up posters,
defacing the opposition posters, tearing them down, or slashing
tires of cars that; carry the other party’s stickers. In the sixties, men
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Table 4, The train test

People s readmess to speak up and tendency to or preference for remmnmg
silent in a “minimal public situation” was tested in October 1972, with
Chance]lor Brandt as the sub]ect matter.

Majorlty Minority:

Persons who Persons who
agree with Brandt  disdgree with Brandt
(%) (%)
Would be glad to talk with a
fellow train traveler about
Brandt 50 35
Would not think it
worthwhile 42 56
Undecided 8 9
100 100

N =1011 N =302

Source:” Allensbach Archives, survey 2086/1+ II

wearmg shoulder-length hair were talkmg just as today, wearing
jeans in Eastern European countries is talking.

Even without the train test, the election year of 1972 gave us
more than enough emplrlcal ev1dence that one side in a controversy
will be active and open in its “talk” while the other side, though not
necessarily smaller in numbers, perhaps even larger, holds its
peace. Formier Vice President Agnew’s complaint about the “silent
majority” became justifiably famous because it touched on a reality
that many people felt. It was a reality in which thLy themselves had
participated, although they were not fully conscjous of it since it had
not been explicitly labeled.

One survey question after the federal election of 1972 graphi-
cally demonstrated how unequal the strengths of the two parties
were perceived to be, even though the parties remained practically
identical when it came to a count of their supporters. The question,

.asked in December, ran: “The different parties had posters, cam-

paign buttons, and bumper stickers for cars. What is your impres-

- sion: which party was supported by the most bumper stickers,

posters, or campaign buttons?”
“More for the Social Democrats’ was the answer given by 53
percent; “More for the Christian Democrats,” by 9 percent. A
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second question checked out the same issue from a different angle:

“The way a party fares in an election depends greatly upon its
ability to get’its followers to participate in the election campaign,
What was your impression: which party’s supporters showed more
idealism and personal involvement in this past election campaign?"’
“Supporters of the Social Democrats” was the answer of 44
" percent; “Supporters of the Christian Democrats,” of 8 percent,
One can read such results as indicating that at that time—the fall of
1972—a person favoring the Christian Democrats would look in
vdin among the campaign buttons and bumper stickers for a fellow

sympathizer, for all such had fallen into silence, thereby contribut-

ing to a situation in which those who shared Christian Democratl¢
convictions and sought for some kind of a sign must truly have felt

isolated and alone. The spiral of silence could hardly have been

wound more tightly than it was at that time.
At first these bits and pieces of evidence, assembled in an effort

to make the climate of opinion visible, created a rather uncertai

picture. Wear a campaign button-—paste on a bumper sticker—
aren’t these things simply questions of taste? Some people aie
inclined to such actions and others are not; might it not well be that

the more conservatively inclined voters dre also more retiring, more

disinclined to flaunt their convictions? Or, with respect to the *‘traif}
test,” there are some people who like to converse during a journey
and others who do not. Can the train test really be regarded as an
indication that an influence process like the spiral of silence I§
taking place? ‘

The advantage of having talkative groups on your side

Our survey results support the proposition that, regardless of

subject matter and conviction, some people are more prong to talk
and others to remain silent. This is also true for whole groups in the
population. In a public situation, men are more disposed to join {ij
talk about controversial topics than are women, younger peopl@“
than older ones, and those belonging to higher social strata than

those from lower strata (table 5), This has definite consequences for '

the public visibility of various points of view. If a faction wins many
young people or many well-educated people to its side, it automati-
cally has a better chance of appearing to be the faction destined to
gain general acceptance. But that is only half the story. There is a

“second factor that influences willingness to speak up: the agreement -
between your own convictions apd your assessment of the trénd of ;
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Table 5. Willingness to discuss a controversial subject; by population

subgroup
Un-
Willing  willing
to to Un-
discuss*  discuss  decided
| | (%) (%) (%) N
Total population 16 and over 36 51 13 9966
Men 45 45 10 4631
Women ‘ 29 56 15 5335
Education '
Elementary (8 or 9 years of .
school)’ . 32 . 54 14 7517
Secondary (10 or more years
of school) 50 42 8 2435
Age groups
16-29 ' 42 47 1n 2584
30-44 ' 39 50 1 2830
45~59 » ‘ 35, 52 13 2268
60 and over 27 56 17 2264
Occupation :
Farmers 19 63 18 621
Unskilled and semiskilled
.. workers 28 54 18 2289
Skilled workers 37 51 12 2430
Nonmanagerial employees and
public servants 41 49 10 2628
Managerial employees and
public servants 47 44 9 1051
Independent businessmen, ’
self-employed persons,
professionals 40 49 11 927
Net monthly income ‘
Less than 800 DM** 26 56 18 1448
800-999 DM 32 53 15 1875
1000-1249 DM 35 52 13 2789
12501999 DM 42 48 10 2979
2000 DM or more 48 43 9 866
Residence o
Villages 32 52 16 1836
Small towns 37 52 1 3164
. Medium-sized cities 36 51 13 1797
‘ 49 13 3160

Large cities 38
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Table 5. coritinued

Un--
Willing  willing
to to Un-

discuss*  discuss - decided

(%) - (® (® N

Political party preference :
Christian Democratio Union 34 55 1 3041

Social Demoeratic Party 43 47 10 4162 .

Free Democratic Party . _
(Liberals) 48 44 8 538

*Persons willing to hold a discussion in the train compartment about: the spread of
socialism to West Germany; outlawing the German Communist Party; Federil

Chancellor Brandt; and young adults living together without being marrigd.

(Allensbach Archives, surveys 2084, 2085, 2086/1+I1, 2089, 2090—1972/1973),
**Approsimately 2.50 DM = $1.00 in 1983 o

the times, the spirit of the age, the mood of those who seem to be
more modern, more reasonable, or simply the feeling that the
“better”” people are on your side (table 6).

Feeling in harmony with the spirit of the age loosens the tongue
In the fall of 1972, those who supported Willy Brandt were
more prone than his opponents to participate in a conversation

about Brandt in a public setting, regardless of whether they weré old-

or young, male or female, or had lesser or greater amounts of
education (table 7). The train test proved valuable, With this ipstril
ment it was possible to carry out a continuing series of investigationh

over the following years and so to reveal which side in a controversy

spoke up and which preferred silence. On a journey, 54 percent of
the Social Democratic supporters would have wanted to take part if
a discussion about the Social Democratic Party, while only 44
percent of the Christian Democratic supporters would have wanted
to talk about the Christian Democratic Union (1974). After the
change in the office of federal chancellor, 47 percent of Helmiut

- Schmidt’s supporters but only 28 percent of his opponents warted

to talk about him (1974). When it came to force-feeding prisoners
on hunger strikes, 46 percent of those in favor but only 33 percent pf
the opponents were willing to express themselves (1975).% -

2, Allensbach Archives, surveys 3010, 3006, 3011.

Testing 27

Table 6. Willingness to converse as an indicator of the social climate
and self-confidence of population subgroups

Comparisons over time between 1972 and 1978 showed a géneral increase

“in people’s willingness to talk; it was particularly pronounced among

Christian Democratic Union supporters

Would be glad to'talk about
controversial subjects with
fellow train travelers

1972/73 1975/76 1977/78

(%) (%) (%)
Total population 16 and over . 36 37 +
Men ‘ 4435 43 52
Women - 29 32 37
Age groups
16-29 . 42 4] 51
30-44 39 41 49
45-59 35 35 42
60 and over 27 30 33
Education
Elementary (8 or 9 years of
school) - 32 34 39
Secondary (10 or more years :
“of school) 50 46 53
Occupation ,
Farmers 19 30 29
Unskilled and seémiskilled
workers 28 29 35
Skilled workers : 37 37 4
Nonmanagerial employees and
" public servanty ‘ : 41 41 48
Managerial employees and
~ public servants 47 16 54
Independent businessmen,
self-employed persons,
professionals 40 40 47
Residence ‘
Villages . 32 37 41
Small towns ‘ 37 36 46
Medium-sized cities 36 38 45
Large cities - 38 37 44
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Table 6. continued

* Would be glad to talk about
controversial subjects with
fellow train travelers

1972/73 1975176 1977178

(%) (%) (%)
Political party preference
Christian Demoeratic Union 34 38 44
Social Democratic Party 43 40 47
Free Democratic Party
(Liberals) .48 38 49

Sources: .
1972/73: Allensbach Archives, surveys 2084, 2085, 2086/1 + I1, 2089, 2050 (between

August 1972 and February 1973). The topics for discussion in the train compartmefit
were: the spread of socialism to West Germany; outlawing the German Communist

Party; Federal Chancellor Brandt; and young adults living together without being"

married. Total number of interviews was 9,966.

1975/76: Allensbach Archives, surveys 3011, 3012, 3013, 3020, 3031, 3033/, 3035,
3037 (between February 1975 and December 1976). The topics for discussion in the
train compartment were: forced feeding of prisoners; the death penalty; lettiig

Franz Josef Strauss have more political influence; the way Spain was being governed;

liking for the SPD; liking for the CDU/CSU; living together without being married;
and smoking in the presence of nonsmokers. Total number of interviews was 14,504,
1977/78: Allensbach Archives, surveys 3046, 3047, 3048, 3049, 3060 (between Au-
gust 1977 and October 1978). The topics for discussion in the train compurtment
were: the death penalty; building new nuclear energy plants; the death penalty for

terrorists; sympathy for terrorists; and a United States of Europe without Russia giid

the East European countries. Total number of ifiterviews was 10,133,

A shift in opinion helps research
We had come to what was then called in Germany a Terdenzr

wende, a turning point in the strength of political attitudes. Up to
this point we could not tell why supporters of leftist positions and
political leaders were more willing to join in discussions; it might
have been their favorable political climate, but it could alsa have
been that those who tended to favor leftist positions simply enjoyed
Arguing more, ' ,

Two observations were made during the following period that

refuted the second possibility. First, Social Democratic supportes

became less inclined to join in arguments about their party between
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Table 7. In e\"éry population subgroup the supporters of the dominant
0p}mon are more willing to voice their view than thase in the
minority :

Example: Supporters and opponents of th icies al Chs
Brandt in 1972 pPp S e policies of Federal Chancellor

Would be glad to talk to fellow train
travelérs

Repres‘e‘ntatives of  Representatives of
the dominant view:  the minority view;
Brandt supporters  Brandt opponents

(%) (%)
Total population 49 3'5'
Men ' 57 4
Women 42 27
Age groups
16-29 33 43
30-44 ‘ 47 37
45-59 55 : 30
60 and over 42 ' 34
Education
Elementary (8 or 9 years of
school) . 45 29
Secondary (10 or more ‘
years of school) 61 51
Occupation
Farmers 39 13
Unskilled and semiskilled |
workers . 40 24
Skilled workers 45 30
Nonmanagerial employees
-and public servants 57 43
Managerial employees and
public servants 62 - 47
Independent businessmen,
self-employed persons,
professionals 35 49
Residence :
Villages . 46 g
Small towns . 46 42
Medium-sized cities 48 40
..-Large cities 54 36
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Table 7. continued

Would be glad to talk to fellow tfain
travelers

Representatives of ~ Representatives of -
the dominant view: the minority view!
Brandt supporters  Brandt opponenty

(%) (%)
Political party preference
Christian Democratic : 3
Union 46 B
Social Democratic Party 52 k

Sourc;ezl Allensbach Archives, surveys 2086/1+11, October 1972. The base for the
percentages of Brandt supporters is 1011; the base for the percentages of ‘

Brandt opponents is 500.

1974 and 1976, that is, during a so-called political.tlllrning point,
This was measured as a change from 54 percent willing to talk ir{
1974 to 48 percent in 1976. In this regard, however, the overal
change was less striking than the sudden sensitivity supporters
showed to the wording of the train question: whether it made their

fellow traveler, who initiated the conversation, speak favorably or

slightingly about the Social Democratic Party. In 1974, tl}e supportT ~
ers of the Social Democratic Party had seemed almost immune to
influence from the npature of their fellow traveler’s opinions; 56
percent joined in when the Social Democratic Party was prglsgd at}d
52 percent when it was criticized. In 1976, 60 percent ulldlcated ith
interest in joining a conversation with those who saw things as they
did, but when the fellow traveler spoke out against the So_cia}l‘
Democratic Party, their readiness to participa}te in the conversatiqn
sank to 32 percent! For Christian Democratic supporters, ma;ters
were exactly reversed. In 1974 they showed greqt se.nsnivnty .to the
nature of the conversational environment by 11}d1cat1ng comple}ely
different degrees of readiness to participate in the conv.ersatlor,i,-
depending on whether their fellow train tr‘_avelq was friendly or
unfriendly toward the Christian Democratic Union; in 1976, thg
 fellow traveler’s view made no difference (Noelle-Neumann 19774,

esp. 152). :

After the experiences of 1972 and 1973, we were ready m
simplify the wording of the train test so that it would no longer shift

between settings in which one confronted either opponents or
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supporters of a particular idea, direction, or person. The results up
to that time showed that this aspect of the environment made little
difference in how talkative or reticent a respondent was likely to be.
Not until 1975/76 did we learn that dropping this variation in the test
would have been premature. As already described, only when a
spiral of silence has practically run its course and one faction pos-
sesses total public visibility while the other has completely with-
drawn into its shell, only when the tendency to talk or to keep quiet
has stabilized, are people liable to participate or to remain silent
regardless of whether or not the others in the situation are expressly
friend or foe, Aside from such settled situations, however, there
remain the open controversies, arguments as yet undecided, or
instances where latent conflict has yet to break the surface. In all
these instances, as later investigations indicated, sensitivity to the
‘tenor of the train conversation is considerable and can be very
revealing.

Refuting the notion that those on the left are less attuned
to the climate of opinion

The second discovery that refuted the presumption that left-
leaning responderits have a greater tendency to participate in dis-
cussions arose out of a preoccupation with a phenomenon which,
like the bandwagon effect, had attracted the attention of election
researchers for decades. If, on the one hand, there was a recogniz-
able preelection tendency for some of the voters to shift their votes
in the direction of the expected winner, there was, on the other
hand, a postelection tendency for more people to claim they had
voted for the winning party than actual winning votes, were cast.
Just like the bandwagon effect, this coyld be interpreted ps an effort
to be on the winning side, this time through selectively “*forgetting”
that one in fact had voted differently.

To check out this state of affairs, we went back through the
Allensbach archives to the first federal election in 1949 and worked
forward. We could not find support in our data for the simple rule
that after every election more people claimed to have voted for the
winning party than the actual voting figures indicated. For the most
part, the information people gave about the way they voted tallied
quite well with the official election results (figs. 14 and 15). Once, in

- 1965, a suspiciously large number claimed to have voted for neither

of the two major parties—the Social Democratic Party, which had
lost the election‘,v or the Christian Democratic Union, which had
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won. In 1969 and 1972 the numbers claiming to be chial l?emo'j
cratic voters substantially exceeded the actual proportion ot'v?tes
" the Social Democratic Party received. Two striking findings
emerged, however, when we looked at the so-called panel melthor‘,l
results, where the same people were questioned repeat'e.d}y ovef &
period of time. The first was that if people'corrected thexr pyevious
yoting decision in a later interview, indicating a party different than

Figure 14 »

A Way to Measure the Climate of Opinion
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A Way to Measure the Ciimate of Opinion
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the one they had indicated immediately after the election, the
change was not always in the direction of the winning party (the
Social Democratic Party) but occurred in the direction of the major-
ity view of the group ta which those people belonged. For example,
with younger voters the move favored the Social Democratic Party,
but with older it favored the Christian Democratic Union; with
workers it favored the Social Democratic Party, but with the self-
employed the Christian Democratic Union. This suggested less a
tendency toward wanting to be on the winning side than an attempt
to avoid isolating oneself from one’s own social milieu. Since most
groups in 1972 had decided by and large in favor of the Social
Democratic Party, the overall balance of the results in the postelec-
tion survey ran distinctly toward an inflated vote for the Social
Democratic Party,

A new procedure for measuring the pressure of opinion

The second remarkable finding was that the tendency to over-
state the vote for the Social Democratic Party did not remaijn
constant during the period following the federal election, and neith-
er did the tendency to understate the vote for the Christian Demo-
cratic Union. Both appeared to move in subtle response to changes
in the climate of opinion. At first, in 1972/73, too many people
claimed to have voted for the Social Democratic Party in the pre-
vious election, and too few for the Christian Democratic Union.
Then, as if in slow motion, pedple began to recollect having voted
for the Social Democratic Party or the Christiun Democratic
Union, and their statements moved closer to the dctual electoral
proportions. An excerpt from this series of observations is shown in
figure 16. Even as the recollection came closer to the actual results
again in 1976, the changes were by no means over. As election day
drew near, the old lack of willingness of Christinn Democratic
Union voters to confess their prior vote began to show itself again
(fig. 17). '

Today the Allensbach institute routinely measures the strength
of these trends, calculating the degree of polarization and the
sharpness of the current political discussions by the observed month
to month over- or underestimate of the votes claimed for the two
major parties in the previous national election. We will later return
to the meaning of such distortion, For the moment we want to take
some frames out of the slow-motion picture from 1974 to 1976, the
turning point in political tendencies, and to show théreby that
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';,j Figure 16 eagerness to join in discussions and an inclination toward silence
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X e teen apros he spartors of ths CL/GS vare ather g aurag uri fhe pric, of “talking” and “‘remaining silent.” Without any effort-of our own,
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hd o} o s : Ready to take a public stand? A battery of pertinent questions
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) a0 . e®e . o *7 . oo continued to be developed. In 1975 we first inserted into a survey a
1 Y A : s battery of questions that were intended to indicate how ready the
i wee A o individual was to support a political party publicly. The text of the

| W o WTT W wisoo w7 ! lead-in question ran: *Now a question about the political party that

Sawrea: Allenshach hechives, Surveys 20693004, 3006, 3005-2010, 3012-3023, 3025 - 203 v comes closest to your own point of view. If someone were to ask you
‘ ' whether you would be willing to do something to help this party, for
example, some of the things listed on the cards in this stack, would
S : Figure 17 you agree to do any one or more of these things for the party you
& Increase in Opinion Pressure During the Struggle for Voters : prefer?” Eleven possible ways to provide support for a party were
| Bistortiens fn mk:rma;innhr:svmt\d:n? gave in elaction year 1978 presented in the set of cards the interviewer gave the respondent.
1 1 oted Tor o o « .
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“f' 50 - @) —— ) \ 1 suggested alternatives were:
i \f’
+ L5 I'd wear a campaign button or stick-on badge.
i ' : I’d attach a bumper sticker to my car.
; 45 ""b—-—— I’d go door to door to talk with strangers about the party
‘ : platform.
b ® e o o . I'd hang up a party poster or sign on my house or in my
i - ‘ 00— ’ window, ' . . N
i _ I'd go out and put up signs for thig party in public places.
i 976 : I'd take part in street discussions stick for;this party.
i : ;gﬁl Hay June July | - August gnptembur , part in st ‘l ssions and stick up f : party
i . : I'd attend a rally for this party.
" . . . Y . Y I3 . “
i : ol e g s e o i oy (gl clts o bt e ~ If it seemed important, I'd stand up in a meeting of this party
i pac) , nd the { , # Compars: . . : . . v ;
i ‘ for h of b b e e 50 o s 50 r kel il o _ ~and say so'methmg in Fhe dlsgusm‘on. . ‘
i ‘ e ko st I a1 ntryie (] ey voled T f - I'd defend this party’s point of view in other parties’ meetings.

?u/iu se e P ey 21 - 305 B I'd help distribute campaign literature.
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For analytic purposes, a simple but valuable measure that
emerged from this question was the answer: *‘I would not do any of
these things for thie party of my choice.”” An instrument like this
proves its usefulness in its ability to detect and measure subtle or

slight changes, just like a postal scale that distinguishes between 18

and 21 grams when the ordinary household scale will not even
distinguish between 10 grams or 30. o

The battery of questions aimed at measuring how prepared
people are to provide public support for their party proved to be
delicate and responsive instrument. A falling-off in a party’s follow-
ing registered itself immediately, as for example during the state
elections in the Rhineland Palatinate, where quarrels among patty

leaders almost managed to help them pull defeat from the jaws of -

victory. Before the conflict among the leaders broke out (Decein-
ber 1978), 39 percent of the supporters of the Christian Democratic
Union said they would do “none of these” when questioned about
helping their preferred party. Shortly before the election, 48 per-
cent of the remaining Christian Democratic supporters answered
they would do *none of these.” Meanwhile, the opposition, the
Social Democratic Party, maintained a stable 30 percent of inactive
supporters who wished to provide support in *‘none of these” ways
between December 1978 and February/March 1979 (Noelle-
Neumann 1979, 10). The relative psychological strengths had
shifted, even thaugh the voting intentions had changed so slightly
that, following the principles of sampling statistics, the shift was 1ot
detectable as significant. Nevertheless, the shift eventually led tlie
Christian Democrats to the brink of an electoral defeat..

This concrete instance serves to illustrate how social res;ta,rf.‘h _‘
attempts to make the invisible visible. Of course, people could be

asked directly whether or not they wear a campaign button or have
a bumper sticker on their car. From the point of view of measiite-
ment technique, this direct approach would have the advantige of
observing or determining real circumstances, instead of relying on
pethaps dubious expressions of a respondent’s intentions. The dis-
advantage lies in the fact that the group that actually wears cam-
paign buttons or puts bumper stickers on its cars consists largely of
hard-core activists, whose reactions to the changing fortunes of a
party are liable to be much less sensitive than those of more mat-
ginal supporters. Using only the hard core’s less sensitive behavior
can easily lead to results that lie below the threshold of statistlcal
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detection, and so allow the disturbances in the climate of opinion to
escape observation. :

In checking to see whether persons with leftist political views
are more inclined to discuss and show their convictions, we have
uncovered another question. Granted, people seem to have an
extraordinary gift for sensing the climate of opinion. There also
seem. to be factions that understand how to capture the public
spotlight and other factions that let themselves be pressured into
silence. But how can we tell what motives undetlie this behavior?
Does a fear of social isolation explain this process, as the spiral of

silence hypothesis claims? We investigate this question in the next
chapter. '

3 Fear of Isolation as a Motive

. In the early fifties, Solomon Asch (1951,
1952), a social psychologist, reported an experiment he had can-
ducted more than fifty times in the United States. The task of the

-subjects in this experiment was to judge which of three lines best

matched a fourth test line in length (fig. 18). One of the three was
always exactly the same length as the test line. At first glance, the
task appeared easy; the correct match was quite evident and all
subjects spotted it easily. From eight to ten persons took part in
each-experimental session, all guided by the following format. The
test line and the three lines that were candidates for the match were
hung up where all could see them. Then each of the subjects in the
room, starting from the left, stated his or her judgment as to which
line was the best match for the test line. Edch session repeated this
procedure twelve times.

However, after two rounds in which all participants agreed
unequivocally on the correct match to the test line, the situyution
suddenly changed. The experimenter’s assistants, seven to nine
persons who were in on the purpose of the experiment, all named a5
the correct line one that was visibly too short. The one naive
subject, the only unsuspecting person in the group, sat at the end of
the row. At this point his behavior was scrutinized to see what
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Figure 18
The Asch Length-of-Line Experiment:
Testing Conformity Due 1o Fear of isolation

- Subjects in the experiment were asked the follo\n’r‘lg
question; Which of the three lines on the right is
equal 1o the standard line on the left?

i

Standard line Comparison lines

H i i the Mod|fication and Distortion
S AT T o, el T

would happen to it under the pressure of a unanimous judgment at

variance with the evidence of his senses. Would he wave;?. W‘o'uld
he join the majority view, regardless of how much it contradicted
his own judgment? Or would he stand fast?

Solomion Asch’s classical laboratory experiment shows how
scarce self-reliant individuals are ‘

Two out of every ten naive subjects stuck resolutely to thelr
own impressions. Two of the remaining eight agreed with the grous

only once or twice during the ten critical passes through the proce-

dure. But the remaining six more frequently announcxy:d as t}}élr
own opinion the obviously false judgment made by the majority,

This means that even in a harmless task which does not téuch thely -

real interests and whose outcome should bf: largely a rpatter of
indifference, most people will join the majo_rit}f point of view even
when they can have no doubt that it is false. This was what Tocque-
ville described when he wrote: “Dreading isolation more than
error, they professed to share the sentiments of the mgjonty‘,"’
When we compare Asch’s research method to the.suryey
method involving questions like the train test, we real{ze i+
mediately that Asch’s method possesses a completely differefit

attraction and a completely different kind of persuasive power, -

Asch is working in the tradition of what is ca}lf:d “the }aboratory
experiment.”” He can arrange to control conditions during t'hg ex»
periment down to the last pertinent ‘detail—-—hqw the chairs arg
placed, how his assistants behave during the sessions, how visually

3. Tocqueville 1952, 207; English! 1955, 155. Author’s translation in part,
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obvious the differences in the lines to be matched are, etc. The
testing setup, the “laboratory,” allows him to create an unequivocal
situation and to hold it constant for all subjects. The survey inter-
view is a much “dirtier” research tool because it is subject to a
variety of disturbances and contaminations. We cannat be certain
about how many respondents really do not understand the-thrust of
a question, how many interviewers do a poor job of reading the
questions in the proper order and sticking to the prescribed word-
ing, or how many make independent “improvements” and free
improvisations, or provide explanations that get out of hand when
the respondent seems uncertain as to the sense of the question.
How much of a burden is placed on the imagination of a typical
person when he is asked, “‘Suppose you are faced with a five-hour
trainride, and in your compartment someone beginsto . .. 2" In the
usual interview, the stimulation to imagine such a situation must be
relatively weak. Besides, everything depends on how the question
is read, how the answer is transcribed, and how humanly responsive
and talkative the particular subject happens to be, All of these
unknowns introduce uncertainties in the results, In a laboratory like
Asch’s, by contrast, a *‘real situation” can be called into existence.
Here, influences that are close to actual experience are allowed to
work uniformly on all subjects in the éxperiment—for example,
feeling like an idiot when everyone else seems to see things dif-
fetently. ' ‘

Two motives for imitation: learning and fear of isolation

*“They dreaded isolation more than error” was Tocqueville's
explanation. At the end of the century, his fellow countryman, the
sociologist Gabriel Tarde, dedicated a large part of his work to
studying the human ability and tendency to imitate, speaking of a
human need to be in public agreement with others (Tarde 1969,
318). Since then; imitation has remained a topic of social science
research; for example, an extersive article is devoted 1o it in the
1968 Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (Bandura 1968). In this

- entry, however, imitation is explained not as a result of the fear of

being singled out for disapproval but as a form of learning. People
observe others’ behavior, learn that this or that behavioral possibil-
ity exists, and, given an appropriate opportunity, try out the be-
havior for themselves. Our interest in determining the role played

by the fear of isolation becomes more complicated. If we call it

imitation when someone repeats what has been said or done by
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others, then this kind of imitation can occur for very (}iffeten,t
reasons, It might be because of a fear of isolation; but it mlght alsor
reflect the desire of adding to one’s stock of knowledge, part}culafly
in a democratic civilization that equates numerical majority with

better judgment. The beauty of Asch’s laboratory experiment lies

precisely in its ability to eliminate all such ambiguity. The subjeots

in the experiment see with their own eyes that the line selected by

the majority as the best match js not the best match, Wht‘._t} thc‘se,‘
subjects join the judgment of the majority, it must be uneqmvpcqlly
because of a fear of isolating themsglves, not out of hopes of adding
something to their repertory of behaviprs or store of !cnow}edga.

As may already be supposed frofn the unpleasant ring of labqls
like “conformist’” or “hanger-on,” the tendency to 1m1§at¢ goes
against ideals of individal autonomy. It is not an image with which'
most people like to be identified, although many WOuld agree that it
might describe “the other guy.”

The question has been raised whether the Asch length-of-line--

experiment might not have revealed an Amerf'can tlend'enC)f to
conform. Stanley Milgram (1961) repeated the investigation in a

somewhat changed form in two European countries whose popula-

i

tions were widely regarded as being, in the one case, strikingly
individualistic (the French) and as having, in the other, a strong
sense of solidarity, a high level of cohesiveness (the Norwggians)n‘
Although the subjects in the Milgram version of the study heﬂl'qv
rather than saw the deviating majority, this sufficed to produce the
impression that they stood all alone in their gerceptual expgriem:g‘
Most Europeans—80 percent of the Norwegians and 60 percent of

the French—frequently or almost always joined the majority view,

There were later variations in the experiment. For example, chevks
were run to see how the number of people who sat ahead of the
naive subject and made correct judgments about the rtgat_.ch‘ing lilje
affected the subject’s ability to depart from the majority view afid
say what was there before his or her eyes. |

We do not need to follow these refinements; the Asch experi-
ment in its original version has served an importi.mt 'pl_lr'pds’e for ‘opr
research question. We assume that the normal individual’s fear ef
isolation sets the spiral of silence in motion, and the Asch experi-
ment shows for a fact that this fear can be substantial,

4. See in this connection a later study, Eckstein 1966.
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And it would have to be substantial to explain the results
brought to light by the survey research method. Only by assuming
that people greatly fear becoming isolated can we explain the
enormous feat they collectively accomplish in being able to say with
accuracy and reliability which opinions are on the increase and
which on the decrease, and do this without assistance from any
instruments of survey research, Humans invest their attention with
great economy. The effort spent in observing the environment is
apparently a smaller price to pay than the risk of losing the goodwill
of one’s fellow human beings—of becoming rejected, despised,
alone. '

Are we denying the social nature of human beings?
The problem is to make the attention individuals pay to group
judgments both empirically visible and theoretically intelligible.

Previous work on the phenomenon of imitation seems to regard

learning as practically its only motive. Such work reveals a perva-
sive tendericy to deny, or at least fails to recognize, the social nature
of human beings, unfairly defaming it with the label of **conform-
ity.” Our social nature causes us to fear separation and isolation
from our fellows and to want to be respected and liked by them. In
all likelihood, this tendency contributes considerably to successful

-secial life, But the conflict is not to be avoided. We consciously

praise rational, independent thought and unshakable firmness in
the judgment that we assume each person should reach by himself.

The psychoanalyst Erich Fromm systemuitically sought out as
many different domains as he could find where contradictions be-
tween the conscious and the unconscious impulses of people in our
time were as large as the contradictions Freud found in his time
between conscious and unconscious sexuality. Among such modern
contradictions, Fromm (1980, 26) pinpoints:

consciousness of freedom-—unconscious unfreedom
- conscious honesty—unconscious fraudulence
consciousness of individualism—unconscious suggestibility
consciousness of power—unconscious sense of powerlessness
consciousness of faith—unconscious cynicism and complete
lack of faith '

Freedom, sincerity, individualism—all these are adopted con-
sciously as expressions of the values we feel in our own beings, but
they simply do not fit the ways we must assume people behave,
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given our description of the spiral of silepce. It is t?g’g}fg‘fgl_fe_unv-"
reasonable to expect that people will consqloqsly adrnit toa fear of
isolation if asked directly about their motivesina §ur\{ey 1r}t§ryie\yf,.
However, just as we are able to simulate a public situation in ﬂ!ll
interview in order to test for tendencies to speak out or lgeep quigt,
we can also simulate the threat of isolation in the interview sgtting
and observe whether respondents react to it as the hypothesis of a
spiral of silence would lead us to expect.

experiment to simulate the threat of isolation e o i
* ﬁe'l'Tdhe grocedure about to be described is called.a “fie?d e?(perif
ment’ in technical language. ‘‘Field” here stands in dlst}nctlon to
“laboratory.” The subjects remain”in t.he field, in their naturgl
setting. They are not hauled into an alien laborqtory. An in‘t‘e‘,‘rv,
viewer comes into their homes to ask some questions, somcthmg
that falls a little outside the everyday, ordinary course '9f events yat
approximates the familiar experience of a conversation betwecnw
ersons. _
™ 1z)\/hsy in fact do researchers stick VYith sth a flawed and transi-
tory investigative tool as the survey interview, an approach that
provides relatively weak kinds of stimuli and is difficult to control?

Because one gains thereby the advantage hinted at in the catchword

“field"—the naturalness of all the conditions—and because the
method includes the possibility of observing a representative Sélﬁj:‘-
ple of the population, not just those well-known groups which ciin
be obtained for laboratory purposes and on whlgh. SO ~much.'o’f
experimental social research rests—students, the military, and fig-

tients in institutions. The very things that constitute the strength of ‘

the laboratory approach—its possibilities of painstaking cortrol
and of planned variations in the conditions that might influgnce
results—are the things that also constitute its weakness, Those
portions of real life that may play a decisive role in the betmvior one
wants to investigate may well unintentionally be cut out by the
laboratory setting, : : :

Smoking in the presencgigrf‘ggggrx_ng’ker_s; ‘the-threat"_te';wt‘ ationin
Our first attempt to §imul: tethe dangers qf social isol at‘lﬂop n} a

field experiment occurred in 1976 and dealt with the topi¢ Smo'k-

ing in the presence of nonsmokers” (Noelle-Neumann 1977a, esp.

154-55). This theme seemed suitable since public opinion on the

topic was still developing and the strength of the two main camps
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seemed to be fairly well balanced. In a hypothetical dialogue, which
was read aloud during the interview, 44 percent selected the follow-
ing point of view: “In the presence of nonsmokers one should
refrain from smoking: To smoke would be inconsiderate: for those
who do not smoke, it is very unpleasant to have to breathe smoke-
filled air.” Exactly the same percentage, 44, took the opposite
stance: “One can’t expect people to refrain from smoking just
because nonsmokers are present; it’s really not that much of an
annoyance to them anyway.”In a test of willingness to speak out on
the subject or the tendency to keep quiet, 45 perceht of the critics of
$moking in the presence of nonsmokers and 43 percent of those who
defended the rights of sthokers declared themselves ready and
willing to participate in a discussion on this topic while riding on a
train.’

We move now to simulating the danger of social isolation: The
core of the series of questions that we asked our representative
crdss-section of 2,000 persons was framed in the format of the train
test: ) -

1. Use the two statements already presented to'obtain the per-

sonal opinion of the respondent about the issue of smoking in
the presence of nonsmokers.
. - Obtain an estimate of what they suppase “most people™ think
about the topic by asking: “Now, regardless of your own
¥~ opinion, what do you think most people think about this? Are
most peoplé here in the Federal Republic of the opinion that
smokers should refrain from smoking in the presence of non-
smokers, or that smokers should continue tg smoke if they
wish?” (Results for the total population: 31 percent, “Most
think smokers should refrain from smoking in the presence of
nonsmokers’; 28 percent, ‘“Most think smokers can continue
their smoking”; 31 percent, “*Opinion is equally divided"; 10
percent, “Impossible to say.”)

3. Test for speaking up or keeping quiet: *“*Suppose you are faced
with a five-hour train ride, and someone in your compartment
strikes up conversation and says: ‘In the presence of nonsmok-
ers, people ought to refrain from smoking.’ Would you want to
join in this conversation, or would you not think it.worth your
while?” (In every other interview the fellow train traveler was

- given the point of view that “One cannot require someone to

N

5. Allensbach Archives, survey 3037,
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refrain from smoking just because there are nonsmokers pres-
ent.”) ,

4, Determine whether the respondent is a smoker or a noii
smoker.

In order to simulate the threat of social isolation, the 2,000 respon-
dents were divided into two representative groups of 1,000. The

experimental group, i.e. the group that was to be subjected to the

experimental factor of a threat of social isolation, was showii a
sketch of two persons engaged in a conversation, One of them
excldims: “It seems to me that smokers are terribly inconsiderate,
They force others to inhale their health-endangering smoke.” The
other person begins to answer: “Well, I.. . ." The model for this
question comes from the sentence-completion approach used in
diagnostic psychology (fig. 19). The text of the lead-in question
runs: “Here are two men in conversation. The upper one has just
said something. Would you read it please. The lower one was

interrupted in mid-sentence, but what do you think the lower one

would have answered? How might he have finished the sentence he
started?” With this invitation should come a strong increase in tlie
otherwise weak stimuli that may occur when one simply listens
passively to someone scolding those who smoke in the presence of

nonsmokers. That such a sentence-completion test does not de«

mand too much of people in a representative sample or overtax {he
possibilities of a survey interview can be seen by the fact that fully B8
percent of the respondents completed the sentence from the sketch,

The second sample of 1,000 persons constituted the control
group. It was treated exactly like the experimental group in evety
respect, with the sole difference that the sentence-completion test
and its threat of social isolation were missing. Following the logic of
the controlled experiment, any overall differences in results that are
found when the experimental group is compared to the control
group can be traced back to the threat test, since all conditions
otherwise were the same. —

The results confirmed the expectation. After being threateried

verbally, smokers who had defended their right to smoke in the -

presence of nonsmokers showed noticeably less interest in takifig
part in a discussion on this topic in a train compartment (table B).

Smokers are particularly intimidated when a double threat of
isolation is simulated. First they are given the sentence-completfon
test with a radical opponent of smoking in the presence of nonsmok-
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Figure 19

The Threat Test
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ers, and then they are faced with a fellow traveler in the train
compartment who opens the conversation with the demand that ““in
Fhe presence of nonsmokers people ought to refrain from smok-
ing.” Under these conditions, only 23 percent of the smokers are
inclined to participate in the conversation. |

‘ Empirical tests can also make the other side of the spiral of
silence visible. Nonsmokers tend to be less self-assured and conse-
quently less inclined to try to make their point of view stick. When
the sentence-completion test shows them, however, that they are by
no means alone in their views, they become noticeably more in-
clined to join in the conversation (table 9). Shyer nonsmokers reach
a high point in their readiness to speak up when, besides hnving an
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Table 8. Train test of the silence hypothesis: danger of isolation will
lead peoplé to be silent

An aggressive climate of opinion can be simulated in an i_nterview. Aftgr
the threat test, smokers are less prone to speak out in their own defensé.

Smokers who claim the right to smoke
even in the presence of nonsmokers ‘

where the danger of where the danger

social isolation has of social isolation
not been made clear  has been made cleat
)
Willing to participate i .

a conversation on the
topic of smoking in the
presence of nonsmokers?

Yes 49 ’ 40
No S| 45
Undecided 10 15

| 100 100

N =225 253

Sourée: Allensbach Archives, survey 3037, December 1976

aggressive champion in the threat test, their fellow tra.veler‘i'n t]?fa
train compartment forcefully declares that people should refrmn
from smoking in the presence of nonsmokers. Ur}der tht?se clr-
cumstances, only 23 percent of the smokers are inclined to join ip,’
as against 56 percent of the nonsmokers. One can see how, as the
spiral of silence runs its course, the standpoint that it is unco‘nslcioln-
able to smoke in the presence of nonsmokers can bec_ome dominant
to the point where it is impossible for a smoker publicly to take the

- opposite position—that smokers ought to be allowed to smoke even

in the presence of non-smokers. What is being expressed here is
quite evidently a cumulative effect; step by step, through hostile
responses of the environment, one becomes unnf;‘rVe'd. The maije
self-assured smokers do not react to the threat test by itself, When,

immediately following the threat test, they are placed ina train

compartment with someone who represents their own polint of
view—that smoking in the presence of nonsmokers is al_l right—-—
they forget the previous threat. With it, 54 percer‘n,_and without it,
55 percent, are inclined to join in the conve.rsatlon. : .
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Table 9. Train test of the silence hypothesis; with social support,
nonsmokers become more inclined to talk

Nonsmokers who ask that smokers
refrain from smoaking in the presence
of nonsmokers

without the social  with the social
support of an support of an
aggressive person  aggressive person
of similar views of similar views
(%) (%)
Willing to participate in
a conversation on the
topic of smoking in the
presence of nonsmokers?
Yes 37 48
No 51 37
Undecided 12 15
100 100

N =330 297

Source: Allensbach Archives, survey 3037, December 1976

~7-If, however, following the threat test, another unsettling ex-
perience occurs—the fellow train traveler also thunders against
smoking in the presence of nonsmokers—then smokers prefer to
take refuge in silence (table 10). For people who are less self-
confident, a lesser threat of isolation will suffice. Womien, for
example, and members of the lower classes generlly react to the
threat test alone and are not immediately reassured merely by
having a fellow traveler take their point of view (table 11).

Reacting to interview situations as though they were reality

The results of the threat test not only allow us to unveil the
process of the spiral of silence; they lead us further in another
respect. They encourage the assumption that many people have the

~ imagination to experience situations described in an interview so

vividly that they react to them as if they were reality. So we do not
have to do our research in a secret laboratory, complete with
railroad train and scientists, disguised as fellow travelers, conduct-

- ing their experiments on outspokenness versus silence with unsus-
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Table 10. Train test of the spiral of silence among seif-assured smpkpl‘ﬂ

In the presence of someone sympatlietic to their views in a train com ggt-
ment, smokers are willing to speak up even when they have n
threatened previously.

~ Smokers who claim the
right to smoke even in the
- presence of nonsmokefs»

where the " where the
danger of danger of
social isolation - social isolatjun
has not been has been
* made clear made clenr
(%) (%)
Willing to participate in a conversa-
tion on the topic of smoking in the
presence of nonsmokers when a
fellow traveler has shown sympathy
for smokers by saying **You can’t
expect people not to smoke just
because nonsmokers are present”?
Yes 55 54
No » 33 ‘ 32
Undecided 12 1 o
- 100 100
N =119 135

i

Iﬁ a hostile COnversatiorial environment, smokers too are intimidated,
especially if they have previously beeq threatened.

e

Willing to participate in a conversa-
tion on the topic of smoking in the
presence of nonsmokers when a »
fellow traveler has attacked smok-
ers by saying: "'In the presence of
nonsmokers you should refrain

o 10 ’ L
fro\r(r:3 :mokmg 7 | L i o

No : 51 : 63
Undecided ‘ . - 8 ‘ 14
— T 100 100

N = 106 118
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Table 11. Train test of the spiral of silence damong less self-confident
smokers: women .

After a double-barreled verbal threat, most women smokers are reduced to
silence

Women smokers who claim the
right to smoke even in the
presence of nonsmokers

where the where the
danger of danger of .
social isolation  social isolation
has not been has been
made clear made clear
(%) (%)
Willing to participate in a
conversation on the topic of
smoking in the presence of
nonsmokers when a fellow traveler
has attacked smokers by saying:
“In the presence of nonsmokers,
you should refrain from smoking”?
Yes 42 10
No ' 54 74
“#4Jndecided 4 16
100 100

N= 48 49

Source: Allensbach Archives, survey 3037, December 1976

pecting subjects, Nevertheless, in developing the instruments for
use in our interviews, we encountered repeated disappointments,

We wanted to go one step further and see if we could make it
empirically evident that certain points of view were so stigmatized,
so despised, that to adopt them was to isolate oneself. For this
purpose we included a test in a number of Allensbach suryeys in
1976 which used a drawing that was supposed to be a visual pre-
sentation of social isolation. At one end of a tible a number of
people are shown, congenially close to each other, while at the
other end one person sits alone. Cartoonists’ balloons plant the
suggestion that an argument is taking place involving the members
of the group and the loner. The test consisted of asking the respon-
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what does the isolated person stand up for? Is he in favor of allowin.g
members of the German Commiunist Party to become judges, or ig
he against it? '
The text of the question rah: “Coming back, now, to the earlier
question whether someone who is a member of the German Cmt}ﬁ
munist Party should be appointed as a judge—here you see sever’ia'l
people talking about that issue. There are two opinions: one favofs
appointing such men as judges and one opposes such ?ppomtments.
What do you think the individual sitting alone here might have said?
That he is in favor of, or that he is against, appointing a communist
as a judge?” (figs. 20, 21).
A test that did not work : , }
The picture of people around tle table turned out to be soma}e
thing like the unresponsive household scales already mentioried-it
showed no results. There was a-substantially high proportion of
“don’t know” answers, 33 percént, which in itself pointed toward

the possibility that people’s imaginations were being overtaxed.

Furthermore, the point of view that was put into the mouth of the

evidently isolated person at the table seemed to have nothing to do
. with minority or majority opinion. Although response to the direct

question, ““‘Should members of the Communist Party be allqwed to
become judges?”’ resulted in a resounding majority *no” at the time

it was asked (60 percent no, 18 percent yes, in April 1976); and

although the population knew perfectly well which point of view

Figure 20 4
" Thie Isolation Test

Question: *"Nhich opinion does the lone persor at the end of the table reprasant?”
Proposed test for determining whether ceriain poinis
of view tend to isalate a person,
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Figure 21
The Isolation Test

Second version: {nstead of sitting at a table, the grow s standing,
The test was sometimes misunderstond; the isolated person
. was thought to be a swperior,

was in the majority and which might tend to isolate a person (80
percent said most people do not want members of the Communist
Party as judges while only 2 percent sajd most people have nothing
against it), the guesses about which opinion the loner in the picture
expressed were distributed almost equally between supposing that
he was in favor of allowing communists to become judges (33
percent) and supposing that he was opposed (34 percent). Judging
from the actual, and quite correctly estimated, popular opinion at
this time, most of the people should have taken him to be an
advocate of the notion that “a member of the Commiunist Party
should be able to be appointed as one of our judges—that is, if
people were actually aware that unpopular opinions might lead to
isolation, and if they saw the man at the end of the table as isolated.
‘Was the effect of the scene at the table too intimate? Was it
insufficiently public? Does someone sitting at the end of a table still
belong to the group and therefore not seem isolated to our respon-
dents? '

In any event, the second test picture, in which people stood
rather than sat, turned out to be somewhat more useful. This time
only 21 percent were undecided, and most others (46 percent)
guessed that the isolated person represented the minority. position,
that is, that members of the Communist Party should‘be given
access to judgeships. Even so, 33 percent came down on the oppo-
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site side. Those who themselves took the position that orie should
allow communists the chance to become judges turned out to have a
sharper sensitivity to the isolating possibilities of their position;
they identified the isolated person with this opinion to the tune of 65
percent (table 12). This test, however, also proved unsatisfactory;
even in the instance of an overwhelming majority opinion on d
particular side, the results were too unclear. For example, during
another test run with the same pictures but using a less polarized
issue, a completely unexpected misunderstanding showed up. The
question was: “Who would you like to have as the next Federal
Chancellor?” Forty-four percent said Helmut Schmidt and 35 per-
cent said Helmut Kohl (April 1976). Each of these two groups,
however, tended to assign their own point of view to the person
standing off by himself.

For the time being the test was given up; later (see the el of
chapter 22) we will encounter it again, albeit with a different i
agnostic assignment. We did not, however, give up the goal we had
pursued with these picture tests: finding an empirical check for
whether people knew which points of view would tend to isolnte 8
person. For the spiral of silence to work, of course, it would bg
sufficient if such knowledge existed only unconsciously, The
tendency indicated by Fromm’s work for each person to feel con-
scious of himself or herself as an individual, an emancipated citlzen,
and the concomitant neglect of efforts to make us conscious of our
social nature (surely a more appropriate term than Fromm's depre-
catory “‘mass man”’), are hardly conducive to conscious observi-
tions and admissions of the type we seek. Nevertheless, despite itd
weaknesses the survey interview can provide clear evidence that
people know which opinions at a particular time are liable to result

in social isolation. To achieve this result, the test question had tobe

sharpened, and it had to involve such an extreme situation that gvei

a thick-skinned person would clearly recognize the inherent dan-
gers of isolation. ~ : \

Who gets their tires slashed? : ;
Shortly before the federal elections in September 1976, two
questions of the following type appeared in Allensbach interviews,
One ran: “Here is a picture of a car that has had its tire sinshed; On
the right rear window is a sticker for a political party, but you gan't
read which party the sticker was for. What is your guess; with which

_party’s stickers do people run the greatest risk of haying 4 tire
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Table 12. Member of the German Co i ¢
) mmunist Party a$ a j 2 3
of social isolation yusa Judge? A test

Does the population realize that certain points of view expose their adher-
ents to the risk of social isolation? Question: *Coming back to our ::quier
» guestloq, whether someone who is in the German Communist Party sl;ould
ag aptp?lmtgd as a judge. . .. here"yqu see several people who are talking
out that issue, There are two opinions; one in favor of appointing such
men as judges and one opposing such appointments. What do you think this
md1v1€l‘u_al standing here alone might have said? (In every other interview it °
read: “'sitting alone at the table.”) That he is in favor, or that he opposes
appointing a communist as a judge?” K PPOes

Presentation of a picture with

' ersons sitting  persons standi
Total population P (%) P ( %t)andmg

Th‘e person off by himself is—
in favor of appointing
Cominunist Party members as

judges 33
16
- opposed . 34 33
Undeqided | | 33 21
100 100
N = 466 516

Th6se who hold the rﬁinority opi i ' Jist P

th pinion—Communist Pirty members should
Pe allowed to be judges—know better than the general population that on::
isolates oneself from other people by adopting this position,

Ho_lders of the minority
opinion—Communist Party
members should be able to be

* judges -

The person off by him‘self is—
in favor of appointing
‘Communist Party members as

judges 45 65
opposed 29 7i
Undecided ' 26 LI
100 100

N= 83 79

Source: Allensbach Archives, survey 3028, April 1976
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slashed?” (table 13). Almost half the sample, 45 percent, left the
question unanswered. Nevertheless, the result was clear. Those
who did answer differentiated sharply among the three parties
represented in parliament: 21 percent namec} the Christian Demq-
cratic Union, 9 percent the Social Democratic Party, and 1 percerit
the Free Democrats (or Liberals). Table 13 shows the complete

Table 13, The development of further tests to measure the climate
of opinion

Which opinions can iso-
late a person? (uestion:
“Here is a picture of a car
that has had its tire
slashed. On the right rear
window there is a sticker
for a political party, but
you can’t read which party
the sricker was for. What
is your guess: With which
party's stickers do people
run the greatest risk of
having a tire slashed?”

September 1976

Christian Social Freg

Demo- Demo- Dema-
Total cratic cratic crntlg _
opulation supporters supporters supporters
Py ) () ()
Christié\n Democratic
Union 21 28 12 2;
. Social Democratic Party 9 7 11 o 1

Free Democratic Party

(Liberals) : 1. 2 x 4
National Democratic . _

Party of Gerinany 11 10 (1)% | 19
Commiunist parties - 16 14, - 4:3) ;
No definite response 45 | 42 46 B
| | 103 © 103 103 106

N = 556 263 238 | 45 )

Source: Allensbach Archives, survey 2189; x = less than 0.5%"
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results. Christian Democratic supporters felt themselves most en-
dangered; Free Democratic supporters were aware of their own
lesser danger and of the relatively greater danger run-by Christian
Democratic supporters. Social Democratic supporters did not feel
themselves particularly endangered; if they had, they would have
estimated their own danger as substantially higher than the esti-
mates they gave the other parties, and this was not the case.

The second test question from this series was superior to the
first; it led to fewer refusals and it dealt with behavior that was more
permissible than damaging other people’s property. Consequently,
the second question provided a more realistic indication of what
people regarded as popular or unpopular; it provided a better
simulation of the signals that indicate public rejection. In any event,
it clearly made supporters of the Social Democratic Party and the
Free Democratic Party less inhibited in indicating their feelings
about being accepted.

The question ran: “I want to tell you nqw about another case
and ask you what you think. Someone drives into a strange city and
can’t find a parking space. He finally gets out of the car and asks a
pedestrian, ‘Can you tell me, please, where 1 can find a place to
park?” The pedestrian replies, ‘Ask somebody else, buddy!” and
walks away. I should mention that the driver is wearing a political
badge on his jacket. What do you think: which party did this badge
support? What is your guess?” (table 14).

" Fully 25 percent of the Social Democratic supporters, and 28
percent of the Liberals guessed that it was a Christjan Democratic
badge, more than double the number who named the Social Demo-
crats. The Christian Democratic supporters apparently hesitated to
admit their own unpopularity (table 14). In that month, September
1976, as we have already noticed, the tendency to deny having
voted for the Christian Democratic Union during the previous
election—a tendency that had evened out for a while—reached its
highest point. X

Nevertheless, the psychological situation for Christian Demo-
cratic supporters was much less threatening at that point than it had
been four years earlier during the federal election of 1972. We see
this from the answers to a question which symbolically threatened
public isolation. The question was asked in both 1972 and 1976 in
postelection studies and ran: “In the election campaign, posters
again were ripped up and defaced. According to what you saw,
which party’s posters were most often damaged?” In 1972, the
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Table 14, Test question for the climate of opinion: What points of view
may cause social isolation? ‘ .

Question: “1 want to tell you, now, about another case and ask you whut
you think. Someone drives into a strange city and can’t find a parking space.
He finally gets but of the car and asks a pedestrian: ‘Can you tell me, please,
where I can find a place to park?’ The pedestrian replies, .‘Ask. somebody
else, buddy!” and walks away. I should mention that the driver is wearifg a
political badge on his jacket. What do you think: Which party did this badge
support? What is your guess?”

L]

September 1976

Christian Social Free¢

“ Demo- Demo- Dettior
Total cratic cratic gratie
population supporters supporters suppofters-
Answers (%) - (%) (%) ,,,(%) o
Christian Democratic : :

Union 23 21 25 28
Sacial Democratic Party 14 19 12 8
Free Democratic Party

(Liberals) 2 4 1 b4
National Democratic .

Party of Germany 8 7 10 ‘7
Communist parties 21 21 21 21
No definite response 35 34 35 40 N

103 106 104 104

N = 546 223 264 50
Source: Allensbach Archives, survey 2189

Christian Democratic Union was riamed by a wide margin; that is,
31 percent regarded Christian Democratic posters as subject to the
most damage, while the Social Democrats came in second with 7
percent. In 1976, the Christian Democratic posters were again host
often seen as the most damaged, although now by only 23 petcetit
instead of 31 percent (table 15). o ’
Slashed tires, defaced or torn posters, help refused to a lost

stranger—questions of this kind demonstrate that people can bk ot

uncomfortable or even dangerous ground when the climate_ 9f
opinion runs counter to their views. When people attempt to nVD{d
isolation, they are not responding hypersensitively to triviallties;
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Table 15. Destroying and defacing posters: a symbolic threat of isolation

Question: “In the election campaign, posters again were ripped up and -
defaced. According to what you saw, which party's posters were most often
damaged?”* '

Postelection

studies

972 1976

(%) )

Posters from the — _ :
Christian Democratic Union 31 23
Social Democratic Party 7 12
Free Democratic Party (Liberals) ] 2
All the same 27 22
Don’t know 35 41
101 100

N =912 990

*The wording of the question in 1972 was slightly different: . , . which party, more

than the rest, had damage done to its posters?”
Source: Allensbach Archives, surveys 2129, 2191

g
5T,

these are existential issues that can involve real hazards. Society
demands quick conformity over issues that are undergoing change,
It must require this to maintain a sufficient degree of unjty to remain
integrated. As a German jurist, Rudolph von Thering (1883, 242; cf.
325) noted in his essay Der Zweck im Recht (Intention in Law), the
disapproval that punishes someone who strays from the majority
view does not have the rational character of the disapproval that
arises from ‘‘an incorrect logical conclusion, a mistake in solving an
arithmetic problem, or an unsuccessful work of art; rather it is
expressed as the conscious or unconscious practical reaction of the
community to injury of its interests, a defense for the purposes of
common security,"
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