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Chapter 1: General Introduction 1

Chapter I: General Introduction

Expressing Deviant Opinions Initiate (Social) Change

Due to globalization and increasing migration flows, our cultural norms and values are
increasingly volatile (Inglehart, 2020). Societies are becoming more and more diverse, with
smaller subgroups joining a larger social group within the same country or region. As a result,
nowadays, societies are undergoing vast social changes and need to come to terms with an
increasing number of opinions, values, and lifestyles. The social change facilitated by the public
exchange of these diverging opinions is slow (Inglehart et al., 2017). It requires people who
dare to express opinions that deviate from the “mainstream” opinion or draw attention to things
that need to be changed. As a result to people expressing new information (e.g., a deviant
opinion), change can take place (Jung et al., 2018; Moscovici, 1976). Hence, only when voicing
one’s own opinion, especially when it clashes with the predominant opinion of the society
(minority opinion), people can make the wisdom of the crowd visible (Surowiecki, 2004) and
initiate (social) change. To mention just one of many examples, Greta Thunberg and the Fridays
for Future movement started as a minority expressing their concern about the political inaction
with regard to the climate crisis, a deviant opinion. Since then, the ensuing debate and activism
has facilitated pro-environmental actions and policy changes in many countries.

Expressing oneself seems to be a part of being human because humans as social beings
are “discursive subjects” (Epstein, 2011, p. 335) and want to know about others and want others
to know about them. Whether people indeed articulate their opinion and share it with others,
however, depends, among other things, on whether the expressed opinion has the potential to
spark backlash from others. If, for example, a deviant opinion is expressed, positive responses
(e.g., support, acknowledgment) are rare and negative responses (backlash) from others (e.g.,
social isolation, conflicts, arguments) are common. Because people have a strong need to

belong to a social group (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Cheung & Lee, 2012; Rios & Chen, 2014),
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people refrain from voicing deviant opinions that put their social belonging at risk (Ho &
McLeod, 2008; Neubaum & Kramer, 2018). Given the long and continuous interest in social
influences (e.g., whether people perceive support for their opinions) on opinion expression, the
existing literature on this is rich (Asch, 1956; Maass & Clark, 1984; Moscovici, 1976; Noelle-
Neumann, 2001; Stasser & Stewart, 1992; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005) but findings vary
across studies. Some studies found evidence that people will express their opinion even if they
did not expect support for it (Hornsey et al., 2003; Matthes et al., 2010; Porten-Cheé & Eilders,
2015), whereas other studies revealed less opinion expression if people perceived no support
from others (e.g., society or interaction partners) for their own opinion (e.g., Asch, 1956;
Noelle-Neumann, 2001; Stasser, 1992).

Research investigating opinion expression in the absence of support from others can be
roughly separated into two strands: The first strand looks at the effects of holding a majority
opinion compared to a minority opinion: Support for one’s opinion can be provided by society
(majority opinion) in that one’s opinion is in line with the majority opinion. The second strand
investigates how support can come from the respective interaction partner one faces (faced
opinion) in a specific situation and whether the faced opinion is in line with one’s opinion (e.g.,
confirming vs. opposing opinion). However, Effect sizes differ between these two strands and
paint an inconsistent picture of social influences on opinion expression. Research addressing
majority opinion found (relying on Lovakov & Agadullina, 2021) only a small effect size for
majority opinion on its likelihood to be expressed (r = .05; Glynn et al., 1997; Glynn & Huge,
2014; r = .10, Matthes et al., 2018). In contrast, research that focused on the faced opinion
revealed a large effect size of the effect of faced opinion on opinion expression (d = 2.03; Lu et
al., 2012), that is, people who face someone with a confirming compared to opposing opinion
preferably express their opinion (e.g., Lu et al., 2012; Stasser, 1992; Wittenbaum & Bowman,

2005).
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Unfortunately, research integrating both strands (e.g., examining its interaction) on
opinion expression is lacking. However, this integration could provide essential insights on
opinion expression, especially regarding the question whether deviant opinions are expressed
less in general or only less in confrontational situations (e.g., if one faces an opposing opinion).
This question is particularly relevant in the light of research that suggests a reverse effect,
namely more expression of deviant opinions, as mentioned above (e.g., Hornsey et al., 2003;
Porten-Cheé & Eilders, 2015). Therefore, this dissertation revisits the issue of opinion
expression and the influence of majority opinion and faced opinion in depth. Using a well-
established paradigm and taking new methodological approaches (i.e., providing the
opportunity to express an opinion several times within a conversation or contributing to product
evaluation portals), I investigate the impact of the majority opinion, the faced opinion, as well
as their interaction on opinion expression. Further, opinion expression might vary depending
on whether it takes place in interactive (e.g., a situation with direct responses from others like
a conversation) or non-interactive (e.g., a situation without direct responses from others like
evaluation portals) contexts, as the responses of others in these contexts may vary.

In this chapter, | summarize work that uses different paradigms to provide an overview
of existing literature, concluding that previous research suggests that whether an opinion is
voiced depends on the prevailing (majority and faced) opinion. Doing so, | distinguish between
majority opinion and faced opinion and | review research that examine the impact of holding a
majority opinion or facing an opposing opinion on opinion expression in different contexts.
More specifically, in the present chapter, | focus on opinion expression in interactive contexts
by summarizing the Spiral of Silence (SOS) approach of Noelle-Neumann (2001) and its
critique, the minority slowness effect (MSE; Bassili, 2003), and information sharing in group
contexts (e.g., Stasser & Titus, 2003; Wittenbaum et al., 2004). Further, | elaborate on

differences of interactive (e.g., a conversation) and non-interactive (e.g., evaluation portals)
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contexts on opinion expression based on their characteristics. Finally, I summarize work that

generally supports the effect of expressing deviant opinions more (instead of less).

Opinion Expression in Interactive Contexts

The Spiral of Silence (SOS) Assumption

A basic claim whether people express their opinion when holding an opinion not in line
with the prevailing majority opinion is the SOS (Noelle-Neumann, 2001). In the early 1970s,
Noelle-Neumann claimed the SOS for the first time (Noelle-Neumann, 1974, 2001). According
to the SOS, people are more likely to express their opinion when holding an opinion in line with
what they perceive the majority opinion to be (majority opinion) and remain silent (or at least
are less likely to express their opinion) when holding an opinion not in line with the majority
opinion (Noelle-Neumann, 2001). Or to put it simpler: People are more likely to express their
opinion if they perceive the societal majority opinion to be on their side. Noelle-Neumann
(Noelle-Neumann, 2001) argued that this is due to fear of backlash from others like fear of
social isolation.

According to Noelle-Neumann (1974), people form an idea of the frequency distribution
of opinions in their environment and their development, for instance, which opinions increase
in frequency, which decrease. She calls this ability “quasi-statistical sense”. Noelle-Neumann
assumes that due to the fear of backlash from others, people use their “quasi-statistical sense”
to constantly monitor their environment and the majority opinion to keep track of whether their
own opinion is in line with the majority opinion (Noelle-Neumann, 2001). If a discrepancy
between their own opinion and the majority opinion is perceived, people will express
themselves less likely because they fear backlash from others (e.g., social isolation). Noelle-
Neumann (2001) argues that people holding a minority opinion, therefore, should be less likely
to express it. Notably, this effect depends on the specific topic at hand. First and foremost, the

topic should have a strong moral component because only then “ideology, agitation and
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emotions come into play” (Noelle-Neumann & Petersen, 2004, p. 349). Those feelings should
convince people holding a majority opinion to be on the “right” side and enable backlash from
others towards those who hold a minority opinion (Noelle-Neumann, 2001; Noelle-Neumann
& Petersen, 2004). Only then minorities feel a strong (social) pressure to withhold their opinion
because they would risk being socially isolated from those holding a majority opinion (Matthes
et al., 2018). Second, the topic should be controversial and of high interest to themselves. This
interest increases the chance that people are aware of the majority opinion and know whether
they hold a minority or majority opinion (Jeffres et al., 1999; Noelle-Neumann, 2001). Third,
in line with the latter, the topic should also be discussed in the media. The majority opinion is
expressed and disseminated through this, and thus the majority opinion is observable (Jeffres
et al., 1999; Noelle-Neumann, 2001). In this sense, studies in the SOS tradition often utilize
morally loaded and controversial topics, such as the legal status of abortion (Gearhart & Zhang,
2018; Salmon & Neuwirth, 1990; Wu & Atkin, 2018), immigration policies (Gearhart & Zhang,
2018; Louis et al., 2010; Sherrick & Hoewe, 2018), affirmative action (Hayes, 2007; Moy et
al., 2001; Sherrick & Hoewe, 2018), or environmental aspects like genetically modified food
or climate change policies (Hayes, 2007; Kim, 2012; Porten-Cheé & Eilders, 2015).
Noelle-Neumann (2001) observed voting processes and interviewed people on political
issues to test her claim about the SOS. One of her main research focuses on asking people about
their opinions on various politically loaded topics (e.g., the continued support for Willy Brandt
as German chancellor or the advocacy of corporal punishment in child education) and what they
perceive the majority opinion in society to be. To test her claim that minority opinions are
expressed less than majority opinions, she confronted people with the so-called train scenario.
In this, people were to imagine being on a 5-hour long train ride. During this train ride, a
passenger in the compartment voiced an opinion not in line with the respondents’ opinion (e.g.,
the majority opinion in case the respondent held a minority opinion). Noelle-Neumann asked

whether they would express their opinion in this situation. She later extended this scenario in
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some interviews by presenting the passengers’ opinion with drastic verbal clarity (verbal threat;
Noelle-Neumann, 2001) to implicitly strengthen the fear of backlash from others and thereby
obtain a more pronounced effect of les opinion expression. Indeed, when an explicit verbal
threat was used instead of the simple opinion statement people were less likely to express their
minority opinion in these situations (Noelle-Neumann, 2001). Noelle-Neumann (2001)
concluded that the fear of backlash from others (which are more likely in a verbal threat
situation) reduces opinion expression when people hold a minority opinion and therefore seems
to be the underlying mechanism.

Several studies addressed the SOS and the corresponding claims (for an overview, see
Glynn et al., 1997; Glynn & Huge, 2014) using different ways of opinion expression such as
the likelihood to engage in a discussion (Hayes et al., 2001), to participate in a TV interview
(Kim et al., 2004; Salmon & Oshagan, 1990), or to wear a campaign button publicly (Salmon
& Oshagan, 1990). Some studies successfully replicated the findings (Chun & Lee, 2017; Hayes
etal., 2001; Kim et al., 2004; Nekmat & Gonzenbach, 2013; Ordofiez & Nekmat, 2019; Salmon
& Oshagan, 1990). Other studies, however, did not find evidence for an influence of holding a
minority opinion on voicing it (Jeffres et al., 1999; Katz & Baldassare, 1992; Oshagan, 1996;
Shamir, 1995). Interestingly, some studies even found a reverse effect, that is, that minorities
(e.g., “hardcore individuals™!) express themselves more often (Matthes et al., 2010; G. W. Yun
et al., 2016). In three meta-analyses, the relationship of the majority opinion and opinion
expression was tested (Glynn et al., 1997; Glynn & Huge, 2014; Matthes et al., 2018). In total,
95 studies (Nustudie = 17, Nostudies = 12, Nastudies = 66) were included in the three meta-analyses
with a total number of 46492 participants (N1 = 9500, N2 = 9800; N3 = 27192). All analyses

revealed a significant but small effect in line with the claim of the SOS in that minority opinions

! People who always express their opinions independent of the topic, the context or the predominant opinion

(Noelle-Neumann, 2001).
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are expressed less likely than majority opinions (r = .05, Glynn et al., 1997; Glynn & Huge,
2014; r = .10, Matthes et al., 2018). In addition, those meta-analyses observed heterogeneity in
the correlations of holding a minority opinion and expressing it, that might be explained by
(undetected) moderators. Glynn et al. (1997) did not find significant evidence for any of their
tested moderators (e.g., dichotomization of measurement, the closeness to the target group to
which the opinion is expressed like strangers vs. acquaintances, published or unpublished
studies). However, Matthes et al. (2018) found a decreased likelihood of opinion expression for
less salient (unobtrusive) compared to salient (obtrusive) topics, and also when people
expressed their opinion among acquaintances compared to strangers. The latter contradicts the
claim of SOS, as Noelle-Neumann (2001) aimed to measure the expression of opinions towards
strangers. In sum, there seems to be some evidence for the notion of the SOS, as there is a small
but significant impact from the majority opinion on opinion expression.

Another strand of research investigated the mechanism assumed by the SOS claim that
people express themselves less because of fear of social isolation. Here, researchers either
examined fear as a trait (Chan, 2018; Chen, 2018; Kim, 2012; Matthes et al., 2012) or fear as a
situational variable like backlash from others (e.g., social isolation; X. Liu & Fahmy, 2011;
Soffer & Gordoni, 2018; Varela-Rey et al., 2018). In both cases, a negative correlation of
opinion expression and fear was found (e.g., Ho & McLeod, 2008; Kim, 2012; X. Liu & Fahmy,
2011; Matthes et al., 2012; Soffer & Gordoni, 2018). Fear of backlash from others as well as
fear as a trait diminished the likelihood to express a minority (compared to a majority) opinion
(Kim, 2012; X. Liu & Fahmy, 2011; Moy et al., 2001; Scheufele, 1999; Soffer & Gordoni,
2018; Varela-Rey et al., 2018). Further research also found that not only holding a minority
(compared to a majority) opinion but also the faced opinion within a situation (e.g., whether
one’s opinion is in line with the faced interaction partner) seems to have an impact on fear of
backlash from others and thus, on opinion expression (Ho & McLeod, 2008; Neubaum &

Kramer, 2018). Or more precisely: People who held a minority opinion and faced an (opposing)
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majority opinion expressed themselves less due to fear of backlash from others (Ho & McLeod,
2008; Neubaum & Kramer, 2018). Hence, not only the majority opinion (whether one holds a
minority or majority opinion) but also the faced opinion (whether one faces an opposing or
confirming opinion) seems to have an impact on opinion expression. Initial evidence was
provided by Gearhart and Zhang (2018). They asked about what participants perceived as the
majority opinion and faced them either with an interaction partner holding an opposing or
confirming opinion and assessed fear of backlash from others. Results showed that more fear
of backlash from others was perceived when facing an opposing than confirming others’
opinions, resulting in less opinion expression. Taken together, fear as a trait and fear of backlash
from others both seem to have a similar negative impact on opinion expression and thus seem
to be a potential underlying mechanism of the notion of the SOS. Noelle-Neumann herself,
however, based her claim of the SOS on fear of social isolation, hence, fear of backlash from
others rather than fear as a trait.

However, the SOS and its corresponding research also provoked criticism due to the
inconsistent findings and small effect sizes in general (Bodor, 2012; Glynn et al., 1997; Salmon
& Kline, 1985; Scheufele & Moy, 2000). One of the major points of criticism of research on
the SOS is the methodological approach, especially the operationalization of opinion expression
(e.g., Bodor, 2012; Glynn et al., 1997; Salmon & Kline, 1985; Scheufele & Moy, 2000). Mostly,
hypothetical scenarios and survey-based studies with hypothetical opinion expressions were
used to capture participants’ opinion (Glynn et al., 1997; Matthes & Hayes, 2014; Scheufele &
Moy, 2000; Scheufele et al., 2001; W. G. Yun & Park, 2011) and seldomly real situations or
actual responses (for an exception see Jeffres et al., 1999). One common approach is to present
participants with a hypothetical scenario in which they sit next to another person on a long
journey (Noelle-Neumann, 2001; Salmon & Kline, 1985; Soffer & Gordoni, 2018) or one in
which they give a TV interview (Kim, 2012; Kim et al., 2004; Salmon & Neuwirth, 1990).

Then, the (hypothetical) likelihood to express their opinion by wearing a campaign button in
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public (Dvir-Gvirsman et al., 2018; Noelle-Neumann, 2001; Salmon & Oshagan, 1990) or
entering a conversation (Noelle-Neumann, 2001; Salmon & Kline, 1985; Soffer & Gordoni,
2018) was assessed. These scenarios were criticized for their weak external validity. Even
though Noelle-Neumann (2001) used such scenarios, she later argued that only using scenarios
to test her claim about the SOS is insufficient because without an interview situation, the
“perceptible pressure from the climate of opinion” (p.351, Noelle-Neumann & Petersen, 2004)
is missing. People would not feel the pressure of a hostile majority in studies only using a
scenario (Noelle-Neumann & Petersen, 2004).

Another issue is the assessment of opinion expression. As mentioned before, opinion
expression is mostly assessed hypothetically (e.g., Glynn et al., 1997; Matthes & Hayes, 2014;
Scheufele & Moy, 2000). In addition, most experimental studies assessed opinion expression
only once (single trial studies; e.g., Glynn et al., 1997; Salmon & Oshagan, 1990) and not
several times (multi-trial studies). Notably, as mentioned above, Noelle-Neumann and Petersen
(2004), for example, argued that only within an interactive context (such as an interview or
another form of a conversation) minorities express themselves less as only then they perceive
the majority opinion. However, an interactive context implies the exchange of different
opinions and usually entails several turns in which the opinion can be expressed. If opinion
expression is captured only once (as in most previous studies), it remains unclear whether those
contexts sufficiently resemble a conversation and whether the majority opinion can be
perceived. This lack of what people perceive as the majority opinion could explain, why in
some studies “minority” opinions have been expressed more or equally likely as majority
opinions. Similarly, an interactive context with several turns compared to only one interaction
might increase the fear of backlash from others, as this also provides several opportunities for
denunciation by the majority. Expressing an opinion only once rather than several times within

a conversation could explain, at least in part, the small effects and should be considered in future
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research. This dissertation provides an initial paradigm for capturing expressions of opinion
multiple times.

To sum up, research addressing the SOS indicates a small (which might be due to the
mentioned deficits) but significant effect of holding a minority opinion (compared to a majority
opinion) on opinion expression. People who hold a minority opinion seem to be less likely to
express their opinion due to fear of backlash from others or due to fear as a trait. Moreover, the
fear of backlash from others is apparently caused by the position of one’s opinion (minority vs.
majority opinion) and the faced opinion (opposing vs. confirming opinion) of the interaction
partner within the situation. Thus, the majority opinion and the faced opinion (for detailed
information see section “facing an opposing opinion” of this chapter) seem to impact opinion
expression. However, this interplay (e.g., an interaction) of the majority and faced opinion on
opinion expression was not yet investigated adequately in earlier research. Similarly, there is a
lack of studies so far in which an opinion could be expressed several times within a scenario.

Both aspects will be addressed and investigated in this dissertation.

The Minority Slowness Effect

Not only are minority opinions expressed less likely (according to the SOS), but
minority opinions also seemed to be expressed after a longer delay, compared to majority
opinions. This delayed expression of minority opinions is called the minority slowness effect
(MSE). The MSE states that people holding a minority (compared to a majority) opinion take
longer to respond and thus to express their opinion (Bassili, 2003; Huge & Glynn, 2013).
Differences in response times are positively related to the size of the majority, for instance,
minorities take increasingly longer to respond as the difference in the size of the minority and
majority opinion increases (Bassili, 2003; Huge & Glynn, 2013). Thus, it is conceivable that
people holding a minority opinion might miss their opportunity to express their opinion has

already passed (e.g., the interaction partner left, or the conversation moved on to another topic).
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Similar to what has been proposed in the SOS, Bassili (2003) assumed that fear of backlash
from others might explain why people hesitate to express their minority opinion. By using
response times to assess the likelihood to express an opinion, a wider range of opinion
expression would be enabled, possibly resulting in stronger effects (Bassili, 2003; Rios & Chen,
2014). However, studies so far either assessed response times or whether someone wants to
express his/her opinion, but not a combination of both - even though this might provide a deeper

insight on opinion expression.

Facing an Opposing Opinion

As mentioned above, not only the majority opinion (and whether one holds a minority
or majority opinion) seems to have an impact on opinion expression but also the faced opinion
of the direct interaction partners. In this section, | review the impact of the faced opinion on
opinion expression. In general, similar to selecting information that confirms one’s own
opinion, people seem to express their opinion preferably when facing like-minded people, thus
when facing people who hold an opinion confirming one’s own opinion (Mcpherson et al.,
2001). Likewise, people seem to contribute more to a group if others are perceived as similar
to themselves, which is more likely when they hold the same opinion (Byrne, 1997; Karau &
Williams, 1993). Accordingly, confirming opinions should be expressed more than opposing
opinions. In the following, | will summarize three paradigms (Asch paradigm, information
sharing in groups, and knowledge sharing) that address opinion expression in different contexts.

Asch Paradigm

Well-known examples are the experiments of Asch (1956). In his work, unlike research
on the SOS, participants were not confronted with the general majority opinion of society but
with an opposing opinion. In his experiments (Asch, 1956), people were asked to indicate a line
that corresponded to another line in its length. Participants were less likely to express their own

(correct) opinion after facing a group that claimed the opposite (Asch, 1956; Asch & Guetzkow,
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1951; for a replication, see Usto et al., 2019), suggesting that people were less likely to express
their opinion when faced with a group that held an opposing opinion. Similarly, Hayes (2007)
found less opinion expression when people faced a single person (and not a whole group)
holding an opposing opinion. More precisely, he revealed that people were less likely to express
their opinion within an interactive context (hypothetical campus party) when they faced
someone who opposed their own opinion compared to when they faced a confirming others’
opinion. Hence, not only the majority opinion in society but also the opinion of others in a given
situation seem to impact opinion expression.
Information Sharing in Groups

The likelihood to share information in a group varies and depends on several aspects,
such as the distribution of information (shared vs. unshared), the status of the people (low vs.
high), the barrier to share an opinion (high vs. low), and the publicness (public vs. private).
Even though sharing information in groups might not be quite the same as the expression of
opinions (because one could make a statement independent of one’s opinion, e.g., about the
weather), research on information sharing still might provide insights on whether and when
opinions might be expressed. In a conversation information and opinions often overlap.
Accordingly, similar predictions might apply to the expression of opinions as to the sharing of
information in groups. The following section will examine the various aspects and their impact
on sharing information in more detail.

In the context of information sharing, the distribution of information (whether the

information is shared or unshared) is highly relevant as it influences the group discussion and
output (Lu et al., 2012; Stasser & Titus, 2003; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). Shared
information, such as an information or opinion that is confirmed by others, is preferably
expressed compared to unshared information (e.g., an information or opinion that is opposed
by others; Greitemeyer & Schulz-Hardt, 2003; Lu et al., 2012; Stasser, 1992; Wittenbaum et

al., 2004). This hesitation to express unshared information seems especially the case within
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discussions (Larson et al., 1998). In other words, when facing an interaction partner holding the
same information (e.g., facing someone with a confirming opinion), people express their
opinion more likely in line with the faced opinions compared to when facing an interaction
partner holding a different information (e.g., opposing opinion). A meta-analysis revealed a
large effect size for the relation between opinion expression and what kind of information is
shared (e.g., preferably expressing shared information; d = 2.03; Lu et al., 2012).

Another aspect that seems to impact opinion expression is status differences. Status

differences can emerge automatically and quickly (Berger et al., 1977; as cited in Wittenbaum
& Bowman, 2005). Competence or capability as one aspect of status for example can be
negatively impacted by holding an unshared information (e.g., an opposing opinion;
Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005; Wittenbaum & Park, 2001). In addition, especially when people
hold a shared (but not an unshared) information, they can signal to be in agreement
(Wittenbaum et al., 2004). This perception of agreement, in turn, can lead to a higher level of
trust in the respective (confirming) information and thus to the attribution of a higher status. If
people perceive themselves to have low status within a group, for instance, because they hold
an unshared information (which could for instance be an opposing opinion and this is not
acknowledged by the interaction partners) they may be less likely to express their (unshared)
information. Wittenbaum (2000) for example found that unexperienced people or those who
are low in status withhold their unshared information and, if at all, express shared information
(e.g., a confirming opinion) in group discussions, to gain respect and increase their status
(Wittenbaum, 2000; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005; Wittenbaum & Park, 2001).

Low-status people are not only considered to be less competent but they generally have
less speaking time (Berger et al., 1980; Kirchler & Davis, 1986; Wittenbaum & Bowman,
2005). As a consequence, people low in status (e.g., people holding unshared information like
an opposing opinion) might also simply have less opportunities to express their (unshared)

information.
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Aside from the distribution of information and a person’s high or low status, the

(perceived) barrier that must be overcome seems to impact information sharing. Although

people holding unshared information should be similarly convinced of the relevance and
validity of their opinions, information is generally perceived as more valuable (e.g., more
relevant and accurate) when it is socially validated by others (Larson et al., 1994; Mojzisch et
al., 2010; Postmes et al., 2001; Stewart & Stasser, 1995). Within a conversation, shared
information are more likely to be believed and accepted (Greitemeyer et al., 2003; Postmes et
al., 2001) and to receive a (positive) validation than unshared information. This acceptance, in
turn, enhances the likelihood to express shared information (Ma & Agarwal, 2007; Wittenbaum
& Bowman, 2005; Wittenbaum et al., 2004). Hence, the hurdle to share information seems to
differ between unshared and shared information and seems to be higher for unshared
information. Accordingly, the barrier to express an opposing opinion should be higher (and thus
less likely) than to express a confirming opinion within a conversation.

Another aspect that impacts opinion expression in the context of information sharing in

groups is the publicity of opinion expression (e.g., whether an opinion is expressed publicly or

privately). When an opinion has to be expressed in public, people express their opposing
opinion less and try to align themselves with others’ opinions. When opinion expression is
private, they do not hesitate to express their opposing opinion (Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark,
1983; Mugny, 1974-1975, 1976 as cited in Maass & Clark, 1984; Sakai, 1981).

However, all studies on sharing information in groups have one thing in common:
People seem to express shared (e.g., confirming opinions) over unshared (e.g., opposing
opinions) information favorably. According to Clark and Brennan (1991), people try to create
a common ground and relate to others by expressing confirming opinions. The motivation to
withhold unshared information like opposing opinions seems to be the fear of backlash from
others, such as the fear of losing mutual trust and cooperation (Hwang & Burgers, 1997; Renzl,

2008), fear of not being respected (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005; Wittenbaum & Park, 2001)
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or fear of not belonging to the group ( Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005; Wittenbaum et al., 2004).
Hence, similar to holding a minority (vs. majority opinion), the underlying mechanism to
express opposing (vs. confirming) opinions seems to be fear of backlash from others.

Taken together, research on information sharing in groups found substantial evidence
that people are more likely to express their opinion if they hold shared information compared
to unshared information. Shared (unshared) information within a conversation can be equated
with a confirming (opposing) opinion since, in both cases, people face an interaction partner in
line (not in line) with their opinion. As information sharing is one aspect of expressing an
opinion and might overlap in discussions, similar assumptions can be made for opinion
expression in general conversations. So far, however, hidden profile tasks were mostly used to
investigate the exchange of information (e.g., opinions) within a group and focus on making an
optimal decision as a group (e.g., Stasser, 1992; Stasser & Titus, 2003). Accordingly, hidden
profile tasks differ from a normal conversation since in the latter, a consensus is not necessary.
Nevertheless, based on results on information sharing in groups, it is plausible to suggest that
within a conversation, the likelihood to express an opinion is less likely when facing interaction
partners holding an opposing opinion than when facing a confirming opinion.

Knowledge Sharing

Not only in the context of information sharing in groups but also in the context of
knowledge sharing, initial evidence for a negative correlation of a task conflict (defined as the
disagreement or differences in viewpoints and opinions; Jehn, 1995; Simons & Peterson, 2000)
and opinion expression was found (Moye & Langfred, 2004; van Woerkom & Sanders, 2010).
Disagreement about opinions within the group is negatively related to the openness to express
opinions (Moye & Langfred, 2004; van Woerkom & Sanders, 2010). People seem to be less
likely to express their opinions when they disagree with others (e.g., when they face an opposing

opinion; Moye & Langfred, 2004; van Woerkom & Sanders, 2010).
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All in all, across different contexts (Asch Paradigm, information sharing in groups, and
knowledge sharing), research revealed great importance of faced opinion on opinion
expression. Like the majority opinion (and diminished expression of minority opinion), people
are less likely to express their opinions when others’ opinions are not in line with one’s opinion
(e.g., when facing an opposing opinion) within an interactive context, like a conversation. This
reduced likelihood to express an opposing opinion, in turn, seems to be due to fear of backlash
from others. Thus, less opinion expression seems to occur not only on morally loaded and
politically intense topics but generally when opposing opinions are expressed in interactive
contexts. Even though the summarized research suggests a greater effect of faced opinion on
opinion expression than the majority opinion, both aspects seem to impact opinion expression
significantly. Both are relevant for the question of when people express their deviant (minority
and/or opposing) opinion. However, as mentioned before, there is a lack of research testing a
combination of both strands (majority and faced opinion). Thus, it remains unclear whether an
interaction of the prevailing majority and faced opinion would amplify the impact on opinion
expression, making it all the more important to consider both aspects jointly. Especially, as
expressing a deviant opinion is important for (social) change, circumstances that enable (or
disable) it should therefore be identified. Based on the summarized literature and the given
effect sizes, | expect that the faced opinion might even play a greater role than the majority
opinion when expressing deviant (e.g., opinions not in line with the majority and/or faced)

opinions.

Opinion Expression in Non-Interactive Contexts

Despite opinion expression in interactive contexts like face-to-face discussions or chatting
on social media, opinion expression can also take place in non-interactive contexts like
evaluation portals or online discussion boards. In other words, (online) contexts in which an

opinion can be expressed without a direct response to what has previously been expressed and
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were especially and only created out of the reason that people can express their opinion. Such
platforms are ubiquitous in today’s digital era in which opinion expression increasingly takes
place online (in interactive as well as non-interactive contexts). Accordingly, it is not surprising
that such platforms are becoming increasingly popular for expressing opinions. Consumer
research in China, for example, identified that posting a comment online (after purchasing a
product) was the most common way of expressing an opinion about it (KPMG, 2017).
Similarly, based on market media research, about 1.51 million German internet users express
their opinion on online discussion boards (IfD Allensbach, 2016). Such online platforms are
easily and quickly accessible for many people. Thereby one’s opinion can be made public (more
easily) and can spread rapidly. On such non-interactive platforms, people with different
opinions and prior knowledge exchange their opinion — and often without redaction. As a result,
they offer an ideal opportunity to express deviant (e.g., opposing or minority) opinions, which
can help others form a differentiated opinion about the topic in general or reach a (purchase)
decision. According to market research by Bitkom Research, product reviews are used as the
main decision guidance before purchasing a product, especially among people under 50 years
(Lange, 2020). Thus, non-interactive contexts seem to provide a better opportunity to express
one’s opinion than a conversation within a group. If deviant (e.g., minority and/or opposing)
opinions are also expressed more likely in non-interactive contexts this could be a great
opportunity to use non-interactive platforms (like discussion boards) to express them and thus
might even drive social change. This enrichment, however, seems only to be given if the
expressed opinions on such platforms are diverse. How different topics (e.g., whether they are
morally loaded) and different contexts (interactive vs. non-interactive) influence how people
express their opinions, especially if they deviate from the prevailing (majority or faced) opinion

will be addressed in this dissertation.
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Characteristics of Non-Interactive Contexts

It is important to note that in non-interactive contexts, the majority and the faced opinion
often coincide, for instance, within an overall rating, or if already several opinions had been
expressed about a topic on a discussion board. In both cases, people are aware of the majority
opinion and simultaneously face individual opinions (e.g., reviews or posts). Hence, in the
following, | refrain from distinguishing among majority and faced opinion. Thus, when
speaking from a deviant opinion, this refers to one’s opinion not in line with the majority and/or
faced opinion (e.g., holding a minority and/or facing an opposing opinion).

Further, it is important to keep in mind that not all non-interactive contexts address
politically and morally loaded topics and the resulting expression of opinions (as is the case in
the literature addressing the SOS). Instead, many portals focus on non-political topics. On
discussion boards, the topics vary widely, from specific aspects such as dealing with illness,
repairing something, and discussions of various political issues, such as climate change or child
education. The focus on evaluation portals, however, is to express one’s opinion about a product
and whether people would recommend purchasing it or not. So, in non-interactive (just as in
interactive) contexts, various topics are discussed.

Similarities of Interactive and Non-Interactive Contexts

In general and in line with findings on opinion expression in interactive contexts, opinions
are more likely expressed if people hold a concurring opinion in non-interactive contexts, too
(like online discussion boards; Soffer & Gordoni, 2018; Wu & Atkin, 2018; W. G. Yun & Park,
2011). This finding is also in line with research on recommender systems. For example, Cosley
et al. (2003) showed that the presented mean rating of a recommendation influenced users of
recommender systems in the same way as the majority or faced opinion: Users preferably
expressed their opinion when it is in line with the mean rating (hence, a concurring opinion).

Thus, as in interactive contexts, there seems to be a tendency to express concurring opinions
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more frequently in non-interactive contexts such as online discussion boards or evaluation
portals.

Further, consistent recommendations are evaluated more positively than inconsistent
recommendations (Schwind et al., 2011). Hence, because expressing a concurring opinion (e.g.,
an opinion in line with the prevailing opinion of the discussion panel or the given overall rating),
might reduce the chance of backlash from others, it is more likely expressed than a deviating
opinion.

Because interactive contexts differ from non-interactive contexts in how responses from
others are obtained, in their respective anonymity, and their publicness (private vs. public),
which can impact opinion expression. Accordingly, both contexts (interactive and non-
interactive) should be considered when investigating opinion expression. The following section
will explore the differences between interactive (e.g., a conversation) and non-interactive (e.g.,
evaluation portal) contexts as well as their potential impact on opinion expression.
Differences Between Non-Interactive and Interactive Contexts

The main difference between non-interactive evaluation portals to interactive social

network sides is the how responses from others are obtained. In interactive contexts such as

(hypothetical) conversations (independent whether those are online or offline), people receive
immediate and unfiltered responses from others. Non-interactive contexts (like online
discussion boards or product evaluation portals), on the contrary, allow opinions to be expressed
without direct responses from others. When people contribute their opinion to an online
discussion board or evaluation portal, others may respond in the form of comments on the
expressed opinion, but that could be days or even years later. The lack of direct responses is
possibly leading to a greater willingness of expressing deviant opinions (e.g., minority and/or
opposing opinions) unfiltered and openly (for a general higher willingness to express oneself

online, see Joinson, 2001; Sia et al., 2002; Sproull & Kiesler, 1991).
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However, people cannot rule out that they will receive negative responses (e.g., backlash
from others) in the long term, especially when expressing a deviant opinion. This
unpredictability of responses means that they cannot foresee when and to what extent (negative)
responses (e.g., backlash from others) will be given and therefore cannot prepare themselves
for it. Thus, it can be assumed that people are more likely to express their opinions in non-
interactive contexts but maybe only if they expect to receive positive (or at least no negative)
responses on their expressed opinion. Less backlash from others is to be expected, if opinions
in line with the others’ opinion (e.g., concurring opinions like the majority and/or confirming
opinion) are expressed.

On the other hand, due to the delayed responses from others, the responses may be less
emotional (and dismissive) because words have been better selected and one’s opinion has been
reflected upon more critically compared to for responses in an interactive context (Scholl &
Sassenberg, 2014). Following this, negative responses like backlash from others may vary
between interactive and non-interactive contexts. For example, the fear of a confrontation might
be higher in an interactive context because the (hypothetical) interaction partner is present and
might respond more indignantly or even scuffle. Also, the fear of social isolation might be less
present because ostracization or exclusion by others in a non-interactive context, would only be
noticeable by a lack of responses. This kind of social isolation might be less frightening than
being excluded from a group during a conversation. If less fear of backlash from others is
perceived in non-interactive contexts, this should increase the likelihood to express an opposing
opinion (for general evidence that less fear increases the expression of opposing opinion, cf.
Ho & McLeod, 2008; Neubaum & Kramer, 2018).

Taken together, due to the lack of direct and thereby possibly less emotional responses,
people might fear backlash from others less, which in turn might increase opinion expression.
However, this has not been adequately investigated in previous research and is thus, so far, only

an assumption.
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Another difference between non-interactive and interactive contexts is the respective
anonymity. As mentioned above on information sharing in groups, even in interactive contexts,
people are more likely to express an opposing opinion when it is anonymous or private (e.g.,
Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark, 1983). In a non-interactive context, like on product evaluation
portals or discussion boards, the identifiability of people is low. People can use pseudonyms,
and even if they decide to use their real name, no further information about them (e.g., age,
appearance, education) is provided (except when provided voluntary). This anonymity impacts
opinion expression. Current research addressing computer-mediated communication found that
anonymity facilitates opinion expression if social identity was not salient — especially for
deviating opinions (Joinson, 2001; Kiesler et al., 1984; Sia et al., 2002; Siegel et al., 1986;
Sproull & Kiesler, 1991). Ho and McLeod (2008), for example, investigated the differences
between an interactive context offline (e.g., hypothetical face-to-face conversation) and an
interactive context online (e.g., online chat rooms like Facebook) and found that people
expressed their (deviant) opinion more likely in online than in offline interactive contexts. Other
studies, however, found the reverse: People were less likely to expressed their opinion in online
(compared to offline) interactive contexts - especially when they feared backlash from others
online (X. Liu & Fahmy, 2011; Neubaum & Krémer, 2018). The authors provided the
explanation that in might be that online chat rooms like Facebook are too similar to
(hypothetical) face-to-face conversations (Neubaum & Kramer, 2018). Both are interactive
contexts, and the interaction partners are mostly known. Hence, in both cases, people might
receive immediate feedback on what they said and deal with potential backlash from others. In
addition, Facebook (or other interactive online contexts) may still provide too high
identifiability and too low anonymity compared to non-interactive contexts such as online
discussion boards or evaluation portals. If the anonymity is given, for example, due to the use
of pseudonyms (similar in non-interactive contexts), expressing deviating opinions might be

more likely. Evidence for this was found by Neubaum and Krémer (2018), who investigated
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opinion expression in an anonymous (online discussion board) and a non-anonymous context
(Facebook) and found a higher likelihood of opinion expression in the former. However, Yun
and Park (2011) found no significant differences in opinion expression when comparing high
vs. low anonymity within the same non-interactive context (online discussion board). Hence,
the given anonymity might have a smaller impact on opinion expression than in generally
assumed. It is possible that other characteristics of non-interactive contexts (e.g., the delayed
feedback of others) might influence opinion expression. To explore this, it should be
investigated how likely opinions are expressed in non-interactive contexts with high anonymity
and interactive contexts with low anonymity.

People generally prefer to express opposing opinions in private, as opposed to in public

(e.g., Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark, 1983). This observation could be a reason why people are
hesitant to express their opinion on evaluation portals or other non-interactive contexts, which
are public. An opinion posted on such platforms is also permanent and out of one’s control,
which could decrease people’s likelihood to express a deviant opinion in non-interactive
contexts.

All in all, it seems that even though non-interactive contexts differ from interactive contexts
in certain aspects, such as how responses are obtained or the respective anonymity, both which
should increase the likelihood of opinion expression, there is also evidence that in both contexts,
deviant opinions are expressed less likely. Due to inconsistent findings across given research,
it remains unclear whether deviant opinions indeed are expressed more in non-interactive
contexts. Therefore, it is important to examine opinion expression not only in interactive but

also in non-interactive contexts.

Factors Facilitating Deviant Opinion Expression

Even though a substantial body of research suggests that people are less likely to express

their deviant (than concurring) opinion, there is also literature that suggests the opposite effect,
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namely that people express their deviant opinion (e.g., Grice, 1975; Rios, 2012; Wood et al.,
1994). As mentioned above, opinions that are not in line with the majority opinion or with the
faced opinion may add more information to the society or a conversation and thus, may not
only increase the wisdom of the crowd (Surowiecki, 2004) but also may initiate social change
(Chun & Lee, 2017). This section will outline factors that increase the likelihood of expressing
deviant opinions.

Already Grice (1975) suggested in his conversational maxims that contributed information
(such as expressed opinions) should be informative. Accordingly, communication is relevant
when people express an opinion that adds something to the conversation (Wilson & Sperber,
1981). This maxim seems to be in line with people’s sensitivity to the relevance (e.g.,
informativeness) of information (e.g., advice; Hutter & Ache, 2016). Advice (which is a form
of expressed opinion) that opposes one’s own opinion is considered to be more relevant and
sampled more (Hutter & Ache, 2016). The higher perceived relevance of the deviant opinion
could help explain why people are more likely to express them.

Another factor that might increase the expression of deviant opinions seems to be whether
it is in line with the desirable group opinion, such as an opinion that is considered desirable or
that is similar to the group prototype (e.g., Levine & Choi, 2009; Miller & Morrison, 2009;
Morrison & Miller, 2008). If this is the case, the deviant opinion enhances the group (“deviant
but good”) and is expressed more likely (as a deviant but accepted opinion might not entail
backlash from others; Rios, 2012).

Moscovici (1976) argued that people holding a deviant opinion are aware of possible
backlash from others. The likelihood to express deviant opinions in public is higher if
individuals perceive their opinion to be valid and correct (see Hornsey et al., 2003). In addition,
when people express their deviant opinion confidently, others might listen to what is said and
question their own opinion (Moscovici, 1976, 1980). Likewise, only if individuals who hold a

deviant opinion are consistent within their opinion (e.g., stick to the respective point of view)
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and are consistent with others who hold the same deviating opinion, then others will notice this
deviating opinion and might even change their own opinion accordingly (e.g., Moscovici et al.,
1969). However, when people holding a deviant opinion lack consistency, they might be
ignored or even receive backlash from others (Erb & Bohner, 2009; Moscovici, 1980). Hence,
being confident and consistent about a deviating opinion not only diminishes the fear of
backlash from others and increases deviant opinion expression, but both aspects also make it
more likely that the deviating opinion will be heard and influence the majority (Martin &
Hewstone, 2010; Moscovici, 1976).

Another relevant factor that might impact deviant opinion expression, according to Stroebe
(2010), is that people express their deviant opinions because they strive to provide a complete
account of the topic at hand. This goal seems to be even more important than avoiding backlash
from others, especially if the topic is highly relevant for the individual. In line with this idea,
Matthes et al. (2010) found that if the topic was of high relevance for people, they expressed
their opinion independent of the prevailing opinion. Contrary to this, Martin et al. (2007) found
no significant differences between the expression of deviant and concurring opinions when
personal relevance was high, whereas when personal relevance was low, people expressed
significantly more deviant opinions (signed and sent a protest card). However, as the authors
manipulated the prevailing opinion, it remains unclear whether participants indeed perceived
themselves to hold a deviant opinion (as they might have perceived the actual prevailing opinion
to be on their side).

In general, most of the existing literature of social influences on opinion expression focuses
on the (positive) outcomes from expressing deviant opinions (e.g., enhanced decision quality)
(e.g., Martin & Hewstone, 2010; Moscovici, 1976; Moscovici et al., 1969; Wood et al., 1994)
and only some literature focused on the circumstances facilitating the expression of deviant
opinions (Hornsey et al., 2003; Levine & Choi, 2009; Martin et al., 2007; Matthes et al., 2010).

Taken together, people might express their deviant opinion in public if several conditions are
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met, like perceiving themselves as a consistent and confident deviating group that holds strong
opinions about their point of view, as well as fear of backlash from others. However, a much
larger body of research on social influence on opinion expression is concerned with the factors
leading to reduced expressing deviant opinions (as summarized above). Hence, although there
is evidence that deviant (e.g., minority and/or opposing) opinions are sometimes expressed
(e.g., because they add something new), the hypotheses in the empirical section of this
dissertation are based on the substantial body of research on the diminished expression of

deviant opinions.

The Impact of (Dis-)Agreement With the Prevailing Opinion on Opinion

Expression —a Summary

Even though deviating opinions are perceived as more valuable when searching for advice
(Hitter & Ache, 2016) and also provide new and informative perspectives (Grice, 1975;
Phillips, 2003), which might increase the knowledge of the wisdom of the crowd (Surowiecki,
2004) and therefore initiate or contribute to (social) change, most research suggest that
deviating (minority and/or opposing) opinions are less likely to be are expressed than
concurring (majority and/or confirming) opinions. If people perceive their opinion to be not in
line with the opinion of others (either from the majority and/or the faced opinion), the likelihood
of expressing it decreases. Across all contexts, this seems to be due to fear of backlash from
others (such as fear of isolation or of confrontation) or fear as a trait. Based on the logic of
Noelle-Neumann’s claim (2001) that people might not express themselves due to fear of
backlash from others, this dissertation focusses on fear as backlash and not on fear as trait. Even
though there is also evidence that people will express deviant opinions (e.g., Grice, 1975; Wood
et al., 1994), this dissertation further follows the majority of evidence on opinion expression
and predicts that the disagreement with others (e.g., with the majority and/or the faced opinion)

leads to less opinion expression across different contexts.
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Therefore, in this dissertation, as elaborated above, | seek to revisit the influence of the
majority and faced opinion on opinion expression by investigating different contexts
(interactive vs. non-interactive) and provide deeper insights on expressing deviant opinions.
First, I will examine opinion expression in interactive contexts like conversational situations
(Chapter I1) and then in non-interactive contexts, specifically on product evaluation portals
(Chapter I1I). Thereby, | contribute to the existing literature by providing a deeper
understanding of when (deviant) opinions might be expressed by addressing the lack of
examining the majority and faced opinion jointly and by implementing new approaches like a
paradigm in which participants can respond several times to what was said. Furthermore, | cover
a broad spectrum of opinion expression when holding a deviant opinion by addressing different
(hypothetical) scenarios in interactive and non-interactive contexts.

By working in the framework of the SOS (Noelle-Neumann, 2001), as well as building on
the evidence of opinion expression in groups (Stasser & Titus, 2003; Wittenbaum & Bowman,
2005), | combine two aspects of the literature on social influence (namely the majority and
faced opinion) on opinion expression and examine their interplay (Chapter I1). More precisely,
in Chapter lla, together with colleagues, | examined the impact of the prevailing (majority and
faced) opinion on opinion expression as this could have theoretical and practical implications.
Depending on whether the expression of deviant opinions is influenced by one or both of these
factors, in future situations in which diverse expressions of opinions are desired or even
necessary, efforts should be made to counteract these influencing aspects and to facilitate the
expression of deviant opinions. Chapter Ilb expands on this by improving the used
methodological approach, specifically by addressing criticism of the SOS, such as using a more
realistic conversational situation.

While Chapter Il addresses opinion expression in interactive contexts with direct responses,
Chapter 111 addresses opinion expression in a non-interactive context without direct responses.

This dissertation, thus, contributes to the insight of opinion expression across different contexts.
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Using the context of product evaluation portals, the current research aims to vary the context
and the measurement of opinion expression by capturing actual opinions (e.g., opinion towards
a product). Therefore, together with colleagues, | investigate actual opinion expression about a
product in an experimental laboratory setting (Chapter Illa), and in Chapter 1l1b we further
increased external validity by assessing actual opinion expression on an existing product
evaluation portal.

In sum, previous research addressed several factors that impact opinion expression.
However, so far it often remains unclear whether these factors facilitate or hinder opinion
expression due to inconsistent results. In this dissertation | therefore focus on the following
questions: 1) Does opinion expression depends on the prevailing (majority and faced) opinion?
2) Is fear of backlash from others the underlying mechanism to withhold a deviant opinion? 3)
Are deviant (compared to concurrent) opinions less likely to be expressed also in non-

interactive contexts?
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The following Chapter Ila contains a manuscript that results of a cooperation between Birka
Zapf (first author), Prof. Dr. Mandy Hutter (second author), and Prof. Dr. Kai Sassenberg (third
author). The manuscript entitled “Holding a minority opinion as well as facing an opposing
stance silences individuals due to fear of backlash from others” is currently submitted at
European Journal of Social Psychology. The contribution of the Ph.D. candidate (and of the co-

authors, respectively) to the manuscript can be found in the following table.

Author Scientific | Data Analysis & Paper
Author . . . . . -
position | ideas % generation % | interpretation % | writing
Birka Zapf 1 50 100 50 50
Mandy Hiitter 2 20 0 20 15
Kai Sassenberg 3 30 0 30 35
Holding a minority opinion as well as facing an opposing
Title of manuscript stance silences individuals due to fear of backlash from
others
Status in publication process unp_ubllshed manuscript (submitted to the European Journal of
Social Psychology)

Chapter Il — Opinion Expression in Interactive Contexts

Chapter lla — Opposing Stances Silence Individuals?

The public expression of non-mainstream (i.e., minority) opinions is key to societal progress
and social change. But imagine you would hold a minority opinion. Would you express it? And
would you behave differently depending on whether you are confronted with someone holding
an opposing (vs. confirming) opinion? Research across different paradigms has shown that
people are less likely to express their opinion when they expect others to disagree with them

(Asch, 1956; Asch & Guetzkow, 1951; Hayes, 2007). Noelle-Neumann (2001), for instance,

2 Together with Kai Sassenberg and Mandy Hiitter, Chapter lla has been submitted as a manuscript entitled "
Holding a minority opinion as well as facing an opposing stance silences individuals due to fear of backlash from

others" to the European Journal of Social Psychology for publication.
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has argued that people will withhold their opinion, when they sense that it resembles the
minority rather than the majority opinion in society because they fear backlash from others.
Given that minority opinions can only exert an impact in society when they are communicated
to those not holding this opinion, it is important to know whether (a) sensing that one’s own
opinion is only shared by a minority (vs. a majority) in society and (b) facing an opposing (Vvs.
a confirming) opinion affect the communicative behavior of those holding a minority opinion.
The interaction of these two factors, to the best of our knowledge, has not been studied so far.
However, this would be highly relevant because knowing whether minority opinions are
generally expressed less or only when facing an opposing opinion would not only add a
moderator to existing theorizing but also be relevant for decisions in applied contexts. For
instance, such an interaction effect would suggest that important issues should be discussed
anonymously. We tested the hypothesis that people who assume to hold an opinion shared by
a minority in society (compared to a majority) are less likely to express it when facing someone
who opposes (compared to confirms) their opinion. Thereby, we contribute to a more
differentiated understanding of the factors underlying the expression of minority opinions.
Holding a Minority Opinion Predicts Opinion Expression (to Some Extend)

According to the notion of a “spiral of silence” (SOS; Noelle-Neumann, 1977, 2001),
people holding an opinion only shared by a minority in society are less likely to express their
opinion compared to people holding a majority opinion due to the fear of being treated
unfavorably when expressing their opinion. The SOS suggests that people constantly monitor
the opinions in their environment and society more generally to keep track of the majority
opinion and whether their own opinion is in line with it. If people perceive a discrepancy
between their own opinion and the majority opinion in society, they are assumed to be less
likely to express themselves.

Noelle-Neumann (2001) tested this assumption by asking participants about their own

opinion regarding a number of topics and the opinion they perceived to be held by the majority
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in society. In many studies, participants were confronted with the so-called train scenario in
which they were to imagine that they met someone on a train talking about his/her opinion,
which opposed participants’ own opinion. Noelle-Neumann assessed whether participants
indicated that they would express their opinion in this situation.

The results reported by Noelle-Neumann (2001) suggest that people are less likely to
express minority opinions. Further research has replicated this finding (e.g., Hayes et al., 2001,
Kim et al., 2004; Salmon & Oshagan, 1990). Other studies indicate that minority opinions are
expressed with a longer delay (e.g., Bassili, 2003). There are, however, also studies that did not
find evidence for the impact of minority status on opinion expression (e.g., Katz & Baldassare,
1992; Shamir, 1995). Overall, meta-analyses revealed a very small — but significant — trend that
minority opinions are less likely to be expressed (r = .05, Glynn et al., 1997; Glynn & Huge,
2014; r = .10, Matthes et al., 2018).

Noelle-Neumann (2001) assumed that people holding a minority opinion are less likely
to express it because they fear backlash from others. Several studies tested the relation between
holding a minority opinion and fear of backlash from others. Some studies merely compared
minority and majority opinions (Chen, 2018; X. Liu & Fahmy, 2011; Soffer & Gordoni, 2018).
In other studies, researchers also made sure that participants faced an opposing opinion (Ho &
McLeod, 2008; Moy et al., 2001; Neubaum & Kramer, 2018). Finally, in several studies, fear
of backlash from others mediated the effect of minority (vs. majority) status on opinion
expression (Neubaum & Kramer, 2018; Shoemaker et al., 2000).

Taken together, there seems to be a small but reliable effect of minority (vs. majority)
status on opinion expression. People who believe to hold a minority opinion are less likely to
express it. The fact that fear of backlash from others has been shown to mediate this effect

suggests that these others and their opinion might also play a crucial role.
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Facing an Opposing Opinion Predicts Lower Likelihood of Opinion Expression

When people face another person or group that holds an opinion that opposes their own,
they are less likely to share their opinion (Hayes, 2007; Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark, 1983).
The carliest demonstration of this effect goes back to Asch’s (1956) studies on majority
influence on the judgment of line length. After being confronted with others’ incorrect
judgments, participants were less likely to express their own (correct) opinions (for a recent
replication, see Usto et al., 2019). This effect seems to hold when facing an individual stating
an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion within a public situation (e.g., during a campus
party; Hayes, 2007). Also, in the context of information sharing in groups (e.g., Lu et al., 2012;
Stasser & Titus, 2003) similar effects emerged. Arguments opposing the dominant opinion in a
group are shared less frequently compared to confirming arguments. Hence, the opinion of
others seems to play a crucial role when it comes to opinion expression. The impact of opposing
opinions on opinion expression seems to be stronger when the opinion has to be expressed in
public rather than privately (Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark, 1983, Mugny, 1974-1975, 1976,
as cited in Maass & Clark, 1984; Sakai, 1981). These findings are in line with the idea that fear
of backlash from others leads to reduced expression of minority opinions, given others are less
likely to notice privately expressed opinions.

Combined Effects of Own Opinion and Faced Opinion

Some researchers have assessed the likelihood of entering a political discussion with
people holding opposing views compared to confirming opinions in interviews (Glynn &
McLeod, 1984). People were more likely to join a confirming (compared to opposing)
conversation, and people holding a minority opinion were less likely to express their opinion
(for similar findings in an online context, see Gearhart & Zhang, 2014). Unfortunately, these
authors did not consider the interaction between own opinion (minority vs. majority) and being
faced with an opposing vs. confirming opinion. This is because confirming and opposing

opinions were only considered to increase generalizability but not to test their impact on opinion
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sharing. From the descriptive statistics provided in these articles, opinion expression seems to
be predicted to a stronger extend by minority (vs. majority) status when facing an opposing
(i.e., holding a minority opinion showed a stronger negative correlation with opinion
expression) than when facing a confirming opinion.

Overview of the Current Research

In sum, previous research found a very small negative impact of minority status on opinion
expression. This effect was shown to be driven by fear of backlash from others. Given that these
backlash from others are only to be expected from people holding opinions opposing rather than
confirming the target person’s opinion, we assume that the faced opinion plays a crucial role.
Moreover, opinions are less likely to be expressed (publicly) towards people holding opposing
opinions. Finally, there is initial evidence that the faced opinion (opposing vs. confirming)
predicts opinion expression to a stronger extend when holding a minority (vs. majority) opinion.
Altogether, this led us to predict that people holding a minority opinion express their opinion
less when facing an opposing than when facing a confirming opinion. This effect should be
smaller for people holding a majority opinion (H1). In addition, we predict that fear of backlash
from others mediates the effect predicted in H1. That is when holding a minority opinion (but
less when holding a majority opinion) facing someone with an opposing (compared to
confirming) opinion leads to more fear of backlash from others, and fear, in turn, to a smaller
likelihood of opinion expression (H2).

We tested these hypotheses in three experiments, assessing own opinion (minority vs.
majority) and manipulating faced opinion (opposing vs. confirming). Fear of backlash from
others was assessed as a potential mediator and likelihood of expressing an opinion as our main
dependent variable. In Experiment 2.3, we further assessed whether participants would respond
to various statements. Given that earlier research found slower expression of minority opinions

(e.g., Bassili, 2003), we also assessed response latencies. The three experiments used opinions
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from different domains (Experiment 2.1: receiving further refugees; Experiment 2.2:
justifiability of the gender pay gap, Experiment 2.3: legalization of abortion).
Exclusion Criteria

Across all experiments, we only included native speakers in our analyses because we
used language intense material. Given that our material in Experiment 2.1 and 2.2 was designed
for undergraduate University students, non-students were excluded. Further, in Experiment 2.1
and 2.2, psychology students were excluded because they might have guessed our hypotheses.
In Experiments 2.1 and 2.2, participants who indicated to be familiar with our method or took
part in previous related experiments were also excluded®. We assessed majority opinion on three
levels: majority opinion (e.g., pro-refugees), uncertain, and minority opinion (e.g., contra
refugees). Given that the experiment set-up required participants to know about the majority
opinion in society, we ran our analyses only with those participants whose perception of the
perceived public majority opinion coincided with the actual public majority opinion.

Experiment 2.1

Method

Design and Participants.
We conducted an online experiment with a 2 (own opinion: majority vs. minority, measured) x
2 (faced opinion: opposing vs. confirming, manipulated) between-participants design. Own
opinion was assessed before participants were randomly assigned to faced opinion conditions.
We determined ideal minimum sample size with G*Power before data collection (Erdfelder et
al., 2009, o.=.05; (1-p) =.95; f = .25: ideal N = 210 for an interaction effect ina 2 x 2 ANOVA).
A total of 308 undergraduates were recruited via a university’s official mailing list. As a means
of compensation, participants were offered taking part in a raffle for 15 gift vouchers (either for

an online store or a local shopping voucher), each worth 10€. Based on our exclusion criteria,

8 We conducted two unrelated studies with similar material.
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we excluded 97 participants (4 were not German native speakers, 28 were familiar with the
materials, 2 did not assume that the majority was pro-refugees, and 63 were uncertain about the
majority opinion). The final sample consisted of N = 211 participants (129 female, 80 male, 2
did not indicate their gender; age: M = 23.49, SD = 3.47, range = 18-43 years).

Procedure and Measures.

After providing consent, participants were asked about their opinion regarding the
question of how Germany should deal with refugees. In line with Noelle-Neumann’s train
scenario paradigm (Noelle-Neumann, 1977, 2001), participants first saw a picture in which two
sketched manikins expressed their opinions. One manikin (yellow) stated, “I think Germany is
obligated to receive further refugees.”, and the other (blue) stated: “I do not think it is the duty
of Germany to receive further refugees.”. This picture was followed by the question of which
manikin the participants would agree more with (-1 = The upper one [yellow] to 1 = the lower
one [blue]). On the next page, the majority opinion was assessed as in Noelle-Neumann’s
studies (1977, 2001) by asking the participants what they believe the majority of students of
their university think about receiving further refugees. They could choose one of the three
following responses: “Most are in favor of receiving further refugees”, “One half is in favor,
the other half against it”, and “Most are against receiving further refugees”.

Next, we manipulated the factor faced opinion. Following the procedure applied by
Noelle-Neumann (2001), participants were to imagine that they have a five hours train ride
ahead of them, and another student in their compartment expresses his/her view regarding
receiving further refugees. The communicator on the train either argued in line with the minority
opinion: “I do not think it is the duty of Germany to receive further refugees. Whoever speaks
out in favor of receiving refugees is simply ignorant; ignorant about the limits of what is
possible and the current situation. Simply irresponsible!” or in line with the majority opinion:
“I think it is the duty of Germany to receive further refugees. Anyone who is against receiving

refugees is simply ignorant; ignorant about the situation of the refugees and therefore also
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about any human rights. Simply irresponsible!”. In both cases, we have used harsh statements
in line with Noelle-Neumann's threat approach (1977, 2001). Participants holding the majority
opinion received the first statement in the opposing opinion condition and the second statement
in the confirming opinion condition. The opposite was true for participants holding the minority
opinion.

Next opinion expression was assessed by the questions "Would you like to talk to this
student to get to know his or her point of view or would you rather not?” (0 - rather not engage
in a conversation to 1 - would like to engage in a conversation; Noelle-Neumann, 2001), and
“In this situation, how likely is it that you would express your own opinion towards the topic?”
(7-point scale, 1 = very unlikely to 7 = very likely). The two measures were strongly correlated,
r(211) = .64, and including “measure” as an additional factor in the analyses reported below
did not moderate any effects. Therefore, we aggregated the standardized measures into an
overall measure of opinion expression. Higher values indicate a stronger tendency to express
one’s own opinion.

Finally, all participants completed a questionnaire about their fear of backlash from
others (five self-generated items on a 7-point scale, 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely
agree, a = .78, “I have the feeling that I can express my opinion regarding receiving further
refugees freely and openly.”, “I have the feeling that the other person is trying to understand
my point of view.”, “I'm afraid a conversation on the topic of “receiving refugees” will lead to
an aggressive discussion.”, “I’m afraid that if I express my opinion, the conversation will
become uncomfortable.”, and “I’m afraid that I am alone with my opinion on the topic of
“receiving refugees”.”). A higher score on this scale represents higher fear of backlash from
others.

For descriptive statistics, correlations, and measures taken for exploratory purposes after

the reported measures for this and the following experiments, see the Appendix B.1.
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Results

We predicted that people holding a minority opinion express their opinion less when
facing an opposing than when facing a confirming opinion. This effect should be smaller for
people holding a majority opinion (H1). To test this prediction, we carried out an ANOVA with
opinion expression as dependent variable and own opinion (majority: -1, minority: 1) as well
as faced opinion (confirming: -1, opposing: 1) as between-participants factors.

There was no main effect of own opinion, F(1, 207) = 2.43, p = .121, n%. = .012, 90%-
Cl = [.000; .046]*, but a main effect of faced opinion, F(1, 207) = 5.62, p =.019, n?%. = .025,
90%-CI = [.002; .071]. Participants were less likely to express themselves when facing an
opposing opinion (M =-0.12, SD = 0.88) than when facing a confirming opinion (M =0.12, SD
=0.92). However, no interaction was found, F(1, 207) = 1.64, p = .202, n?. = .008, 90%-CI =
[.000; .038]. In sum, our hypothesis was not supported, participants with a minority vs. majority
opinion did not react differently to confirming vs. opposing opinions. For descriptive statistics
see Table 2.1.

To test whether participants who faced an opposing opinion and held a minority (vs.
majority) opinion reported more fear of backlash from others, we conducted the same ANOVA
on fear as a dependent variable. Participants who held a minority opinion reported more fear
(M =4.10, SD = 1.39) than participants holding a majority opinion (M = 3.29, SD = 1.11), F(1,
207) = 21.55, p < .001, n?p. = .094, 90%-CI = [.040; .160]. Also, facing an opposing opinion
evoked more fear (M = 3.87, SD = 1.15) than facing a confirming opinion (M = 3.12, SD =1.20),
F(1, 207) = 23.39, p < .001, n%. = .102, 90%-CIl = [.045; .169]. However, the assumed
interaction did not emerge, F(1, 207) = 1.37, p = .244, n%. = .007, 90%-CI = [.000; .035] (see

Table 2.1).

* For n?%., we report 90% instead of 95% confidence intervals following the recommendations of Lakens (2013).
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Given that we neither found an interaction on opinion expression nor on fear of backlash
from others, we deem it unnecessary to test for the predicted moderated mediation (H2).
However, to further explore whether fear of backlash from others mediates the effect of (a) own
opinion and (b) faced opinion on opinion expression, we conducted two separate mediation
models using the computational tool PROCESS (Model 4, 5000 bootstrap samples, version 3.4,
Hayes, 2017).

Indeed, these analyses reveled that the effect of own opinion on opinion expression was
mediated by fear, B = -0.10, SE = 0.03, 95%-CI [-0.181; -0.043]. Holding a minority (vs.
majority) opinion was related to more fear, B = 0.41, SE = 0.90, 95%-CI [0.219; 0.592], and a
higher level of fear predicted a smaller likelihood of opinion expression, B = -0.26, SE = 0.05,
95%-ClI [-0.354; -0.158]. The same pattern occurred for the faced opinion, B =-0.09, SE = 0.03,
95%-ClI [-0.161; -0.041]. Facing an opposing opinion predicted more fear, B =0.37, SE = 0.81,
95%-ClI [0.214; 0.534], and a higher level of fear predicted a smaller likelihood of opinion
expression, B = -0.25, SE = 0.05, 95%-CI [-0.348; -0.151].

Discussion

Experiment 2.1 provides evidence for a direct effect of faced opinion on opinion
expression, but for neither a direct effect of minority (vs. majority) status nor the predicted
interaction of both factors. Fear of backlash from others was affected by the own opinion and
the faced opinion, but there was no evidence for an interaction of the two factors. Finally, we
found indirect effects of own opinion and faced opinion via fear of backlash from others on
opinion expression. These results provide no evidence for an interactive impact of own and
faced opinion on opinion expression. It rather indicates that opinion expression is determined
by orthogonal effects of the faced opinion and (due to the indirect effect via fear of backlash

from others) by the minority vs. majority opinion.
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Experiment 2.2

Given that the findings of Experiment 2.1 were not in line with our prediction, we aimed to
conceptually replicate them in Experiment 2.2. To test whether the findings generalize, we
chose another topic with intense public interest and a clear majority opinion: justifiability of
the gender pay gap. The majority of students in Tubingen regards a gender pay gap as
unjustified.
Method

Design and Participants.
We conducted an experiment with a 2 (own opinion: majority vs. minority; measured) x 2 (faced
opinion: opposing vs. confirming; manipulated) between-participants design. Again, we
assessed own opinion before participants were randomly assigned to the conditions based on
the faced opinion. Minimum sample size was determined with G*Power before data collection
(Erdfelder et al., 2009, o = .05; (1-B) = .95; f = .16 based on Experiment 2.1: minimum N =
309). We decided to slightly oversample (ideal N = 350 after controlling for our exclusion
criteria).

All in all, five-hundred-seventy undergraduates were recruited via a university mailing
list for this online experiment and were compensated as in Experiment 2.1. After excluding 123
participants based on our exclusion criteria (12 were not German native speakers, 1 Psychology
student, 58 were familiar with the materials, 14 did not assume that the majority is against a
gender pay gap, and 38 were uncertain about the majority opinion), the final sample size
consisted of N = 360 participants (247 female, 98 male, 3 diverse and 12 did not indicate their
gender; age: M = 22.77, SD = 3.40, range = 18-37 years).

Procedure and Measures.

The procedure and measures were identical to those of Experiment 2.1 with the
exception that we used a different topic (gender pay gap). Participants indicated their own

opinion by either selecting a manikin stating: “/ find the gender pay gap is justified.” or a
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manikin stating: “I find the gender pay gap is not justified.”. The communicator on the train
stated either the majority opinion: “I do not believe that the gender pay gap is justified in any
way. Those who accept the gender pay gap are simply irrational. Women are disadvantaged by
the low payment because they now have at least the same qualifications as men and perform at
least as well!” or the minority opinion: “I think the gender pay gap is justified. Those who
express themselves against a gender pay gap are simply ignorant. There are differences
between men and women in terms of qualifications, the jobs they do, and the industries they
work in. To demand equal pay for men and women is simply irrational!”. Participants read the
statement confirming or opposing their opinion based on the respective condition on the factor
faced opinion they were in. We again formed the measure of opinion expression out of our two
expression items, r(360) = .51, and assessed fear of backlash from others as before (o = .82).
Results

We originally predicted people holding a minority opinion express their opinion less
when facing an opposing than when facing a confirming opinion. This effect should be smaller
for people holding a majority opinion (H1) and that this effect is mediated by fear of backlash
from others (H2). Based on the results of Experiment 2.1, one would expect that people facing
an opposing opinion express their opinion less (compared to those facing a confirming opinion)
and that this main effect is mediated by fear of backlash from others.
We carried out an ANOVA with opinion expression as dependent variable and own opinion
(majority: -1, minority: 1) as well as faced opinion (confirming: -1, opposing: 1) as independent
variables to test our prediction. There was no main effect of faced opinion, F(1, 356) = 0.05, p
=.820, n%. = .000, 90%-CI = [.000; .006], but a trend towards a main effect of own opinion,
F(1, 356) = 2.94, p =.088, n?. = .008, 90%-CI = [.000; .030]. Participants holding the minority
opinion indicated to be less likely to express their opinion (M =-0.23, SD = 0.87) compared to
participants holding a majority opinion (M = 0.03, SD = 0.87). Again, the predicted interaction

was not significant, F(1, 356) = 1.31, p = .253, n?. = .004, 90%-CI = [.000; .020].
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To test whether participants holding a minority opinion and face an opposing (compared
to confirming) opinion experience more fear of backlash from others than participants with the
majority opinion, we conducted the same ANOVA as above on fear. Participants holding a
minority opinion indicated more fear (M = 4.21, SD = 1.31) than those holding a majority
opinion (M = 2.91, SD = 1.18), F(1, 356) = 52.70, p <.001, 0. = .129, 90%-CI = [.079; .183].
Also, when facing an opposing opinion participants perceived more fear (M = 3.49, SD = 1.07)
than when facing a confirming opinion (M = 2.69, SD = 1.31), F(1, 356) = 10.98, p=.001, n?.
=.030, 90%-CI = [.008; .064]. However, the interaction fell short of significance, F(1, 356) =
3.796, p = .052, n?%. = .011, 90%-Cl = [.000; .034] (see Table 2.1). People who faced an
opposing opinion and held a minority opinion perceived more fear compared to people holding
a majority opinion, AM = 0.98, SE = 0.29, 95%-CI = [0.403; 1.547]. This effect was even
stronger for people who faced a confirming opinion and held a minority (vs. majority) opinion,
AM =1.69, SE = 0.22, 95%-CI = [1.250; 2.129].

We then tested for indirect effects of (a) own opinion and (b) faced opinion via fear on
opinion expression (PROCESS, Model 4, Hayes, 2017, 5000 bootstrap samples). We found an
indirect effect of own opinion via fear on opinion expression, B = -0.13, SE = 0.03, 95%-ClI [-
0.197; -0.073]. People holding a minority opinion indicated more fear, B = 0.65, SE = 0.10,
95%-ClI [0.466; 0.841], and increased fear was related to less opinion expression, B = -0.20, SE
=0.04, 95%-CI [-0.270; -0.126]. Similarly, we found an indirect effect of faced opinion via fear
on opinion expression, B = -0.08, SE = 0.02, 95%-Cl [-0.120; -0.045]. People facing an
opposing opinion indicated more fear, B = 0.40, SE = 0.06, 95%-CI [0.274; 0.525], and
increased fear was related to less opinion expression, B = -0.20, SE = 0.04, 95%-CI [-0.273; -
0.129].

Discussion
Experiment 2.2 did not find any direct effects of own and faced opinion on opinion

expression (but a trend towards an effect of own opinion), whereas it replicated the indirect
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effects of both factors via fear of backlash from others on opinion expression. Again, no
evidence for an interaction effect was found.
Experiment 2.3

Given that the results of Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 are inconsistent regarding the main
effects of own and faced opinion (although the patterns point in the same direction), we
conducted a third experiment to determine the effects’ reliability.

In addition, we aimed to go one step beyond the two preceding studies by addressing a
common criticism for the current paradigm adopted from SOS research: the assessment of
opinion expression with a single self-report measure (e.g., Bodor, 2012; Glynn et al., 1997).
Therefore, participants in Experiment 2.3 did not only indicate whether they would express
their opinion in general but also whether they would respond to a sequence of statements.
Further, we increased the perceived majority by presenting the statements of three instead of
one person. Again, we chose a topic with intense public interest and a clear majority opinion:
the legalization of abortion in Great Britain. Among females of the United Kingdom, the
majority is Pro-Choice (in line with public opinion poll results by YouGov, 2018, 2019).
Method

Design and Participants
We conducted an experiment online via Prolific Academic with a 2 (own opinion: majority vs.
minority; measured) x 2 (faced opinion: confirming vs. opposing; manipulated) between-
participants design as before. We assessed participants’ own opinions before they were
randomly assigned to the conditions that varied in faced opinion. Based on Experiment 2.1 and
2.2, we expected an effect of f = .16, indicating a minimum sample size of N = 309 (G*Power:
a = .05; (1-p) = .80; Erdfelder et al., 2009). However, as we expected a ratio of 1 (minority:
Pro-Life) to 4 (majority: Pro-Choice) in the sample, we oversampled by 55% (N = 479) and an

additional 10% to compensate for our exclusion criteria (total N = 527).
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A total of 532 women?® took part and were compensated with £1.30. We used the Pre-
Screening criteria (Pro-Life vs. Pro-Choice) of Prolific and excluded participants (N = 14)
whose presetting in the pre-screening did not match their self-report in the main experiment
(e.g., pre-screening = Pro-Life and main experiment = Pro-Choice, or vice versa). Twenty
participants were excluded based on our exclusion criteria (perceived majority opinion not in
line with the actual majority opinion: N = 18; English not as native language: N = 2). We further
excluded people (N = 2) who were not female as the topic concerns women's rights. A sample
of N = 496 female participants (age: M = 30.05, SD = 10.40, range = 18-73) remained for our
analyses.

Procedure and Measures

The procedure largely followed the one of Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 with some
alterations. First, participants indicated their own opinion by selecting one of two manikins
stating, “I am Pro-Choice” or “I am Pro-Life”, followed by a question assessing the majority
opinion and the description of the train scenario. Participants faced not only one but three
persons in the compartment. We also adjusted our measure of opinion expression. Therefore,
the conversation was divided into eight sections. Every section consisted of a short argument
that was presented in randomized order, either stating the minority or majority opinion (e.g.,
minority/Pro-Life: “To have an abortion when the woman's mental health is at risk is
contradictory. After all, an abortion causes intense psychological pain and stress. Thus, this
can’t justify abortion.”). Hence, all three communicators either held a majority (Pro-Choice) or
minority (Pro-Life) opinion. After each section, participants indicated their readiness to
respond (“Would you respond to what has been said?” 1- yes to 0 - no). Values were recoded

for analyses to 0 — no response to 1- response. We assessed willingness to express one’s opinion

5 Only people of Great Britain were invited, because abortion laws differ between Great Britain and Northern

Ireland.
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with only one of the two questions of the expression index ("Would you like to talk to this
person to get to know his or her point of view, or would you rather not?”” 0 - rather not engage
in a conversation to 1 - would like to engage in a conversation). Finally, we assessed fear of
backlash from others as before (a = .82).
Results®

A logistic regression with willingness to express one’s opinion as dependent variable
and own and faced opinion as independent variables was carried out. People who faced an
opposing opinion indicated less willingness (M = 0.33, SD = 0.47) compared to those facing a
confirming opinion (M = 0.46, SD = 0.50), B =-0.33, SE = 0.13, z =-2.48, p = .013, 95%-CI =
[-0.590; -0.070]. No main effect of own opinion, B =0.21, SE = 0.13, z = 1.58, p = .115, 95%-
CI =[-0.052; 0.468], and no interaction were obtained, B =-0.08, SE =0.13, z =-0.61, p = .540,
95%-CI = [-0.344; 0.176].
To test whether these effects hold also for the readiness to respond to the statements in the
discussion, we carried out a logistic multilevel analysis of readiness to respond (0, 1) on own
opinion (majority: -1, minority: 1) and faced opinion (confirming: -1, opposing: 1) as fixed
effects, and random intercepts for participants, the respective trial without the first trial (because
we assumed that the response in the first trial may vary from the others as participants need to
get used to the paradigm)’, and the presented argument. There was no main effect of own
opinion, B =0.04, SE = 0.13,z=0.29, p =.772, 95%-CI = [-0.222; 0.298]. We found a trend
for faced opinion. Different from the results for willingness, people who were faced with an
opposing opinion descriptively indicated a slightly higher readiness to respond (M = 0.55, SD

= 0.50) than when faced with a confirming opinion (M = 0.52, SD = 0.50), B =0.25, SE = 0.13,

& We also ran our analyses without women who are currently or were pregnant before to check whether the pattern
of results differ significantly from the one found for all women. This was not the case; therefore, the results include
all women.

" Excluding this effect from the analyses does not substantially change the reported effects.
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z2=1.92, p=.055, 95%-CI = [-0.008; 0.513]. The predicted interaction was not significant, B =
0.19, SE = 0.13,z = 1.47, p = .142, 95%-CI = [-0.067; 0.462] (Table 2.1).

To test whether participants holding a minority opinion and face an opposing opinion
experience more fear of backlash from others, and this, in turn, leads to less expression of one’s
own opinion, we submitted fear to an equivalent ANOVA. People holding a minority opinion
indicated more fear (M = 4.64; SD =1.31) than those holding a majority opinion (M = 3.98, SD
= 1.46), F(1, 492) = 25.43, p <.001, n%. = .049, 90%-CI = [.023; .083]. Also, when facing an
opposing opinion participants perceived more fear (M = 4.99, SD = 1.10) than when facing a
confirming opinion (M = 3.12, SD = 1.14), F(1, 353) =119.42, p <.001, n?. = .195, 90%-CI =
[.146, .245]. Both main effects were qualified by the interaction, F(1, 353) = 13.13, p < .001,
N2part. = .026, 90%-CI = [.008; .053] (see Table 2.1). Simple comparisons revealed facing an
opposing opinion resulted in more fear than facing a confirming opinion, but unexpectedly less
so when holding a minority opinion, AM = 1.01, SE = 0.26, 95%-CI = [0.509; 1.520], than when
holding a majority opinion, AM = 2.02, SE = 0.10, 95%-CI = [1.816; 2.226].

Next, we tested (PROCESS, Model 4, Hayes, 2017, 5000 bootstrap samples) whether
fear mediates the effect of (a) own opinion and (b) faced opinion on willingness and summed
readiness (sum of all responses). Indeed, there was an indirect effect of (a) own opinion via fear
on willingness, B = -0.15, SE = 0.05, 95%-Cl [-0.250; -0.067]. People holding a minority
opinion reported more fear, B = 0.33, SE = 0.09, 95%-CI [0.146; 0.511] and increased fear was
related to less willingness, B = -0.46, SE = 0.07, 95%-CI [-0.596; -0.315]. The indirect effect
of (b) faced opinion via fear on willingness was also significant, B =-0.93, SE = 0.18, 95%-ClI
[-1.312; -0.616]. Again, people who were faced with an opposing opinion indicated more fear,
B =1.89, SE =0.10, 95%-ClI [1.672; 2.066], and more fear was related to less willingness, B =
-0.50, SE = 0.09, 95%-CI [-0.677; -0.321].

Similarly, we found an indirect effect of (a) own opinion via fear on summed readiness,

B =-0.08, SE = 0.04, 95%-CI [-0.166; -0.021]. People holding a minority opinion indicated
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more fear, B = 0.33, SE = 0.09, 95%-CI [0.146; 0.511], and fear was related to less summed
readiness, B = -0.25, SE = 0.08, 95%-CI [-0.413; -0.094]. Finally, there was also an indirect
effect of (b) faced opinion via fear on summed readiness, B =-0.48, SE = 0.11, 95%-CI [-0.702;
-0.282]. People facing an opposing opinion indicated more fear, B = 0.93, SE = 0.05, 95%-ClI
[0.836; 1.033], and a higher level of fear predicted less summed readiness, B =-0.52, SE = 0.10,
95%-CI [-0.720; -0.316].
Discussion

In line with Experiment 2.1 (and partly also Experiment 2.2), we found a main effect of
faced opinion on opinion expression. Moreover, we obtained indirect effects of both own
opinion and faced opinion via fear of backlash from others on opinion expression. The effects
occurred for both general willingness to express one’s opinion and readiness to respond to
individual statements. However, we did not find evidence for a smaller readiness to respond
when people faced a communicator holding an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion,
and also holding a minority (compared to a majority) opinion did not change readiness to
respond. Different from the findings for willingness, a trend towards higher readiness to
respond emerged for people facing an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion. Given that
this was only a trend in an analysis with many observations and the indirect effects for readiness
were in line with those for willingness, this finding should be interpreted with caution.
Nonetheless, it suggests that it is important to differentiate whether a person wants to start a
conversation (willingness) or to respond to certain arguments in an ongoing conversation
(readiness to respond). Hayes (2007) already noted that expressing an opinion in a conversation
and entering a conversation may not be the same. He argued that when being in a conversation,
one can respond to what was said without expressing one’s actual opinion (e.g., by articulating
an argument that does not refer to a definite opinion). Hence, the willingness to respond in such

a situation may be higher (because a response may be less controversial) than the willingness
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to start a conversation based on one’s opinion, which might explain why the results differ
between the two measures.
General Discussion

The present research aimed to investigate the relationship between facing an opposing
opinion when holding a minority opinion and the likelihood of expressing one’s own opinion
and its mediation through fear of backlash from others. In three experiments, we tested whether
people are less likely to express their opinion when facing an opposing (compared to
confirming) opinion and when holding a minority (instead of majority) opinion. We expected
that this would especially be the case for people holding an opposing opinion and facing a
minority opinion.

This prediction was not supported, but we found in Experiments 2.1 and 2.3 that facing
an opposing opinion led to less opinion expression compared to facing a confirming opinion.
Moreover, the results of all three studies confirmed an indirect effect of own and faced opinion
via fear of backlash from others on opinion expression. Holding a minority opinion (compared
to a majority opinion) and facing an opposing (compared to a confirming) opinion led to higher
levels of fear of backlash from others, which in turn predicted less willingness to express one’s
opinion. This is in line with earlier research showing that fear of backlash from others can
explain differences between minority and majority opinions (Moy et al., 2001; Neubaum &
Kramer, 2018).

Our experiments overall also support the assumption that facing an opposing opinion
within a conversation reduces the likelihood to express one’s own opinion and therefore is in
line with earlier research (Hayes, 2007; Moussaid et al., 2013; Usto et al., 2019). Further, we
obtained evidence in support of the mediation process via fear of backlash from others.
Therefore, similar mechanisms seem to underlie opinion expression for own (minority vs.

majority) and faced (confirming vs. opposing) opinion.
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Furthermore, the likelihood to express one’s own opinion seems to depend on the
situation. Specifically, we observed a higher willingness to express their opinion with someone
who held an opposing opinion when assessed during an ongoing conversation than when
expressing their opinion is meant to initiate a conversation. Thus, it seems to make a difference
for people facing an opposing communicator whether they would initiate a (critical)
conversation or whether the conversation is already ongoing, and to remain silent could indicate
implicit consent with the disputants. In addition, already Noelle-Neumann (2001) found no
evidence for people holding a minority opinion to express themselves less when she used a
scenario of a social gathering in which an ongoing conversation on a controversial topic came
up. Thus, this is in line with our results. Further, it is also in line with research stating that
minorities express themselves under certain circumstances (e.g., if they are confident and
consistent) and possibly even more than the majority when facing a majority opinion (e.g.,
Martin, 1998; Moscovici, 1976). In sum, our hypothesis that minority opinions are expressed
less than majority opinions when facing an opposing opinion compared to when facing a
confirming opinion was not supported. According to our findings, facing a confirming vs.
opposing opinion is the crucial factor determining whether opinions are expressed. The fact
whether the opinion is in the minority or a majority within the society’s opinion seems to be
much less relevant. This conclusion is also derived from the fact that we did not find clear
support for the prediction of the SOS that minority opinions are shared less (independent of the
faced opinion). This lack of a main effect of minority vs. majority opinion is not particularly
surprising given that a meta-analysis showed that this effect is on average very small (r = .05,
Glynn et al., 1997; Glynn & Huge, 2014; r = .10, Matthes et al., 2018).

Limitations and Future Research

Differing from Experiment 2.1 and 2.3, we did not find a main effect of faced opinion

in Experiment 2.2 (but an indirect effect via fear of backlash from others). Additional analyses

suggest that these inconsistent results might be a function of the importance ascribed to the
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topic. Participants of Experiment 2.2 who held a minority opinion or faced an opposing opinion
perceived the topic to be less important but perceived more self-efficacy compared to
participants of the other experiments. Earlier research has shown that people who believe that
their behavior (e.g., opinion expression) will have an impact are more likely to express their
opinion (Neuwirth & Frederick, 2004; Neuwirth et al., 2007) regardless of the majority (or
minority) opinion (Lasorsa, 1991). It is thus conceivable that this increase in self-efficacy led
to the disappearance of group differences for opinion expressions in Experiment 2.2. In
addition, the importance of the topic is positively correlated with opinion expression (Gearhart
& Zhang, 2014; Hayes et al., 2001; Matthes et al., 2010; Salmon & Neuwirth, 1990). As
participants in Experiment 2.2 ascribed less importance to the topic (compared to participants
in the other experiments), their willingness to share their opinion generally might have been
very low, preventing us from documenting differences between faced-opinion groups. In sum,
in line with earlier research, the importance of the topic (Gearhart & Zhang, 2014; Hayes et al.,
2001) and perceived self-efficacy (Lasorsa, 1991; Neuwirth et al., 2007) could potentially
influence opinion expression and explain differences between experiments. Further research
should test the impact of these potential moderators of the effect of faced opinion on opinion
expression.

Another limitation of the current research is that across our experiments, our analyses
were based on fewer observations in the minority group than the majority group. We anticipated
this problem and oversampled at recruitment but still did not succeed in equating the sample
size of both groups. Moreover, we only used hypothetical scenarios and self-assessment and
did not assess actual opinion expression. We did this to reproduce the original approach of
Noelle-Neumann (2001) as closely as possible. It would be desirable for future research to
create more balanced samples and to investigate their behavior in more ecologically valid

settings (e.g., face-to-face conversation).
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Finally, our last experiment suggests that the scenario for which one’s willingness to
express an (opposing) opinion is assessed moderates the results. Specifically, contributing to an
ongoing conversation is more likely than initiating a conversation. However, as data from an
individual experiment are far from conclusive, future research should further investigate this
aspect (possibly also in actual conversations; see above).

Conclusion

Three experiments suggest that people holding a minority opinion are less willing to express
their opinion due to fear of backlash from others. The same applies to people facing an opposing
opinion. Accordingly, if work groups, policy makers, groups of scientists, and the like wish to
encourage their members to express their (different) point of view, they need to ensure that they
will not face and do not expect to face backlash from other members. Our research suggests
that minority opinions and dissenting opinions are more likely to be expressed in fear-free

contexts.
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Chapter I1b — Silence Over Time? - Developing and Testing a Multi-Trial

Paradigm to Address the Critique of the Spiral of Silence

The previous experiments aimed to understand better why minority opinions are shared
less towards those holding majority opinions and whether facing an opposing compared to
confirming interaction partner has an impact on it. Contrary to the notion of the SOS, the three
experiments in the preceding chapter demonstrated that the majority opinion (holding a
minority compared to a majority opinion) on opinion expression seems to be not as relevant as
the faced opinion (facing a confirming compared to opposing others opinion) but that fear of
backlash from others mediates both aspects. Thus, no clear evidence for a SOS was found. The
reported effects of the SOS in earlier research, however, could also be considered as faced
opinion effects since the paradigm describes a confrontational situation in which one is on a
train ride and faces someone holding a majority/minority opinion. Therefore, this chapter
proceeds with the basic idea that facing an opposing opinion diminish opinion expression. It
further takes up the criticism of the SOS, as this can explain the inconsistent effects.

We, as well as most researchers in the SOS tradition, used scenarios rather than actual
interactive situations and single statements (expect for Experiment 2.3 in Chapter Ila) rather
than social interactions with several turns. Therefore, the experiments presented in the current
chapter aim to develop a paradigm that allows addressing those deficits by considering a more
realistic and conversational situation and the opportunity to respond several times and focuses

on the faced opinion.

The Relevance of Studying Multiple Turns in a Realistic Setting
Inconsistent findings of earlier research (Matthes et al., 2010; Salmon & Neuwirth,
1987; Soffer & Gordoni, 2018) and failed attempts to confirm the SOS (Katz & Baldassare,

1992; Oshagan, 1996; Shamir, 1995) already provoked criticism of the SOS and their
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methodological approach (Bodor, 2012; Gearhart & Zhang, 2014; Scheufele & Moy, 2000, see
Chapter | of this dissertation for detailed information on criticism).

One major point of criticism in previous research is the lack of adequate assessment of
opinion expression (Bodor, 2012; Matthes, 2015; Noelle-Neumann, 2001, see also Chapter | of
this dissertation). Bodor (2012) remarked that the insufficient considerations of multiple
opinion expressions in previous research could explain the weak results. Noelle-Neumann
argued that only when opinion expression is observed for a longer period (e.g., if multiple
expressions of opinions are captured) the effect of the SOS can be detected (Noelle-Neumann,
1977, 2001; Noelle-Neumann & Petersen, 2004). Although she related this primarily to
observations in a population, this could also apply to individuals. Particularly in interactive
contexts, it is conceivable that differences between individuals facing a confirming vs. opposing
opinion may only become apparent upon multiple opinion expressions. People holding an
opposing opinion may be more likely to expect backlash from others if they continue to express
their opinion because giving counter-arguments several times (e.g., by expressing an opposing
opinion) increases the likelihood that the positions might harden or that the conversation will
escalate. However, so far, only long-term experiments on election survey data were conducted
(and the perceived prevailing opinion in society about voting preferences) with a retrospective
assessment of individual opinion expression about the topic (Bodor, 2012; Matthes, 2015;
Noelle-Neumann, 2001) but not in a controlled experiment for on an individual level.

With Experiment 2.3 of Chapter Ila, we already conducted a first experiment that
addressed the critique of single responses by enabling several opportunities for opinion
expression on an individual level. However, the results of Experiment2 3 were inconsistent. On
the one hand, when people were asked to express their opinion once, they were less likely to
express their opinion when facing an opposing (compared to confirming) others’ opinion. On
the other hand, when people were asked to express their opinion several times within a

hypothetical scenario, the likelihood to express one’s opinion tended to be higher when facing
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an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion. One explanation for this inconsistent result
between a single statement and several statements may be due to the chosen methodological
approach. Since we used written statements clearly marked as scenarios instead of spoken
statements, the situation might have been too artificial as it was quite different from an
interactive context (like a conversation) or an opinion expression situation with several turns.

This is also in line with another decisive point of criticism of previous research on the
SOS. Besides the inadequate consideration of multiple turns, the methodological approach,
such as the use of hypothetical scenarios instead of more realistic interactive scenarios and
actual opinion expression, received much criticism (Glynn et al., 1997; Hayes et al., 2001;
Scheufele & Moy, 2000; see also Chapter | of this dissertation). Based on the notion of the SOS,
an interactive context like a conversation is important, as otherwise, the perceived pressure of
the prevailing opinion is absent and has no influence on opinion expression (Noelle-Neumann,
2001; Noelle-Neumann & Petersen, 2004). The artificial train scenario we used and the
resulting unrealistic conversational situation, which was reinforced by using written instead of
spoken statements, could therefore also explain the inconsistent findings of the previous
experiments in Chapter lla, as we might have been too far away from a real interactive context.

Since, to the best of our knowledge, opinion expression has not yet been tested and
analyzed in controlled experiments within a realistic interactive context with several turns, the
experiments reported in Chapter 11b aim for the first time to overcome the mentioned deficits.
To this end, within a multi-trial paradigm that more closely resembled a realistic conversation,
several opportunities were given to express one’s own opinion. We hypothesized that people
who face an opposing opinion are less likely to express their opinion than people who face a
confirming opinion (H1a).

As in Chapter | and Ila mentioned, people facing an opposing (compared to confirming)
opinion are less likely to express themselves due to fear of backlash from others. Another

explanation could be the minority slowness effect (MSE; Bassili, 2003, for more detailed
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information, see Chapter | of this dissertation). A delayed opinion expression also could hinder
opposing opinions from being expressed. Besides, response times are a good measure of
opinion expression because it assesses a wider range of behaviors than simply using survey
measures to indicate one’s opinion expression (Rios & Chen, 2014) and might be more accurate
and informative. Thus, we further hypothesized that people who face an opposing opinion
express their opinion after a longer delay (H1b) and later in the conversation (H1c) than people
who face a confirming opinion.
Overview of the Current Research

Based on the notion of the SOS and the MSE we predict that people who face an
opposing opinion are less likely to express their opinion (H1a), after a longer delay (longer
response times; H1b), and later in a conversation (first response to the conversation is later;
H1c) than people facing a confirming opinion. Participants listened to a pre-taped conversation
with various statements on a diversely discussed topic. Two people brought forward the
statements in Experiment 2.4 and three people in Experiment 2.5. After each statement,
participants had the opportunity to express their own opinion on what was said. Different from
Chapter Ila, we did not consider the minority status in society in the following experiments, but
rather locally create a minority vs. majority by confronting participants with a group of people
expressing a confirming vs. opposing opinion.

We conducted two pretests before we ran the two multi-trial experiments. In the first
pretest, we conducted the topic for the experiments. Expressing opposing opinions less should
only be true when there is no consensus in society about the topic (e.g., Jeffres et al., 1999, see
also Chapter | of this dissertation). The pretest revealed that the implementation of a Veggie
Day in canteens is diversely discussed among students, and thus both sides of the argumentation
strands are plausible in a conversation. In a second pretest, we evaluated the experiments'
arguments to ensure that all arguments are equally persuasive. In order to select 24 arguments

(12 in favor and 12 against a VVeggie Day), we excluded all arguments which were accepted or
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rejected by most students and selected arguments that had a high conviction (arguments with a
high mean). All arguments were recorded by women and men to avoid gender confounds. For
those indicating male gender, participants heard the recordings of the male speakers; if another
gender was specified (female, diverse, other), participants heard the recordings of the female
speakers.

In addition, we investigated whether fear of backlash from others mediated the impact
of the faced opinion on all three dependent variables, given that we found such an effect in
Chapter Ila.

Preregistration

Given that our experimental material was language intense material and designed for
undergraduates, we only included German native speakers in our analyses and excluded non-
students and atypical students older than 35 years. Further, psychology students were excluded
because they might be aware of our hypotheses.

Ideal minimum sample size was computed prior to data collection for both experiments
with G*power (Erdfelder et al., 2009; (1-B) = .90, a = .05, expected medium effect size: f = .25:
required N = 171). Data collection stopped after the end of a pre-defined duration (two weeks).

Experiment 2.4
Method

Participants

One hundred and ninety-eight undergraduate students from the University of Tibingen
participated in the experiment in exchange for 8.00 €. Twenty-five participants were excluded
due to our preregistered exclusion criteria (one data withdrawal, one over 35 years, 18 not

German native speakers®, five psychology students). The final sample size was N = 178

& Analyses with non-German native speakers show similar results in both experiments.
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participants (141 females, 34 men, 3 did not indicate their gender; Mage = 22.98, SDage = 3.32,
range = 18-34).

Design

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions (faced opinion:
confirming vs. opposing). To be able to provide them with the respective materials, we assessed
their own opinion (against vs. in favor of a VVeggie Day).

Procedure and Measures

The experiment was programmed and ran in Medialab (v2016.1.104) and was the third
experiment of a set of unrelated experiments®. The experiment was conducted in the laboratory
in private cubicles. Up to six participants took part in the experiment at a time. They received
all instructions on screen.

First, we assessed participants’ opinions regarding several political stances, among them
the implementation of a VVeggie Day in Tlbingen canteens. We assessed own opinion on a 10-
point scale (1 - On certain days (Veggie Days) only vegetarian and vegan food and no meat
should be offered in canteens to 10 — The canteen should not introduce a fixed meat-free day
(Veggie Day). A meat variant should always be available). For the analyses, the responses of
own opinion were recoded to a two-level scale (in favor vs. against a Veggie Day). For this,
numbers from 1 to 5 were coded as in favor, and responses from 6 to 10 as against a Veggie
Day. After this initial assessment, we ran an unrelated experiment in order to have some time
passed between the opinion expression and the main part of the experiment. Thus, participants
were not suspicious of the underlying research question.

In the second phase of this experiment, we asked participants to put on headsets and
imagine being in the following situation: “You are at a party of friends from the university. You

have been in the kitchen with two other people from the party for some time. One of the two

¥ Reported effects were qualified by these manipulations.
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persons brings up the implementation of the Veggie Day in canteens, and a conversation
develops. Both are in favor of (or against) the implementation of a Veggie Day.” Depending on
the own opinion, participants either faced a confirming or opposing others’ opinion (faced
opinion. Participants were instructed that the conversation is an exchange of different
statements. As with any conversation, they had the opportunity to comment on what has been
said after each statement or continue listening. Participants decided as quickly as possible to
express their opinion (press the space bar) or not (wait till the next person takes the floor).
Participants heard 12 statements in total. As mentioned above, to avoid confounds due to the
gender of the speakers, participants always listened to a speaker of the same sex (diverse
participants listened to female speakers).

Dependent Measures. We recorded whether participants responded (readiness to
respond, H1a), their response times on each trial (response time, H1b), as well as on which trial
participants responded the first time (first response, H1c).

Further, participants completed a questionnaire about their fear of backlash from others
(three self-generated items on a 7-point scale, 1- not at all to 7-extremely strong, o = .61, e.g.,
“How strong did you feel that you would have been excluded when you would have expressed
yourself in the conversation?”). For correlations and other measures that were taken for
exploratory purposes after the reported measures for this and the following experiment, see
Appendix B.2.

Results

Multilevel analyses were carried out as they allow assessing relationships on a trial-by-
trial level (Judd et al., 2012). The models were fit using the R packages ImerTest and Ime4
(Bates et al., 2015; Kuznetsova et al., 2016). To control for eventual differences, random
intercepts for participants, the respective trial without the first trial (because we assumed that

the response in the first trial might differ from the others as participants need to get used to the
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paradigm)*°, and for the played argument (because arguments slightly varied in length) were
planned. However, due to almost no variance of played argument and thus, singularity and
convergence problems for H1la the random effect for played argument was not included in the
model*. Fixed effects for the predictors own opinion (against: -1, in favor: 1) and faced opinion:
(confirming: -1, opposing: 1) were included in all models.

To test H1a, a logistic regression of readiness to respond on own and faced opinion, as
well as their interaction, was carried out. We conducted a linear multiple regression with the
same predictors as before and response times as criterion for H1b. Response times were log-
transformed to correct for skewed distribution. For H1c, we conducted a Poisson regression for
first response with the same predictors as above. For an overview of descriptive statistics for

the dependent variables of the two experiments, see Table 2.1).

10 Excluding this random intercept from the analyses qualifies reported effects of Experiment 2.4 and does not
change the reported effects of Experiment 2.5.

11 Analyses with played argument in the model as random intercept show similar results (with warnings).
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Table 2.1

Means and (Standard Deviations) for all Dependent Variables for Experiments 2.4 and 2.5

Own opinion Against In favor
Faced opinion Confirming Opposing Confirming Opposing
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

Experiment 2.4

Readiness to respond  0.66 (0.48) 0.64 (0.48) 0.62 (0.49) 0.75 (0.43)

Response time 6.85 (0.90) 6.81 (0.87) 7.03 (0.81) 6.74 (0.84)

First response 1.76 (0.93) 1.72 (0.85) 2.05 (1.49) 1.49 (0.60)

Fear of backlash 2.81(1.30) 4.39 (1.39) 2.87 (1.42) 4.05 (1.32)
Experiment 2.5

Readiness to respond  0.35 (0.48) 0.49 (0.50) 0.39 (0.49) 0.43 (0.50)

Response time 6.69 (0.83) 6.81 (0.78) 6.87 (0.78) 6.74 (0.88)

First response 2.63 (2.24) 2.57 (1.79) 3.51(2.72) 3.24 (3.09)

Fear of backlash 3.31(1.26) 5.41 (1.97) 3.45(1.83) 4.49 (1.92)

Test of Hypotheses

Predicting Readiness to Respond (H1a). We hypothesized that people who face an opposing
opinion are less likely to express their opinion than people facing a confirming opinion.
Different than expected, we did not obtain a main effect of faced opinion, B =0.21, SE = 0.13,
z=1.62, p=.105, 95%-CI = [-0.462; 0.046], and also no effect of own opinion, B=0.17, SE =
0.13,z=1.38, p =.167, 95%-CI = [-0.076; 0.432]. However, the interaction of own and faced
opinion was significant, B = 0.26, SE = 0.13, z = 2.08, p = .038, 95%-CI = [0.012; 0.520].
Pairwise comparisons revealed that when faced with an opposing opinion, participants who

were against (compared to in favor of) the Veggie Day expressed themselves less, AM = -0.44,
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SE =0.18, p =.016, 95%-CI = [-0.794; -0.081]. No significant differences occurred when faced
with a confirming others opinion.

Predicting Response Times (H1b). We further predicted that people who face an opposing
opinion express their opinion after a longer delay than people who face a confirming opinion.
Different than expected, participants responded faster when facing an opposing (M = 6.77, SD
= 0.85) than a confirming (M = 6.93, SD = 0.87) opinion, B =-0.08, SE = 0.03, t (159.20) = -
2.67, p =.008, 95%-ClI = [-0.144; -0.022]. No main effect of own opinion, B = 0.03, SE = 0.03,
t(159.23) =1.10, p =.272, 95%-CI =[-0.027; 0.096], but again an interaction of both predictors
emerged, B =-0.06, SE = 0.03, t (60.76) = -2.07, p = .043, 95%-C| = [-0.127; -0.002] 2. Pairwise
comparisons showed that people who were faced with a confirming opinion expressed their
opinion after a longer delay when they were in favor (compared to against) a Veggie-Day, AM
= 0.10, SE = 0.04, p = .029, 95%-CI = [0.010; 0.188], whereas no such differences occurred
when facing an opposing others opinion.

Predicting the First Response (H1c). We predicted that people who face an opposing opinion
express their opinion later in a conversation than people facing a confirming opinion. Results
showed neither a main effect of faced opinion, B =-0.08, SE = 0.06, z = -1.44, p =.150, 95%-
CI =[-0.201; 0.030], nor a main effect of own opinion, B = 0.00, SE =0.06, z =0.04, p = .968,
95%-CI = [-0.114; 0.118], nor an interaction of both predictors, B =-0.08, SE = 0.06, z =-1.29,
p =.196, 95%-CIl = [-0.192; 0.039]. Hence, people facing an opposing compared to confirming
others’ opinion did not differ regarding their first opinion expression within the conversation.
Additional Analysis.

Fear of Backlash From Others Depending on Faced Opinion. To test whether people who

face an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion experience more fear of backlash from

12 Exclusion of response times below 300ms resulted in a marginal interaction of own and faced opinion but

were not preregistered.
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others, we submitted fear to an ANOVA. People who faced an opposing opinion indicated more
fear (M = 4.21, SD = 1.36) than those who faced a confirming opinion (M = 2.84, SD = 1.34),
F(1, 174) = 46.61, p < .001, n?. = .211, 90%-CI = [.127; .294]*. No significant differences
occurred for own opinion, F(1, 174) = 0.43, p = .513, n%. = .002, 90%-CI = [.000; .027] and
also the interaction was not significant, F(1, 174) = 0.97, p = .327, n%. = .006, 90%-CI = [.000;
.036], (see Table 2.1).

Mediation via Fear of Backlash From Others. We further investigated whether fear of
backlash from others mediates the impact of faced opinion on all three dependent variables:
readiness to respond, response times, and first response. Tests were conducted using the
packages lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and processR (Moon, 2020) in R with 5000 bootstrap samples.
Analyses revealed that only the indirect effect of faced opinion via fear on response times
emerged, B =-0.03, SE= 0.01, 95%-CI = [-0.049; -0.006], (for statistical details see Table 2.2).
An opposing opinion increased fear, B = 0.66, SE = 0.03, 95%-CI = [0.599; 0.734], and
increased fear led to faster response times, B = -0.04, SE = 0.02, 95%-CI1 = [-0.073; -0.009].
However, as the other indirect effects did not emerge significant fear of backlash from others

seems not to mediate the impact of faced opinion on opinion expression and first response.

13 For n?%., we report 90% instead of 95% confidence intervals following the recommendations of Lakens (2013).
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Table 2.2
Indirect Effects of Faced Opinion via Fear of Backlash From Others on Readiness to Respond,

Response Times, and First Response Conducted With Lavaan and ProcessR in R for Experiment

2.4
Faced opinion
B 95%-ClI
Readiness to respond 0.00 [-0.007; 0.014]
Response times (log) -0.03 [-0.049; -0.006]
First response -0.07 [-0.163; 0.006]
Discussion

The goal of the present experiment was to investigate whether people who face an
opposing opinion are less likely to express their opinion and, if they do so, whether it happens
after a longer delay and later in a conversation. To this end, we developed a multi-trial paradigm
to address the criticism of earlier research. We did not find support for our hypotheses. Contrary
to our hypotheses, people who were faced with an opposing (than confirming) others opinion
responded faster. This is not in line with the MSE (e.g., Bassili, 2003).

Even though the interaction of own and faced opinion on readiness to respond and
response times emerged, both interactions were driven by different simple comparisons. The
readiness to respond differed, depending on the position of one's own opinion, only when
confronted with an opposing opinion, whereas the response times differed when confronted
with a confirming opinion. Therefore, the findings are inconsistent.

As expected, and in line with Experiment 2.3 of Chapter Ila, people who were faced

with an opposing others opinion indicated more fear of backlash from others. However,
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increased fear of backlash from others resulted in faster (and not slower) response times and
therefore contradicts our assumption.

However, due to programming restrictions and the experimental design of the
experiment, some arguments had a delay of some milliseconds before participants were able to
respond. Thus, it remains unclear whether the effects on response times emerged due to personal
aspects or due to impure response times. Hence, we designed Experiment 2.5 as a conceptual
replication of Experiment 2.4 with some exceptions. First, we reduced methodological
weaknesses and measured exact response times. By doing so, we addressed the problem of
impure response times from Experiment 2.4 and can make a more precise statement whether
people respond faster when facing an opposing others opinion within our paradigm. Second,
we used a different scenario, as a party setting is still artificial for participants in the laboratory.
Besides, Noelle-Neumann (2001; Noelle-Neumann & Petersen, 2004) already argued that a
social gathering scenario such as a party is less optimal because people might be too polite
towards the host to express their true opinions, and also the public character may not be ensured.
Third, for the adequate assessment of fear we used improved and more items to measure fear

of backlash from others and extended the number of faced communicators from one to two.

Experiment 2.5

Method

Design and Participants

The same between-participants design as in Experiment 2.4 was conducted with two
conditions for faced opinion: confirming vs. opposing. Similarly, participants’ own opinions
(against vs. in favor of a Veggie Day) were assessed to provide them with respective materials.
Participants were compensated with 8 € for an hour-long laboratory session.

Two hundred undergraduate students from the University of Tlbingen participated in

the experiment. Twelve participants were excluded due to our preregistered exclusion criteria
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(one over 35 years, nine not German native speakers, two psychology students). Final sample
size was N = 188 participants (134 females, 49 men, 1 diverse, 4 did not indicate their gender;
Mage = 23.76, SDage = 3.41, range = 18-35).

Procedure and Measures

This time, the experiment was programmed and ran in directRT (v2016.1.104). The
main procedure and measures were almost the same as in Experiment 2.4 with the following
exceptions: First, we asked participants about their opinion about implementing a Veggie Day
in canteens and dropped the filler items. Second, we changed the scenario. This time,
participants were told that the recorded conversation is the product of a previous experiment in
which participants had to record their opinion on the implementation of a VVeggie day. Third,
we increased the number of speakers to three and announced that participants would tape their
own arguments if they respond within the scenario. These arguments would then be presented
to the speakers, and participants could sign up for another experiment to meet the speakers and
to discuss the topic in person. Therefore, headsets and cameras were attached. All this was
meant to put participants into a stronger minority position and to increase the feeling of a social
situation (i.e., an audience). Finally, we assessed fear of backlash from others with ten self-
generated items (o = .91, e.g., “I have the feeling that the other participants will accept me”).
Higher values indicated more fear of backlash from others. All variables were assessed on a 10-
point-scale.
Results

As in Experiment 2.4 own opinion was recoded into a dichotomous response: Responses
from one to five indicated an own opinion against and responses below six an opinion in favor
of a Veggie Day. Again, multilevel analyses to test Hla (logistic regression on readiness to
respond) and H1b (linear multiple regression on log-transformed response times) were carried
out and were fit using the R packages ImerTest and Ime4 (Bates et al., 2015; Kuznetsova et al.,

2016). Equivalent random intercepts for participants, the respective trial without the first trial
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(as the first trial may vary), and the played argument, as well as fixed effects for the predictors
own opinion (against: -1, in favor: 1), and faced opinion: (confirming: -1, opposing: 1) were
included in all models. To test H1c, a Poisson regression for first response with the same
predictors was conducted.

Test of Hypotheses

Predicting Readiness to Respond (H1a). We predicted that people who face an opposing
opinion are less likely to express their opinion compared to people who face a confirming
opinion. Different than predicted, people who faced an opposing opinion responded more often
(M =0.70, SD = 0.50), compared to people who faced a confirming opinion (M = 0.64, SD =
0.48), B = 0.35, SE = 0.17, z = 2.05, p = .040, 95%-CI = [0.011; 0.693]. There was no main
effect of own opinion, B =-0.03, SE = 0.17, z =-0.19, p = .850, 95%-CI = [-0.371; 0.308], and
no interaction, B =-0.23, SE = 0.18, z =-1.28, p = .200, 95%-CI = [-0.594; 0.126].

Predicting Response Times (H1b). Our prediction that people who face an opposing opinion
express their opinion after a longer delay than people who face a confirming opinion, was not
supported. Different than in Experiment 2.4, analyses revealed no main effect of faced opinion,
B =-0.00, SE = 0.04, t (142.31) = -0.11, p = .916, 95%-CI = [-0.087; 0.078], no main effect of
own opinion, B = 0.01, SE = 0.04, t (142.17) = 0.32, p = .753, 95%-CI = [-0.070; 0.096], and
no interaction of faced and own opinion, B =-0.08, SE = 0.05, t (51.71) =-1.64, p = .107, 95%-
Cl =[-0.017; 0.179]*.

Predicting the Time of the First Response (H1c). We further predicted that people facing an
opposing opinion express their opinion later in a conversation compared to people facing a
confirming opinion. People holding an opinion in favor of a Veggie-Day responded later (M =
3.38, SD = 2.89) then people holding an opinion against it (M = 2.60, SD = 2.00), B =0.13, SE

=0.05, z = 2.59, p = .010, 95%-CI = [0.033; 0.230]. However, our predicted main effect of

14 Exclusion of response times below 300ms did not change results.
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faced opinion did not emerge, B = -0.03, SE = 0.05, z = -0.52, p = .602, 95%-CI = [-0.125;
0.072], and neither did the interaction, B = -0.01, SE = 0.05, z = -0.28, p =.779, 95%-CI = [-
0.113; 0.084].

Additional Analysis

Fear of Backlash From Others Depending on Faced Opinion: Again, we explored with an
ANOVA whether people who face an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion experience
more fear of backlash from others. As in Experiment 2.4, participants who were faced with an
opposing others opinion indicated more fear (M = 4.83; SD = 1.98) than those who faced a
confirming others’ opinion (M = 3.39, SD = 1.62), F(1, 184) = 31.07, p <.001, n%. = .144, 90%-
Cl = [.074; .221]. No significant differences occurred for own opinion, F(1, 184) = 1.77, p =
186, n?%. = .010, 90%-CI = [.000; .044]. However, a trend towards an interaction of own and
faced opinion revealed, F(1, 184) = 3.89, p = .050, n?p. = .021, 90%-CI = [.000; .065], (see
Table 2.1). Pairwise comparison revealed that among people against a Veggie Day the effect of
faced opinion was stronger, AM = 2.10, SE = 0.42, p < .001, 95%-CI = [1.273; 2.935] than
among people in favor of a Veggie Day, AM = 1.05, SE = 0.33, p = .002, 95%-CI = [0.395;
1.700].

Mediation via Fear of Backlash From Others: We tested whether fear of backlash from
others mediated the impact of faced opinion on readiness to respond, response times, and first
response. Tests were conducted using the packages lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and processR
(Moon, 2020) in R with 5000 bootstrap samples. Different than in Experiment 2.4, none of the
indirect effects of faced opinion via fear on any of the expression variables emerged.
Accordingly, fear of backlash from others did not mediate the impact of faced opinion on
readiness to respond, nor on response times, nor on first response (for statistical details, see

Table 2.3).
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Table 2.3
Indirect Effects of Faced Opinion via Fear of Backlash From Others on Readiness to Respond,

Response Times, and First Response Conducted With Lavaan and ProcessR in R for Experiment

2.5.
Faced opinion
B 95%-Cl
Readiness to respond -0.00 [-0.011; 0.006]
Response times (log) 0.02 [-0.003; 0.050]
First response 0.14 [-0.057; 0.362]
Discussion

The aim of Experiment 2.5 was a conceptual replication of Experiment 2.4 with improved
measurements and the usage of a more realistic scenario. None of our hypotheses were
confirmed, and the results also did not replicate the effect found in Experiment 2.4. People were
even more (and not less) likely to express their opinion when facing an opposing compared to
confirming opinion. This is in line with the results of Experiment 2.3 of Chapter Ila. Facing an
opposing opinion seems to increase readiness to respond in an ongoing conversation.

Also different from Experiment 2.4, neither own nor faced opinion or an interplay of
both indicated differences in response times. Further, the indirect effect via fear of backlash
from others on response times did not emerge. Hence, results in Experiment 2.4 may indeed
have been an artifact due to programming restrictions and not due to personal aspects or
differences in the persuasiveness of arguments.

Finally, when people faced an opposing (than confirming) opinion, they indicated more
fear of backlash from others. This finding is in line with earlier results. In addition, we found

that this is more prevalent for people holding an opinion against (compared to in favor of) a
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Veggie Day. This also could indicate that people in favor of a Veggie Day think to have the
future majority opinion on their side or are more used to confrontations (as they may experience
those more often in their daily life), and therefore experience less fear of backlash from others
when facing an opposing opinion.
General Discussion

The present research investigated opinion expression in a conflictual situation (inspired
by the SOS) and the MSE within one paradigm for the first time and thus addressed criticism
on the SOS research such as methodological weaknesses in an experimental setting by using a
conversational context with pre-taped statements and several turns to respond. We aimed to test
whether people who face an opposing opinion are less likely to express their opinion after a
longer delay and later in a conversation compare to people who face a confirming opinion. We
further investigated whether this is mediated by fear of backlash from others. Across both
experiments, we found inconsistent results and no evidence for our predictions.

Different than expected, in Experiment 2.5, people who faced an opposing opinion were
even more likely to express their opinion than people who faced a confirming others’ opinion®.
While this is in line with our earlier findings (see Experiment 2.3 of Chapter 1la), it is neither
in line with the notion of the SOS (Noelle-Neumann, 2001) nor with information sharing in
groups (Asch, 1956; Usto et al., 2019). As assumed in Chapter Ila, one explanation could be
that whether a conversation is already ongoing (compared to whether it would be initiated when
an opinion is expressed) indeed makes a difference. People might express themselves more
often when they can add something to a conversation, and this might especially be the case if
people feel that they can add a new stance and point of view to the conversation and thus
improve it. Earlier research already demonstrated a sensitivity of people to the informativeness

of information (e.g., advice; Hitter & Ache, 2016). In addition, people seem to express

15 Descriptively this was also the case for Experiment 2.4.
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themselves more (Schulz-Hardt et al., 2006), for instance, by expressing innovative thoughts
(De Dreu & West, 2001) when a dissent about a topic exists, especially when this is morally
loaded (Hornsey et al., 2003). Thus, within an ongoing conversation (a situation with several
turns, as in our experiments) about a morally loaded topic (e.g., a Veggie Day), in particular,
people with an opposing opinion seem to express their opinion as they can add something new
—even though this could lead to a conflictual situation and backlash from others. Future research
should, therefore, explicitly investigate and compare the differences between an ongoing
conversation and a single statement on opinion expression and investigate why people facing
an opposing opinion contribute more and whether adding something is one reason to gain more
insights in this regard.

We further could not find evidence for a MSE (e.g., longer response times) nor for a later
response within the conversation in the current experiments. A MSE does not seem to occur in
a conversational setting like ours, or the paradigm was not suitable for measuring a MSE. Our
paradigm deviated strongly from the MSE paradigm. In the present experiments, participants
responded if they wanted to express themselves and waited for the conversation to continue
when they did not want to express their opinion. In contrast, within the MSE research (Bassili,
2003; Huge & Glynn, 2013), participants were supposed to respond to a stimulus as quickly as
possible. It can be assumed that the different tasks (and their framing) hindered a MSE from
occurring. By the nature of our task, more reflective considerations/opinions may have already
been made than in the MSE task, thereby possibly prevented the MSE.

Across both experiments (and in line with Experiment 2.3 of Chapter Ila), more fear of
backlash from others was indicated when facing an opposing opinion. Hence, people seem to
be aware that backlash from others may follow if they would express their opinion when facing
an opposing opinion. This is in line with existing research, which also found evidence for
increased fear of being treated unfavorably for people facing an opposing opinion (Ho &

McLeod, 2008; Neubaum & Krémer, 2018). However, within the paradigm of the current



Chapter II: Opinion Expression in Interactive Contexts 69

experiments, the results suggest that fear of backlash from others does not seem to mediate
opinion expression. This may be due to the different fear items we used compared to the
previous experiments in Chapter lla. The items of the present experiments focused more on fear
of social isolation, whereas in Chapter Ila the focus was on fear for confrontation — both are
different instances of backlash from others. A difference of those two fear aspects on opinion
expression was already found by Neubaum and Krédmer (Neubaum & Krémer, 2018). They
tested different aspects of fear of backlash from others (fear of rejection, fear of being judged,
and fear of being personally attacked) and found only a mediation of the latter on opinion
expression. Fear of confrontation is closest to fear of being personally attacked, whereas fear
of rejection or being judged is closest to fear of isolation. This could explain the inconsistent
results across experiments in Chapters Ila and I1b.

An explanation why we found no evidence for any of our predictions could be that — even
though our paradigm already addressed several points of the criticism — it might have still not
addressed all aspects properly. As the conversation consisted of audio files of pre-taped
statements, participants did not face the speakers in reality or saw any mimic or other social
cues. Maybe due to this diminished social richness, the faced opinion was not as strong as it
would be in face-to-face interactions (for first evidence see, Ho & McLeod, 2008). Further,
even though we assessed readiness to respond, people only could indicate that they would
express their opinion but could not actually express their opinion. Hypothetical communication
scenarios (as it was the case in the present experiments) were questioned about their external
validity (Glynnetal., 1997; Hayes, 2007; Scheufele et al., 2001) as no actual opinion expression
takes place. Future research should therefore expand and improve the used paradigm of this
chapter by not only providing the opportunity of several responses but also providing the
opportunity of actual opinion expression, and thus increase external validity and

generalizability.



Chapter II: Opinion Expression in Interactive Contexts 70

Despite the limitations mentioned above, the current experiments also offer a major
strength. The present research was the first to develop and test a paradigm that addresses some
of the criticisms of the SOS within an interactive context. As a result, it provides a valuable and
innovative paradigm to investigate social influence on opinion expression in experimental
contexts and should be used in future research. Within our experiments, we used it to examine
the faced opinion within a conversation (and thus, the local minority/majority opinion within a
situation), but it is also assumable to test the notion of the SOS by using a topic with a clear
majority opinion in society as this might provide a deeper understanding of whether minority
opinions are (not) expressed.

To sum up, the current experiments do not support our assumption that people who face an
opposing opinion express themselves less in a conversation. The findings rather indicate that
opposing opinions are more likely to be expressed when it comes to a more realistic interactive
context than confirming opinions. An interactive context such as an ongoing conversation with
multiple turns might increase the expression of opposing opinions, as it might be a lower barrier
to bring up a new, differing thought to an ongoing conversation (which can subsequently be
discussed).

Allin all, our experiments of Chapter Ila and Ilb, however, indicate that, contrary to existing
research, the notion of the SOS has a smaller impact on opinion expression as assumed. In
addition, across Chapter Ila and Ilb, our research provides first insights about some important
issues such as the impact of different aspects of fear of backlash from others on opinion
expression as well as the importance of whether a conversation is already ongoing or would be
initiated by an expression of opinion. However, thus far, in both Chapters (Chapter Ila and I1b),
we used scenarios and did not provide the opportunity for expressing or writing down their

opinion. This, however, would increase external validity and therefore seems necessary.
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Chapter 111 — Opinion Expression in Non-Interactive Contexts

Chapter Il1a — Actual Opinion Expression in the Laboratory in a Non-

Interactive Context

The previous Chapter Il addressed opinion expression within interactive contexts such
as a conversation on a train ride, at a party, or the possibility to interact with other participants.
Across the presented research, findings on opinion expression were inconsistent. However, in
preceding experiments, opinion expression of people holding a deviant (e.g., a minority or
opposing) opinion in an interactive context was mostly tested in hypothetical face-to-face
contexts (e.g., within a train scenario). Such hypothetical interactive contexts have already been
lamented by researchers because of questionable external validity (Glynn et al., 1997; Hayes,
2007; Scheufele et al., 2001) and might explain inconsistent findings. A first attempt to assess
actual rather than hypothetical responses was made in Experiment 2.3 of Chapter Ila as well as
in experiments of Chapter Ilb by pressing a keyboard key if people wanted to express their
opinion within the scenario. We further announced a discussion at the end of Experiment 2.5
of Chapter I1b and installed webcams and headsets to strengthen the impression of a subsequent
recording of opinion. Nevertheless, people never really had the opportunity to express their
actual opinion and put forward their arguments. In the experiments presented in this chapter,
we aim to go one step further and ask people about their opinion and provide the opportunity
for actual opinion expression.

For this, we chose the context of product evaluation portals. The advantage of product
evaluation portals is that a clear majority opinion is visible by the given overall rating of a
product as well as the faced opinion due to the reviews of others. Furthermore, those websites
are specifically created to express opinions and thus provide an optimal context for assessing
opinion expression and thereby gaining a deeper understanding of whether deviant opinions are

being expressed. In line with the summarized literature in Chapter I and the preceding Chapters
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Ila and Ilb, we still predict that the likelihood to express one’s opinion (e.g., writing a review)
will be smaller when the overall rating of a product is not in line (compared to in line) with
one’s own opinion.

Product Evaluation Portals and Opinion Expression

Product reviews are public testimonials from customers about products that can be
submitted in an online store or on an online marketplace such as Amazon. For customers, they
offer the opportunity to express their opinion about a product and thus help other interested
parties in their purchase decision. When searching for a specific product, a consumer no longer
necessarily must rely on product information from the manufacturer or seller but can take
advantage of the real experiences of other consumers. To be able to rely on such reviews, it is
important that people express their opinion by contributing product reviews in evaluation
portals. Already in 2016, over 80% of Germans had written at least one review for an online
evaluation portal (HolidayCheck Group, 2016). Still, so far, research had mostly focused on the
influence of reviews on sales (e.g., Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; Park et al., 2019) or the motives
for contributing (Cheung & Lee, 2012; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004) but limited attention,
however, was paid to whether the summary statistics of existing reviews (e.g., an overall rating)
influences one’s prospective opinion expression (e.g., contributing a review). Hence, we aim to
investigate opinion expression in product evaluation portals in our research after seeing a
summary statistic (overall rating).

Even though in the experiments reported so far we did not find evidence for less opinion
expression when facing an opposing and majority opinion, a substantial body of earlier research
supported this assumption as described in Chapter I: People express their opinion either when
they face a confirming opinion (faced opinion; e.g., Asch, 1956; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005)
or when they perceive that the majority opinion is in line with their own opinion (majority
opinion; Noelle-Neuman, 2001). In daily life, the majority and faced opinion often coincide

like it is the case in the context of product evaluations. The summary statistics of given reviews
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(overall rating) reflects the majority opinion, as well as the faced opinion, as it reflects the
opinions of most people of society about the product and at the same time the opinion with
which one is faced in the (contribution/purchase) situation. Purchasers see the overall rating
(and respective reviews) when purchasing a product and may remember this overall rating when
contributing a review. In some cases, people are even exposed to the overall rating again before
expressing their opinion (contribute a review). This re-presentation might have an impact on
opinion expression.

The main difference between our former experiments and expressing opinions on
product evaluation portal is the given anonymity. So far, we assessed opinion expression in an
interactive context. Participants imagined interacting with certain persons face-to-face or at
least thought to record statements that will be played to a group of people afterwards. Hence,
the participants’ anonymity in those situations was relatively low, whereas in the context of
rating a product, the given anonymity will be high. As mentioned in Chapter I, people seem to
be more willing to express their (deviant) opinion if the given anonymity is high, which is
mostly the case in non-interactive contexts such as a product evaluation portal (Ho & McLeod,
2008; Wu & Atkin, 2018). In product evaluation portals, people can use pseudonyms or even
contribute a review anonymously if they want to. Further, within an anonym context (such as
product evaluation portals) the fear of backlash from others is diminished (W. G. Yun & Park,
2011) and differ from those in interactive contexts as scuffles might be minimized (for further
details, see Chapter I). Both, the high anonymity and the reduces fear of backlash can lead to
even more opinion expression of deviant opinions (Ho & McLeod, 2008; Wu & Atkin, 2018;
W. G. Yun & Park, 2011).

However, research on contributing reviews found that more positive reviews are
contributed to evaluation portals (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006, 2012; Dellarocas, 2003; Hu et
al., 2009; Schindler & Bickart, 2012). As most overall ratings of product evaluation portals are

relatively positive, opinions in line with the (positive) overall rating seem to be expressed
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preferably. Initial evidence that a given overall rating, however, indeed influences one’s opinion
expression was found by Cosley et al. (2003), who found that the presented overall rating
influences users of recommender systems and that they adapt their opinion on it. In general,
people express shared information over unshared information preferably (e.g., Stasser, 1992)
as shared information is easily assessable because it is shared by many and therefore has a
sampling advantage (Stasser, 1992). Especially in evaluating portals, many reviews that
correspond to the overall rating exist, and only some contradict it. Hence, due to the higher
accessibility of shared information, it seems that information in line with it (hence, opinions in
line with the overall rating) will mainly be expressed. In addition, people try to relate to others
by expressing shared information (Clark & Brennan, 1991) and thus avoid backlash from others
such as negative comments or accusations of false statements. Expressing an opinion in line
with the overall rating indicates that one is on the same page as others (Rios & Chen, 2014;
Wittenbaum et al., 2004) and may entail less backlash.

Overall, expressing an opinion within an anonym non-interactive context like a product
evaluation portal seems to increase opinion expression. However, much evidence for expressing
an opinion in line with the prevailing opinion (e.g., overall rating) exists. In line with our former
predictions and the evidence of previous research on expressing deviant opinions less in
interactive and non-interactive contexts, we assumed that opinions in line (compared to not in
line) with the overall rating are expressed preferentially.

An overall rating may further impact the length of contributed reviews (word count of
areview). The existent research investigated the role of review length for helpfulness (Mudambi
& Schuff, 2010; Pan & Zhang, 2011; Salehan & Kim, 2016; Schindler & Bickart, 2012; Wang
etal., 2019) or product sales (e.g., Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; Park et al., 2019) but, to the best
of our knowledge, did not examine the influence of a given overall rating on the length of
contributed reviews. Hence, it remains unclear whether the contributed reviews differ in their

length depending on whether the overall rating is (not) in line with one’s own opinion.
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However, as contributing a review and how long it is, is both a question of motivation we
assumed the same effects for review length as for contributing a review.

Thus, we assumed that the likelihood to express an opinion (contribute a review) is
smaller when one’s opinion about a product is not in line with the overall rating than when it is
in line with the overall rating (i.e., interaction of own opinion and overall rating; Hla). We
further predicted that the number of words a review contains is smaller when one’s own opinion
about a product is not in line with the overall rating (hence, shorter review length) than when it
is in line with the overall rating (i.e., interaction of own opinion and overall rating; H1b).

Overview of the Current Research

In two experiments, we investigated whether the contribution of reviews differs
depending on one’s own opinion and the overall rating presented. The own opinion was mainly
assessed to provide participants with the respective materials, but additionally provides insights
into whether people would be more likely to express their opinion to warn about bad products
(e.g., would express their opinion more in the case of negative overall ratings).

We invited participants to test and rate headsets. They were then informed about the
ostensible distribution of opinions (overall rating) in the respective population before the main
measures were taken by providing them with the opportunity to contribute a review. We
predicted the likelihood to contribute a review (H1a) and the number of words a review contains
(H1b) is smaller when the overall rating is not in line with one’s own opinion about a product
than when the overall rating is in line with it (i.e., an interaction of own opinion and overall
rating).

Preregistration

For Experiment 3.1, we originally preregistered a main effect of faced overall rating
rather than an interaction of own opinion and overall rating, but given that both analyses imply
the same comparison of cells, we consistently report the analyses as preregistered in Experiment

3.2 (an interaction of one’s own opinion and overall rating).
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Due to language intense material, we only included German native speakers in our
analyses. We excluded psychology students (as they might be suspicious of our hypothesis and
procedure), participants older than 35 years (due to specific characteristics of our local
participant pool), and participants with a hearing aid. For Experiment 3.2, we further excluded
participants with hearing impairment, red-green weakness, and participants who took part in
Experiment 3.1.

For both experiments ideal minimum sample size for a medium effect size (f = .20) was
determined with G*power (Erdfelder et al., 2009; a = .05; (1-p) =.80: N = 199).

Experiment 3.1
Method

Design and Participants

Experiment 3.1 was the first part of a one-hour long laboratory experiment with a 2
(own opinion: negative vs. positive, measured) x 2 (overall rating: negative vs. positive,
manipulated) between-participants design. Own opinion was assessed before participants were
randomly assigned to the conditions based on the overall rating. One hundred and ninety-nine
participants completed the experiment and were compensated with 8€ (for an hour). Thirteen
participants were excluded based on our preregistered criteria (5 Psychology students and 8
non-native speakers). The final sample consisted of N = 186 participants (52 male, 130 female,
1 diverse, and 3 did not indicate their gender; age: M = 23.75 years, SD = 3.58, range: 18-35).

Procedure and Measures

Participants received the information that we were looking for new headsets for our
laboratory and asked them to test these headsets for us as part of the experiment. First, in order
to generate a realistic setting and a plausible overall rating, participants saw an overview of
internet reviews for the headsets. Some reviews were very positive, some negative but balanced

in valence on average. The reviews provided no additional visual clue (e.g., stars) according to
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their valance. Afterwards, participants tested the headsets by themselves. To this end, they
listened to four different audio files (spoken words, noise, beep tones, and music).

Then, we assessed participants’ own opinions. Therefore, we asked them to rate the
headset on a self-generated four-point scale (1- very bad to 4 — very good). Participants could
choose one of four circles to indicate their own opinion about the product. A completely red
circle represented a very negative evaluation of the product, whereas a completely green circle
represented a very positive evaluation. We computed a dichotomous variable (own opinion) out
of the rating. A rating of 1 or 2 was counted as negative own opinion and a rating of 3 or 4 as
positive opinion.

Afterwards, participants saw a population rating (overall rating) in the form of a
distribution chart stating the summary opinion of earlier ratings. The overall rating either
indicated that in general, the product was rated very negative (-1: high percentage of given
reviews at the red circle) or very positive (1: high percentage of given reviews at the green

circle; see Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1
Population Rating (Overall Rating) in the Form of a Distribution Used in Experiments 3.1 and
3.2. The Left Distribution Indicated a Negative Overall Rating, the Right Distribution a Positive

Overall Rating
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An open text field followed this with the opportunity to contribute a review by
themselves with the instruction: “Is there anything else you want to tell us about the headset?*.
An open text field provides a high external validity as people can express their actual opinion
the same way as they would do it on real evaluation portals. We measured the likelihood to
contribute (0 — no review written to 1- review written) as well as the length of the reviews (word
count). Participants were debriefed after the full laboratory session and received their
compensation. For correlations and an overview of complete measures for this and the

following experiment, see Appendix C.1.
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Results

Test of Hypotheses

We tested our prediction that the likelihood to contribute a review is smaller when one’s
own opinion about a product is not in line (compared to is in line) with the overall rating, by
carrying out a logistic regression on likelihood of own opinion (negative: -1, positive: 1) and
overall rating (negative: -1, positive: 1), as well as their interaction. Neither overall rating B =
-0.05, SE = 0.15, 2 =-0.29, p =.769, 95%-CI = [-0.348; 0.258], nor own opinion B = -0.04, SE
=0.15,z=-0.26, p =.797, 95%-CI = [-0.344; 0.262] led to a smaller likelihood. Contradicting
our hypothesis, the interaction of own opinion and overall rating did not emerge B = -0.21, SE
=0.15,z=-1.35,p=.177, 95%-CI = [-0.513; 0.093].

Further, we predicted that the number of words a review contains is smaller when one’s
own opinion is not in line (compared to is in line) with the overall rating. To test this prediction,
we log transformed word count to correct for skewed distribution and conducted a linear
regression with the same predictors as above, and word count as criterion. Analyses revealed
no main effect of overall rating, B = 0.02, SE = 0.08, t(94) = 0.21, p = .831, 95%-ClI [-0.147;
0.183], no main effect of own opinion, B = -0.02, SE = 0.08, t(94) = -0.19, p = .849, 95%-ClI [-
0.181; 0.149], nor a significant interaction of both predictors, B = -0.04, SE = 0.08, t(94) = -
0.42, p=.672, 95%-ClI [-0.200; 0.130]. For descriptive statistics for Experiment 3.1 and 3.2 see

Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1

Means and Standard Deviations for Written Reviews and Word Count Across Experiment 3.1

and 3.2
Overall rating Negative Positive
Own opinion Negative Positive Negative Positive
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Experiment 3.1
Review 0.50 (0.51) 0.58 (0.50) 0.58 (0.50) 0.46 (0.50)
Word count 19.30 (14.30) 18.40 (0.51) 21.30 (14.20)  20.05 (15.20)
Experiment 3.2
Review 0.68 (0.48) 0.76 (0.43) 0.70 (0.47) 0.86 (0.35)
Word count 25.80 (17.90)  29.40 (20.50) 28.10 (12.10)  30.30 (12.20)
Discussion

Experiment 3.1 did not provide evidence for our hypothesis that the likelihood to
contribute a review and the length of a review (word count) are both lower when one’s own
opinion is not in line with the overall rating (e.g., own opinion is positive and overall rating is
negative) about a product compared to in line (e.g., own and overall rating are positive). One
constraint could have been our experimental manipulation. As our review selection at the
beginning was balanced in valance, the impression might evoke that the product was rated
neutral rather than positive or negative on average. In other words, our initial presentation of a
balanced review selection in their valances might have denounced the perception of the
presented overall rating. Further, we presented the overall rating on one page without ensuring
that participants may have continued without taking the overall rating into account (just clicking
through the experiment). To address both potential limitations of Experiment 3.1, we conducted

a conceptual replication in which we made the overall rating more salient.
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Experiment 3.2

Method

Design and Participants

Experiment 3.2 closely replicated Experiment 3.1. Therefore, only differences in the
methods are described here. One hundred and ninety-nine undergraduates participated. 25 were
excluded based on our preregistered exclusion criteria (5 Psychology students, 14 not native
speakers, 5 hearing impairment, and 1 with red-green weakness). The final sample size
consisted of N = 174 participants (48 male, 117 female, 3 diverse, and 6 did not indicate their
gender, age: M = 23.09 years, SD = 3.07, range: 18-34).

Procedure and Measures

Different than in Experiment 3.1, participants did not see an overview of reviews before
testing the headset by themselves. Instead, reviews were presented after the overall rating.
Further, these reviews were not balanced in valence but rather corresponded to the underlying
overall rating (e.g., in case of a negative overall rating, more negative reviews were displayed).
Nine reviews were presented with a visual cue and a header to indicate straight away whether
it is positive or negative in valence. The reviews themselves were only revealed one after the
other with a delay of 4000 ms to increase the likelihood that participants start with reading.
Results

Test of Hypotheses

As in Experiment 3.1 we predicted that the likelihood to contribute a review is smaller
when one’s own opinion about a product is not in line (compared to is in line) with the overall
rating. To test this, we carried out a logistic regression on likelihood of own opinion (negative:
-1, positive: 1) and overall rating (negative: -1, positive: 1), as well as their interaction. No
main effect of overall rating, B=0.179, SE =0.19, z =0.95, p =.340, 95%-CI = [-0.188; 0.552],
and only a marginal effect of own opinion emerged, B = 0.36, SE = 0.19, z = 1.94, p = .053,

95%-ClI = [-0.006; 0.734], suggesting that a positive own opinion about the product is linked to
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a slightly higher likelihood to contribute a review. However, the predicted interaction was again
not significant, B = 0.15, SE = 0.19, z = 0.82, p = .414, 95%-CI = [-0.213; 0.526].

Further, to test whether the number of words a review contain is smaller when one’s
own opinion is not in line (compared to is in line) with the overall rating, we conducted a linear
regression on word count with the same predictors as before. A marginal main effect of overall
rating emerged, B = 0.12, SE = 0.06, t(130) = 1.85, p = .066, 95%-CI [-0.008; 0.241], pointing
out that people contribute slightly longer reviews when facing a positive overall rating. There
was neither a main effect own opinion, B = 0.04, SE = 0.06, t(130) = 0.70, p = .484, 95%-ClI [-
0.080; 0.169], nor a significant interaction of both predictors, B = -0.01, SE = 0.06, t(130) = -
0.23, p = .815, 95%-CI [-0.139; 0.110].

Discussion

As in Experiment 3.1, we did not find group differences regarding the likelihood of
contributing a review or review length. Thus, even with a stronger manipulation of the overall
rating participants did not differ in their likelihood to contribute a review. Results indicate that
people who rated the headset positive tended to contribute more reviews. Further, a positive
overall rating was tendentially associated with longer reviews. However, those findings did not
emerge significantly and were only found in one of the two experiments. Therefore, we consider
them not substantiated. As both experiments did not reveal significant results but had an
identical experimental design and dependent variables, we carried out an internal meta-analysis
on aggregated effects. Thereby, we gain a comprehensive overview of the effects and an
understanding of the robustness of the (null) results and get an insight into how to proceed in
the future.

Meta-Analysis Across two Experiments
In two internal meta-analyses, we sought to test our predictions that the likelihood to contribute
a review (H1a) and the number of words a review contains (H1b) are smaller when one’s own

opinion about a product is not in line (compared to is in line) with the overall rating. Using
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meta-analyses on aggregated effects to test effects across experiments, we first converted effect
sizes from both experiments to Pearson’s effect size r. Second, by using the R package
“metafor” (Viechtbauer, 2010) we calculated the correlation coefficient r, “which is used to
measure the strength of the (linear) relationship between two quantitative Variables”. We did
not find meta-analytical evidence for our predicted interaction across both experiments. Neither
for likelihood to contribute reviews, r =.02, SE = 0.08, p = .805, 95%-ClI [-0.178; 0.138] (see
Figure 3.2), nor for word count, r =.03, SE = 0.05, p =.538, 95%-CI [-0.071; 0.136] (see Figure
3.3). Thus, the interplay of opinion and the overall rating did not lead to fewer or shorter reviews
across both experiments. It further should be highlighted that the aggregated effect size is small.
Thus, it is very unlikely that the lack of effects found here can be attributed to the statistical

power of the reported studies.

Figure 3.2
Correlation Coefficient and 95% Cls From an Internal Meta-Analysis Across Experiment 3.1

and 3.2 for Likelihood to Contribute
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Figure 3.3

Correlation Coefficient and 95% Cls From an Internal Meta-Analysis Across Experiment 3.1

and 3.2 for Word Count
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General Discussion

The current research investigated whether opinion expression in the form of
contributing reviews and their length differ depending on whether one’s own opinion is in line
(compared to is not in line) with the presented summary statistic of reviews (overall rating).
The results suggest that this is not the case — at least in laboratory contexts.

Research has shown that with increasing anonymity, people are more likely to share
their opinion independent of the majority opinion (in our case, the overall rating; Ho & McLeod,
2008; Wu & Atkin, 2018), and less fear should be perceived (W. G. Yun & Park, 2011). A high
anonymity was given in our context. Since we informed participants beforehand that the data
cannot be assigned to them afterwards and they worked on the tasks alone in a cubical, the
anonymity of participants was extremely high. Besides, we asked participants to share their
opinion beforehand. This might also have reduced fear to contribute, especially among those
who held an opinion not in line with the overall rating. As a result, people who held opinions
not in line and those in line with the overall rating might have contributed equally.

Hennig-Thurau and colleagues (2004) further found that consumers differ in their

motives and divided consumers into different segments. One segment can be referred to as “true
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altruists”, including people who are strongly motivated in helping others as well as the
company. Expressing an opinion by contributing a review in our setting would be not only
helpful to us (to make a good investment for the laboratory) but also to other participants who
would use the headsets in future studies. If participants were interested in helping us and others,
it could explain why no significant differences occurred between the groups as all participants
wanted to express their opinion to help.

Another reason why people contributed as much when the overall rating was not in line
as when the overall rating was in line with their opinion could be that the context chosen was
different from those in evaluation portals. Participants did not purchase the headset themselves
but were asked whether to test it and rate whether it is better compared to existing headsets.
Hence, the motivation to contribute a review might be different. On an evaluation portal, people
contribute due to social benefit (Cheung & Lee, 2012; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004) and the
desire to alter reputation (Cheung & Lee, 2012). When contributing in a laboratory context,
people cannot be viewed as an expert by a large group because the reach is very small, and (if
at all) only a few will read the reviews. Further, the need for belonging might not be as important
in a laboratory context as no backlash from others might be expected.

All in all, our experiments provide a first insight that an opinion in line compared to not in
line with a given overall rating seems not to influence the contribution of reviews and their
respective length. However, so far, it remains unclear whether there is no impact on review
contribution and length at all or whether the laboratory context and different underlying motives
might play a role. Hu et al. (2009) already found in their laboratory studies that results seem to
differ from those in real life in a laboratory context when it comes to contributing reviews. It is
therefore important to observe whether in the field (e.g., on actual product evaluation portals),
the overall rating impacts contributing reviews. As a next step, we, therefore, tracked products
on product evaluation portals in a correlational field experiment to see whether people

contribute reviews (express their opinion) in line vs. not in line with the overall rating.
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The following Chapter I1lb contains a Research Spotlight that results from a cooperation
between Birka Zapf (first author), Prof. Dr. Mandy Huitter (second author), and Prof. Dr. Kai
Sassenberg (third author). The manuscript entitled “Are minority opinions shared less? A
conceptual replication using web-based reviews” is currently re-submitted to the Zeitschrift fir
Psychologie. The contribution of the Ph.D. candidate (and of the co-authors, respectively) to

the manuscript can be found in the following table.

Author Author Scientific | Data Analysis & Paper
position | ideas % generation % | interpretation % | writing
Birka Zapf 1 50 100 45 45
Mandy Hiitter 2 20 0 10 10
Kai Sassenberg 3 30 0 45 45

Are minority opinions shared less? A conceptual replication
using web-based reviews

unpublished manuscript (re-submission to the Zeitschrift fur
Psychologie)

Title of Research Spotlight

Status in publication process

Chapter I11b — Opinion Sharing on the web 1®

Product evaluations on the web provide an excellent opportunity to observe the sharing
of opinions in a natural setting. Given that online shopping limits the opportunities for direct
experience with an item before buying it, consumers often rely on others’ ratings and reviews
(Lange, 2020). Most platforms collect ratings and reviews and provide summary statistics of
past ratings. According to laboratory and interview research, opinions that disagree with the
dominant opinion are less likely to be shared than those in line with it (e.g., Asch, 1956; Noelle-
Neumann, 2001). Sharing these opinions is, however, particularly important, because they add

information that make visible the wisdom of the crowd (Surowiecki, 2004). They are the basis

16 Together with Kai Sassenberg and Mandy Hutter, Chapter 111b has been submitted as a manuscript entitled "Are
minority opinions shared less? A conceptual replication using web-based reviews" to the Zeitschrift fur

Psychologie for publication.
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for social change and progress, and, most important in the current context, they influence
consumer decisions.

If similar effects hold for product evaluations on the web, people who hold an opinion
in line with the mean rating (majority opinion) should be more likely to contribute ratings or
reviews than people who hold a minority opinion (i.e., people who lean towards the opposite
pole of the evaluation dimension). Thus, the mean new rating should be more extreme than the
mean initial rating. Therefore, based on data from product evaluation portals, we tested whether
opinions not in line with the central tendency are also shared less on product evaluation portals.
Thereby, we do not only contribute to the understanding of the dynamics of contributions to
product evaluation portals but also present an example of how hypotheses about opinion sharing
can be tested on the web.

Minority Opinions are Shared Less Than Majority Opinions

In line with the approach often taken in survey research, we define majority opinion as
the half of a rating scale (i.e., pro or anti) that receives more agreement (Bassili, 2003). The
more the mean voiced attitude differs from the midpoint of the scale, the larger the majority in
the respective sample. Research across different paradigms found that minority opinions are
less likely to be shared than majority opinions. Using a scenario approach, Noelle-Neumann
(2001), for instance, found that people are less willing to state their opinion publicly the more
they assume that they hold a minority opinion. Similarly, Bassili (2003) found that minority
opinions are expressed more slowly than majority opinions and that this effect was larger the
larger the majority was. Likewise, research on group polarization has shown that after
(compared to before) hearing others’ attitudes, people state opinions that lean more toward the
pole of the attitude dimension that is closer to the mean of the others’ attitudes (e.g., more
positive on a continuum, if the average attitude is positive; e.g., Turner et al., 1989). Finally,
similar effects had been documented even earlier for categorical judgements. In Asch’s (1956)

classical studies, participants did not share their solution to line length comparison tasks when
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they were confronted with a group of people who stated a solution that was obviously wrong
(for similar effects in information sharing in groups, see Stasser and Titus, 2003).

In sum, there is pervasive evidence indicating that people are more likely to share
majority compared to minority opinions. There is also evidence that such effects occur online.
People are for instance more likely to express opinions on Facebook when they are in line with
the majority opinion (Liu et al., 2017), and evidence for group polarization has also been found
under conditions of mutual anonymity in computer-mediated communication—and to a stronger
extent when the initial attitude indicated a clear majority (called norm in this literature
Sassenberg & Boos, 2003; Spears et al., 1990).

Given that the preferred sharing of majority opinions has been shown in offline and
online contexts and product evaluation portals provide users with a mean rating for each product
(i.e., a clear indication of the majority opinion) as well as with the opportunity for contributing
anonymously or using a pseudonym, it seems likely that the effect also generalizes to product
evaluation portals. To be more precise, people should be more likely to add ratings in line with
the majority than ratings in line with the minority. The preferred sharing of majority compared
to minority opinions should lead to newly contributed ratings that indicate a growing majority,
that is, a more positive mean of the added ratings in case of a positive mean of the initial rating,
and more negative mean of the added ratings in case of a negative mean of the initial rating
displayed in a product evaluation portal at a given point in time. Importantly, we assume that
this polarization can be the result of the preferential sharing of majority opinions. Specifically,
if primarily those people add ratings who share the opinion of the majority, their ratings should
shift the distribution toward the pole of the attitude dimension that represents the majority
opinion in the initial distribution.

Given the pervasive evidence that majority opinions are shared more than minority
opinions, we predict that the higher (lower) the mean initial rating of a product, the more

positive (negative) will the newly contributed ratings differ from this baseline. In statistical
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terms, this implies that a positive difference between the mean initial rating and the mean of the
added ratings should be predicted by the mean initial rating. This prediction will naturally not
hold for extreme cases with initial means at the poles of the attitude dimension. However, based
on the summarized research it should hold on average across initial means along the attitude
dimension.

It should be noted that this prediction is based on the assumption that the ratings on a
product evaluation portal are seen as values on a continuous scale. This is indeed suggested by
the mean rating communicated prominently on these portals. However, often the distribution of
ratings (i.e., the relative or absolute frequency for each scale point) is just one click away from
the mean rating. One could thus argue that the single rating (e.g., 4 stars), which most users
opted for, can also be considered a majority rating. Given, however, that the discrete ratings are
meaningless without considering the whole range of options — a 4-star rating only gains its
meaning from the fact that ratings from 1 to 5 stars are possible and that more stars are better —
we assume that the displayed mean rating is perceived as the majority opinion. This approach
is in line with the approach often taken in survey research (Bassili, 2003; Noelle-Neumann,
2001).

Study 3.3
Method

We tracked 87 products (e.g., toys, household items, sports equipment) on Amazon.de
twice a week at 12 occasions (to-t11). Diverse products were selected covering a wide range of
mean ratings (M = 3.59, SD = 1.12, range 1.1 to 5.0 stars) and number of initial reviews (M =
562.17, SD = 907.52, range 2 to 5173 ratings) at to. For details about the sampling procedure
see the Online Supplement (https://[to be added]. During the tracking period, two products were
removed from Amazon.de and 9 products did not receive additional ratings. The analyses below

regard the remaining 76 products. Data and code are available under the following URL.:

https://[to be added].
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Prior to data collection, we conducted a pilot study in which we developed a
standardized tracking procedure. Data from each product was collected twice a week at a fixed
time of the day (Monday & Friday, 8 pm) for 6 weeks (at 12 occasions). At each of these points
in time (to-t11), we recorded the mean rating of the product, the total number of ratings, and the
percentage of ratings for each of the five categories. We needed to record all of this information
rather than just the number of reviews and the mean rating, because according to Amazon.de?’
the mean rating is based on a weighted mean and hence does not allow to compute the number
of new items at each point in time (for an illustration of the collected data see Figure 3.4).
Figure 3.4
Illustration of Measures Assessed in Product Tracking

Customer reviews
Wk kW1 4.6 out of 5 «——— Mean rating

3,665 global ratings <— Total number of ratings

5star (SR 76%

astar [l 12%

3star [ 6% Percentage of ratings per category
2star | 2%

1star | 3%

Based on the collected data, we calculated the mean of the newly added ratings from t«
to tk+ for the measurement points k = 0...10 and the lags | = 1...10. | = 11 was not considered
because of the low number of observations included in this analysis. To be more precise, we
computed the frequency of reviews for each category at k and k+1 by multiplying the proportion

of entries in the category with the total number of entries. The number of new reviews for each

17 Amazon.de states "To calculate the overall star rating and percentage breakdown by star, we don’t
use a simple average. Instead, our system considers things like how recent a review is and if the

reviewer bought the item on Amazon. It also analyses reviews to verify trustworthiness".
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category was then computed by subtracting the number at k from the number at k+1. Based on
the five resulting scores (1-5 stars), we computed the mean of the added ratings. See Figure 3.5

for an illustration of this calculation.

Figure 3.5

Fictitious Example for the Calculation of Mean of Added Ratings. Numbers Collected From

Amazon.de in Italics, Calculation

tx lg+1 Iy -t 1

Number of ratings (n) 200 250

Percentage Respective Percentage Respective

of rating number of of rating number of

per ratings per ratings

category category
5 stars 50 100 54 135 35
4 stars 20 40 20 50 10
3 stars 10 20 10 25 5
2 stars 10 20 8 20 0
1 star 10 20 8 20 0
Mean of added ratings 4.6

Given that users and Amazon.de can remove ratings, the added ratings scores entail this
noise and sometimes indicate a decrease in the number of ratings between tracking points. The
relatively high frequency (twice a week) with which we collected the data allows to correct for
this to some extent. Negative values were replaced by 0 given that we had no evidence that
ratings had been added. On average M = 10 (SD = 28, range 0 - 407) ratings were added per
product between two subsequent measurement points. More positive scores for the added
ratings (M = 3.79, SD = 0.95, range 1 - 5) indicate more positive ratings.

The main dependent variable biased sharing (M =-0.03, SD = 0.81, range -3.24 - 3.05)

was computed by subtracting the mean initial rating at tx from the added ratings score between



Chapter I11: Opinion Expression in Non-Interactive Contexts 92

tx and txk+1 with k = 0...10 and | = 1...10. To support our hypothesis that people holding a
majority opinion are more likely to contribute, the mean added ratings need to be more extreme
than the mean initial rating.

We tested our hypothesis by regressing the biased sharing at tx+1 scores on the initial
mean rating scores at t. In line with the recommendation of McNeish et al. (2017), we
conducted these regressions for clustered data (by product) using type complex in Mplus
(Muthén & Muthén, 2017). In addition, we also regressed the added ratings scores at tx+ on the
initial mean ratings at tx to test the assumption that the initial mean ratings predict the mean of
the added ratings (i.e., added and initial ratings are similar and the respective product and its
evaluation has not substantially changed). Given that we conducted ten tests for each of the two
dependent variables, we adjusted the critical a-error from .05 to .005.

Results

We hypothesized that the initial mean ratings correlate positively with the bias scores.
Contrary to this prediction, we obtained negative correlations for all time lags with standardized
regression weights ranging from -0.53 to -0.31 (see Table 3.2, left panel). Higher initial mean
ratings predicted lower positive deviations from these ratings. Participants did not add more
ratings in the direction of the initial mean rating but fewer. Descriptively these effects became
stronger across longer time intervals (based on 95% ClIs but not 99.5% CIs). Figure 3.6
illustrates this trend: the biased sharing scores are generally larger than 0 for products with an
initial rating < 3 and lower than O for products with an initial rating > 3 (72% for lag 10),
indicating the sharing of more positive opinions for initially negatively evaluated products and
of more negative ratings compared to the initially positively rated products (in both cases
compared to the initial mean rating). In sum, our hypothesis that majority opinions are shared

more than minority opinions is not supported by these data.
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Figure 3.6
Bias Scores From Ratings Added Within 5 Weeks (lag = 10) by Initial Rating (N = 149). The
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Given that the results did not confirm our prediction derived from earlier research, we
aimed to rule out that the current findings result from specific distributions of the initial mean
rating. First and foremost, for bimodal distributions our assumption that the mean rating at the
beginning of the interval is perceived (and functions) as the majority opinion may not be valid,
given that the mean is not necessarily occupied by a high relative frequency of cases. Therefore,
we reran the analyses for biased sharing, excluding 24 products with a bimodal distribution of
ratings at to. Less negative correlations between initial mean ratings and biased sharing scores
would suggest that our results might be driven by specific distributions. However, if anything,
the opposite was the case: the standardized correlations between initial mean ratings and biased
sharing ranged from -0.36 at a lag of half a week (I = 1) to -0.61 for a lag of 5 weeks (I = 10)
and was, thus, descriptively even more negative than for the full sample (for details see Table

3.3). We obtained similar results when using the median rather than the mean as a predictor. In
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sum, these additional analyses suggest that results (and the non-replication of earlier findings
in the current context) do not result from the specific analysis strategy.

In addition, we assumed that more positive initial mean ratings are related to more
positive added ratings, given that the initial and the added ratings represent the same population.
In line with this assumption, the correlation between the initial mean rating and the mean of the
newly added ratings was positive for all time lags (I = 1...10; see Table 3.2, right panel). The
standardized regression weights ranged between 0.57 and 0.72, showing that the higher the
mean rating at the beginning of an interval, the more positive were the later contributed reviews.
In other words, earlier ratings positively predict later ratings. In addition, the correlation tended
to become stronger across longer time intervals (0.57 across half a week and 0.72 at lag 10,
after 5 weeks). Based on 99.5% ClIs none of these differences between time intervals were
statistically meaningful but based on 95% Cls the correlation between initial rating and added
ratings added after half a week (I = 1) is smaller than after 2 weeks (I = 4); similarly, the
correlation across one week (I = 2) is smaller than the one across 5 weeks (I = 10). Overall, the
added ratings match the initial ratings reasonably well (and more so for longer time intervals),
which implies that the attitudes towards the products or the products themselves have not

changed dramatically during the study.
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Table 3.3
Regression of Biased Sharing on Initial Mean Rating for Products Excluding Those With a

Bimodal Distribution of Ratings at to

Biased sharing

Lag(N) B (SE) Z P 95%-ClI

1(472) -0.36(0.06) -6.35 <.001 [-0.475;-0.251]

2(476) -0.44(0.07) -6.40 <001 [-0.573;-0.305]

3(452) -0.48(0.08) -6.13 <.001 [-0.633;-0.326]

4(418) -0.50(0.09) -5.67 <001 [-0.672;-0.327]

5(375) -0.51(0.10) -524 <001 [-0.700;-0.319]

6(326) -0.53(0.11) -4.99 <001 [-0.735;-0.320]

7(276) -054(0.11) -4.86 <001 [-0.758;-0.322]

8(222) -056(0.12) -4.84 <001 [-0.791;-0.335]

9(167) -0.59(0.12) -5.03 <.001 [-0.815;-0.358]

10 (112) -0.61(0.12) -525 <.001 [-0.836;-0.381]
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Discussion

We aimed to replicate the established finding that minority opinions are shared less than
majority opinions using web-based data from an online shopping portal. The results did not
support this hypothesis. Newly added reviews did not indicate a larger majority than the initial
rating, but the opposite was the case. This finding can be interpreted either as regression to the
mean (i.e., random extreme mean ratings are followed by valid less extreme added ratings) or
as an intentional sharing of minority opinions. It adds to existing work demonstrating general
negativity biases in the sharing of online reviews (Godes & Silva, 2012) and towards adding
less positive ratings for popular products (Le Mens et al., 2018). Minority opinions are more
useful as they add more information than reiterations of the majority opinion (Surowiecki,
2004). This might motivate users of product evaluation portals to share opinions deviating from
the mean rating in particular. Furthermore, the authors of many ratings are given online are not
identifiable. Given previous research suggests that low (own) identifiability reduces conformity
to majority influence (e.g., Wu & Atkin, 2018), whereas the anonymity of others increases
majority influence (for a detailed discussion see Sassenberg & Jonas, 2007), low own
identifiability in an online context might contribute to the current finding. Alternatively, the
current findings might differ from research on sharing majority and minority opinions in that it
often dealt with categorical opinions (e.g., decisions between discrete alternatives or opinions
favoring one alternative over another in the political realm). In our analysis, we treated the
product ratings as a continuous dimension and analyzed the data accordingly. However, given
that survey research and the group polarization literature also dealt with attitude dimensions
and found more sharing of majority than of minority opinions, we do not believe that this is the
crucial factor. But ultimately, this and all other interpretations are highly speculative and should
thus be tested in future research. In addition, given that the current study relied on a limited
number of products and a single online shopping portal, the generalization of the present results

is open to question, and replications are highly desirable.
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Interestingly, Vinson et al. (2019) obtained similar effects when studying individuals’
rating trajectories. In their data, individuals’ own ratings correlated negatively with subsequent
ratings they gave, just as in our case the ratings a product received in the past correlated
negatively with subsequent ratings. This validates the general idea that new ratings are likely
to be less extreme than existing ratings for the same target on product evaluation portals, be it
within individuals or in a collective setting.

This study illustrates how web data can be used to conceptually replicate well-
established findings from experimental or lab research on opinion sharing in a naturalistic
setting. Product evaluation portals and other social media collect and publicly document
opinions on a large scale. This information can be tracked manually or automatically by
crawling product evaluation portals with suitable scripts to assess newly added ratings (as in
the current case) or archival data (Vinson et al., 2019). Thereby, large amounts of data can be
anonymously collected (in line with common ethical guidelines) that resemble people’s natural
behavior and, thus, allow for the externally valid testing of psychological hypotheses.

Web-based data of this type come with challenges that should be considered when
interpreting the current and similar findings. Companies at times pay people to contribute
positive information about them (or even negative information about others) to product
evaluation portals (Luca & Zervas, 2016). This can lead to biased reviews and contribute error
variance to studies like the current one—a factor that can barely be controlled for in data
collection, but platforms try to address it, for instance, by only accepting ratings and review
from verified customers.

Further, some ratings and reviews are computer-generated or removed by the platform
host, which also contributes error variance. By tracking ratings at a high frequency, we were
able to identify the deletion of ratings (to some extend) and reduce its impact on the results.
Some platforms claim to remove fake ratings and reviews (He et al., 2020). Whether or not they

succeed to do so is hard to judge, but when tracking the ratings or reviews over a longer period
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of time, faked ratings and reviews should mostly add error variance, and the findings should
become more reliable the longer the considered time period is. This stresses the importance of
multiple measurements and the consideration of various time intervals when collecting and
analyzing web-based data. Shorter intervals help to detect irregularities such as deleted ratings
in our case, and longer intervals lead to more stable effects. Depending on the research topic,
the time or the number of interactions with a web-platform might be the crucial factor (cf. Godes
& Silva, 2012).

Especially in the context of product evaluations, most ratings are positive. Although we
tried to find negatively rated products (less than two stars), still many of the tracked products
were rated positively (J-shaped distribution; Hu et al., 2009). Future research should put an
even stronger emphasis on the even or normal distribution of the products regarding the initial
rating.

To conclude, web-based data provide a good opportunity to replicate well-known effects
from social influence research in a naturalistic setting. In the present research, we did not find
evidence for the prediction that minority opinions are shared less frequently than majority
opinions, although this effect has been demonstrated across various paradigms. Rather, online

raters tend to add ratings that communicate a diverging evaluation.
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Chapter IV: General Discussion

This dissertation investigates two main concepts of social influence on opinion
expression, namely the majority opinion and the faced opinion in a specific situation across
different contexts. More specifically, we examined the influence on opinion expression of
whether one’s opinion is in line with the majority opinion in society (e.g., holding a minority
vs. majority opinion) and/or whether one’s opinion is in line with the faced opinion within a
situation such as a conversation (e.g., facing an opposing vs. confirming opinion). To this end,
interactive (e.g., a setting with potential direct responses from others) and non-interactive (e.g.,
a setting without potential direct responses from others) contexts are addressed, as well as actual
opinion expression assessed. More precisely, a well-established paradigm (train-scenario) of
Noelle-Neumann (2001) was used and improved to receive a deeper understanding of the
impact of the majority and faced opinion on expressing opinions (Chapter Il). To gain insights
on actual opinion expression and to increase external validity, opinion expression was assessed
within product evaluation portals (Chapter 111). In the following, | will carefully scrutinize these
two empirical contributions and draw an overall conclusion.

In Chapter Il, we investigated whether majority and faced opinion jointly influence
participants’ opinion expression (e.g., an interaction of both aspects). For this purpose, we
experimentally manipulated the faced opinion in five experiments and used the train paradigm
of Noelle-Neumann (2001) for assessing the likelihood of opinion expression in the
experiments. We further improved this paradigm by providing the opportunity of several
responses. More specifically, in the first three experiments (Chapter 1la), we implemented a 2
(majority opinion: majority vs. minority) x 2 (faced opinion: confirming vs. opposing) design.
In these, participants should imagine facing someone in a train either holding an opposing
(confirming) majority (minority) opinion. Based on earlier research, we expected a smaller
likelihood to express an opinion when holding a minority opinion and facing an opposing

opinion (compared to confirming opinion) and that this difference is mediated by fear of
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backlash from others. No empirical support for our assumptions was found across the
experiments. Moreover, contrary to the proposed literature of the SOS (Glynn et al., 1997;
Matthes et al., 2018; Noelle-Neumann, 2001), no empirical support for an effect of majority
opinion on opinion expression was found. But results indicate that people are less likely to
express their opinion when facing an opposing (vs. confirming) stance, which is in line with
literature on information sharing in groups (Asch, 1956; Lu et al., 2012; Wittenbaum &
Bowman, 2005). Further, we found evidence that opinion expression is mediated by fear of
confrontation (e.g., high fear of a confrontation decreases opinion expression). In the following
two experiments of Chapter 11b (based on the results of the preceding experiments), participants
faced a group of people (and thus, a majority) holding an opposing (vs. confirming) opinion.
Our assumption that people express themselves less when facing an opposing (compared to
confirming) opinion was not confirmed. And also, no mediation via fear of social isolation.
Hence, across Chapters Ila and Ilb, a mediation via fear of confrontation rather than fear of
social isolation was found, which is in line with existing literature (Neubaum & Kramer, 2018).
Further, across the five experiments we found the meaningful opposite effect namely that
people are even more likely to express their opinion when facing an opposing (compared to
confirming) opinion. To sum up, in line with meta-analyses of the corresponding literature,
faced opinion seems to influence opinion expression to a greater extent than the majority
opinion. Or more precisely, it seems to be less important whether one is in the societal majority
or minority, but more important whether one is faced with an opposing or confirming opinion
in the current situation.

The studies in Chapter 11l did not differentiate between the two aspects (faced and
majority opinion) as those aspects often coincide in real life. Instead, we examined whether
opinions that are generally not in line with a prevailing opinion (e.g., an overall rating on
evaluation portals) are expressed less. Therefore, | set my focus on actual opinion expression

in a non-interactive context such as a product evaluation portal and thus, increased external
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validity. More precisely, participants tested a product and could contribute a customer review
to express their opinion about it in two out of three studies of Chapter I11. In the last study,
actual contribution (opinion expression) on a product evaluation portal was assessed. Across all
studies in Chapters Illa and Illb, no empirical support was found for the prediction that an
opinion is less likely to be expressed when it is not in line with the overall rating. If at all, the
last study suggests that people are more likely to express their opinion when their opinion is not
in line with the overall rating.

Overall, across Chapters Il and Ill, inconsistent findings emerged within the current
research, such as more compared to less opinion expression when facing an opposing opinion,
and the different impact of the two aspects of fear of backlash from others (fear of confrontation
and fear of isolation). Important issues arising from these inconsistencies, among others, are
addressed in more detail below. More precisely, | will discuss 1) the differences on opinion
expression of the two aspects of fear of backlash from others (fear of confrontation and fear of
social isolation), 2) the inconsistent results for (not) expressing deviant opinions, and 3) the

impact of the prevailing opinion on opinion expression.

Differences Between Fear of Isolation and Fear of Confrontation

Results of this dissertation indicate that fear of a confrontation mediates opinion
expression (as shown in Chapter lla). Thus, fear of backlash from others should not be
disregarded when assessing opinion expression. However, in experiments in which we assessed
fear as a mediator, fear of confrontation but not of social isolation mediated the effect of faced
and majority opinion on opinion expression. Fear of isolation in our experiments indicated to
be ignored by others, or that one’s opinion is not taken seriously or heard, and thus being
excluded from the conversation. In contrast, fear of confrontation within our experiments
indicated that participants perceive fear of an aggressive or uncomfortable conversation. These

differences in the expected backlash from others may impact whether a (deviant) opinion is
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expressed openly. It could be that fear of isolation is perceived as less severe as fear of a
confrontation because, in the context of a confrontation, one could be hurt oneself. Thus, people
may still express their opinions even though they fear that they may be isolated, or their opinion
might not be heard by others, as this might not be perceived as severe backlash. Although an
opposing opinion led to more fear of isolation, this did not indicate less opinion expression.
Thus, it seems that even if one fears being isolated, that alone is not enough to withhold one’s
opinion, but if one fears that the conversation might escalate, this seems to influence opinion
expression. In contrast, if people fear that as soon as they express their opinion, they might be
in an argument and might not be able to get out of it, this seems to decrease opinion expression.
Within our train scenarios, there was no possibility to leave the train or to change compartments
for the next five hours. This different framing could explain our inconsistent findings of opinion
expression via fear of confrontation and fear of social isolation across Chapters Ila and Ilb.

Overall, a mediation via fear of confrontation but not of social isolation suggests that
other aspects might play a role in whether fear of backlash from others is perceived and whether
one’s opinion is expressed. It might be that if one senses that a conversation is on an equal
footing and/or the topic is not so morally loaded that someone becomes offensive or aggressive
within the conversation (e.g., not afraid of a confrontation), one may be more likely to express
one’s opinion (regardless of the fear of social isolation). Thus, it might be that the topics
(refugees, gender pay gap, and abortion) were more conflictual (and thus increased fear of
confrontation) compared to an implementation of a Veggie Day and, therefore, might have led
to differences in opinion expression. However, this remains merely an assumption, which we
have not tested in our experiments so far.

A mediation via fear of confrontation from others also implies that under certain
conditions - when there is no fear of backlash from others or, more precisely according to our
experiments no fear of confrontation - no effect of fear of backlash on opinion expression should

occur. In some studies, we did not find any effect of a deviant (minority and/or opposing)
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opinion on opinion expression. In these studies (due to our settings), no fear might have been
perceived. For example, when assessing opinion expression in a non-interactive online context,
fear of backlash from others is less present or might even be absent. If this is the case, one might
achieve the reasonable effect that deviant opinions might be expressed more likely in such
situations. This seems to be in line with our results. In Chapter Ila, we simulated a conversation
with an interactive audience and found less opinion expression due to fear of backlash from
others. In Chapter llb, we reinforce the interactive context through the paradigm used, which
should lower the likelihood of expressing opposing opinions. Unfortunately, we simultaneously
used a (party) scenario (Experiment 2.4), which offers the potential opportunity to simply leave
if a conversation becomes conflictual, which could explain the lack of differences on opinion
expression. In Experiment 2.5, we announced that the interaction partners were former
participants, and the subsequent (hypothetical) face-to-face conversation was voluntary. It
might be that this implied that they were no longer physically present, and participants might
have received the impression that they could avoid a real interaction with the opposing
(confirming) others and thus did not need to fear a confrontation from others which may have
increased (instead of decreased) the likelihood of expressing opposing opinions. Chapter Illa,
on the contrary, was a laboratory, non-interactive context without any potential public audience
or direct interaction partners to which an opinion could have been expressed. This lack of
addressee may explain the null effects in Chapter Illa, as opinion expression would not matter
nor have a great impact. Another explanation is that the situation was too artificial since, in
Chapter Illb, more expression of deviant opinions was found when assessing opinion
expression on a real evaluation portal. This finding is also in line with literature showing that
anonymity (as it is given in evaluation portals, for instance, by pseudonyms) leads to a higher
likelihood to express the (deviant) opinion (Joinson, 2001; Neubaum & Kréamer, 2018; Sproull
& Kiesler, 1991). Unfortunately, we did not assess both aspects of fear of backlash from others

(fear of a confrontation and fear of social isolation) within one experiment. Thus, it remains
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unanswered whether fear of confrontation (but not fear of isolation) indeed is the underlying
mechanism or whether differences in our findings might be due to the different paradigms and
contexts we used across our studies. In this regard, future research should address both aspects
of fear within one experiment to confirm fear of confrontation (but not of isolation) as a

mediator and further test fear of confrontation as a moderator.

Opinion Expression Depending on Whether a Conversation is Initiated or
Ongoing

Besides the influence of fear of backlash from others across contexts on opinion
expression, another explanation for the inconsistent findings on (not) expressing a deviant
opinion could lie in the conversational situation. The main difference between the current
studies indicating more than less opinion expression when holding an opinion not in line with
the prevailing opinion (e.g., opposing or deviant opinion) is the question asked to capture
opinion expression. We found a higher likelihood to express an opinion not in line with the
prevailing opinion when several opinions on a topic were already brought forward (e.g., in
ongoing conversations or on product evaluation portals) and participants were asked whether
they want to respond to what was said. In contrast, when people were asked whether they want
to engage in a conversation with an opposing other to get to know his/her point of view (and
thus would initiate the conversation), opinion expression was less likely. Thus when people are
asked about their general willingness to express their opinion to interaction partner(s), as it
usually is the case in the SOS research (Glynn et al., 1997; Noelle-Neumann, 2001) and in
experiments presented in Chapter Ila, it seems that people are less likely to express their deviant
opinion. This decreased likelihood to express a deviant opinion might be because people
generally prefer to talk to like-minded people (Mcpherson et al., 2001). People who are in the
mindset of an (ongoing) conversation, however, and may even face a controversy might take

their point of view and express their opinion against other-minded people (for first evidence in
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this direction, see Buttliere & Buder, 2017). As only Experiment 2.3 of Chapter Ila used both
questions to capture opinion expression, the results must be treated with caution, and future
experiments are needed to shed more light on this possible moderator.

Another aspect within our settings that can explain more compared to less opinion
expression is that in an ongoing conversation compared to one that would be initiated by an
expressed opinion, people can respond to what was said by providing new arguments and thus
enriches the conversation (as suggested by different strands of research, e.g., Grice, 1975;
Wilson & Sperber, 1981). However, a more likely explanation seems to be that within an
ongoing conversation, it might be easier to express an opinion and still be part of the
conversation without revealing one’s true point of view. Thereby, people can avoid backlash
from others by expressing neutral opinions, lying, or just agreeing on parts of what was said.
Especially people who hold a deviant opinion (e.g., an opinion not in line with the majority and
faced opinion) might face such conflictual conversations more often in real life. Several studies
examined aspects of opinion expression avoidance (e.g., changing the topic, expressing
uncertainty or ambivalence) as a form of opinion expression (Hayes, 2007; Neuwirth et al.,
2007). Avoidance strategies such as changing the topic were used more often when one’s
opinion was not in line (compared to in line) with the prevailing opinion (Hayes, 2007;
Neuwirth et al., 2007). Thus, if people can use avoidance strategies within a conversation, that
might be more likely if several arguments have already been brought in (e.g., in an ongoing
conversation), the likelihood of engaging in a conversation might increase as one’s true opinion
can be withheld. This assumption should be investigated in future research, for instance, by
strengthening our paradigm and not only announcing the possibility to record own opinions but

record participants’ opinions to what was said.
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The Impact of the Prevailing Opinion on Opinion Expression

Given the results from our studies, it cannot be assumed that the majority opinion is as
important when it comes to opinion expression as has been assumed in previous research. More
precisely, current studies found no clear evidence of the influence of the majority opinion on
opinion expression. If at all, the proposed indirect effect of fear of confrontation on opinion
expression was obtained. Thus, consistent with previous research, our findings indicate a
greater impact of faced opinion on opinion expression than the majority opinion.

One question that arose across all studies and that cannot be answered by the presented
literature on the majority opinion is whether the assumption that minorities express themselves
less likely persists nowadays or whether it might have changed over time. In society, very vocal
minorities take to the streets, but the majority remains silent, and society faces more of a
challenge in making it clear that those out there is indeed the minority. It might be that
expressing one’s opinion and standing up for it has changed over the years. One major aspect
that changed over the last years is that people receive more personalized information about the
majority opinion and thus might be in their own bubble without realizing whether they hold a
minority or majority opinion. If people who hold a minority opinion believe in holding a
majority opinion instead (due to the given information), they might express their opinion in
public. However, it is more likely, that people indeed express minority opinions and stand up
for their opinion as long as certain circumstances are present such as a low likelihood of a
backlash from others or, as other literature suggests, a sense of being a consistent minority
(Moscovici, 1976). For instance, in countries such as Germany, it is relatively safe to express a
(minority) opinion freely and openly within a demonstration because there is hardly a chance
of serious backlash from others. However, if one would ask these people holding (and
expressing) a minority opinion whether they would generally like to engage in a conversation
with a non-like-minded other, they might also avoid initiating such a conversation. Thus, it

seems that the (maybe misperceived) majority opinion is less relevant than previous (and our)
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research assumed. If at all the faced opinion, the question asked to assess opinion expression
(whether they want to respond to what is already said or to engage in a conversation), and

whether people fear backlash from others seem to play a more important role.

Strength and Limitations

The current work contributes to the existing literature on opinion expression not only
by providing an improved methodological paradigm for assessing opinion expression in an
interactive context (e.g., an ongoing conversation) but more generally by examining opinion
expression across a heterogeneous set of paradigms (e.g., train scenario, product evaluation
portal in and outside of the lab). On a related note, a variety of different measurements was used
to assess opinion expression (e.g., survey-based measures, response times, actual opinion
expression). It further confirmed fear of backlash from others (especially fear of confrontation)
as a potential mediator and identified potential moderators such as the questions being asked to
assess opinion expression and opinion expression avoidance that may impact expressing
deviant opinions. All in all, this dissertation provides a methodologically diverse set of
empirical studies that shed light on whether opinion expressions differ depending on the
majority and/or faced opinion across different contexts and paradigms.

However, across the current studies, one limitation might be that no clear separation of
both prevailing opinions (majority and faced opinion) was made. In Chapter lla majority and
faced opinion and their interaction were considered separately from each other. In Chapter Ilb,
however, both aspects were already merged, and the majority opinion was only locally present
by the increased number of faced interaction partners (instead of a single person). In Chapter
I11, there was no separation at all, and the majority and faced opinion coincided. Thus, it remains
unanswered whom participants imagined having as an interaction partner. Due to the lack of
clearly separating both aspects, however, only a tentative assumption can be made about the

impact of the prevailing majority compared to faced opinion.
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Another potential limitation of our studies might be that similar to many other
experiments addressing the SOS claim, we never conducted a real face-to-face discussion and
assessed opinion expression in Chapter 1l only with hypothetical scenarios. This
operationalization could limit external validity as well as generalizability in our interactive
contexts as a (hypothetical) interaction within a scenario is not the same as real interactions
with direct responses from interaction partners. Therefore, we cannot completely rule out that
our effects would not hold in a real interactive context with direct responses (e.g., a
conversation) or that the interplay of majority and own opinion might not have occurred due to
the lack of real interaction partners. However, based on existing literature as well as our
findings, it is more likely that the faced opinion rather than the majority opinion is the (more)
meaningful aspect determining whether people express their deviant opinion, and this effect has
been tested and found in actual face-to-face interactions (e.g., Asch, 1956; Lu et al., 2012;
Wittenbaum, 2000). In addition, within a real face-to-face setting, one could vary the climate
within the conversation. For instance, whether it is a very explosive and aggressive climate (in
which backlash of a confrontation might be more likely) or whether it is a very open and
accommodating climate in which other opinions are treated respectively. In doing so, one could
test whether people indeed express their opinions less when they fear a confrontation but also
investigate potential facilitating conditions that may increase the likelihood of expressing
deviant opinions. Furthermore, different characteristics like status, gender or age would be more
present than within a hypothetical interaction. As mentioned in the beginning status differences
seem to impact information sharing in groups (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005) and thus might
also influence opinion expression.

Further, one might argue that our non-interactive and interactive contexts might not be
comparable as we addressed different (political vs. non-political) topics. However, also in
existing research different topics were used to assess opinion expression (as mentioned in

Chapter 1). Literature on information sharing in groups, for example, addressed non-political
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topics such as finding the best candidate (Stasser & Titus, 2003), whereas literature on the SOS
mostly focused on political topics (Glynn et al., 1997; Noelle-Neumann, 2001) and Bassili
(2003) captured opinion expression (e.g., response times) on single words. Hence, it seems
independent of the used topic of whether (deviant) opinion expression takes place. Accordingly,
the different contexts and topics do not diminish our results but provide insights into potential

opinion expression in various contexts.

Conclusion

All in all, with the four sets of studies described in Chapters Il and 111, this dissertation provides
a great variety of methods and contexts to address our initial questions 1) whether opinion
expression depends on the prevailing (majority or faced) opinion; 2) whether fear of backlash
from others is the underlying mechanism to withhold a deviant opinion, and 3) whether deviant
(compared to concurrent) opinions are less likely to be expressed in non-interactive contexts.

Based on our findings, the prevailing (majority or faced opinion) opinion seems to have
a smaller impact on opinion expression than the existing literature assumed so far. If at all, the
faced opinion seems to be more relevant when it comes to opinion expression. Further, a certain
fear of backlash from others (fear of a confrontation) seems to explain why people are less
likely to express their deviant opinion: According to our findings an opposing and a majority
opinion seem to increase fear of a confrontation, and this, in turn, decreases opinion expression.
Our results further indicate that a non-interactive context (product evaluation portals) might
indeed provide an environment that facilitates to express a deviant opinion. This might be due
to less fear of backlash from others.

Across all our studies, it seems that factors such as the fear of backlash from others and
whether the conversation is ongoing or would be initiated by an expressed opinion might play

a more important role in expressing an opinion than the prevailing opinion (majority and/or
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faced) or the given context. People seem to express a deviant opinion especially when it is

actual expressed within an ongoing conversation, in and outside of the laboratory.



References 112

References

Asch, S. E. (1956). Studies of independence and conformity: I. A minority of one against a
unanimous majority. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 70(9), 1-70.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093718

Asch, S. E., & Guetzkow, H. (1951). Effects of group pressure upon the modification and
distortion of judgments. In H. Guetzkow (Ed.), Groups, leadership and men; research in
human relations (p. 177-190). Carnegie Press.

Bassili, J. N. (2003). The Minority Slowness Effect: Subtle inhibitions in the expression of
views not shared by others. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(2), 261—
276. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.261

Bates, D., Mdchler, M., Bolker, B. M., & Walker, S. C. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects
models using Ime4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1).
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.101

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for interpersonal
attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351153683-3

Berger, J., Rosenholtz, S. J., & Zelditch, M. (1980). Status organizing processes. Annual
Review of Sociology, 6(1), 479-508. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2946017

Bodor, T. (2012). The issue of timing and opinion congruity in spiral of silence research: Why
does research suggest limited empirical support for the theory? International Journal of
Public Opinion Research, 24(3), 269-286. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/eds016

Buttliere, B., & Buder, J. (2017). Reading more vs. writing back: Situation affordances drive
reactions to conflicting information on the internet. Computers in Human Behavior, 74,
330-336. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.04.041

Byrne, D. (1997). An overview (and underview) of research and theory within the attraction

paradigm. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14(3), 417-431.



References 113

https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407597143008

Chan, M. (2018). Reluctance to talk about politics in face-to-face and facebook settings:
Examining the impact of fear of isolation, Willingness to Self-Censor, and Peer Network
Characteristics. Mass Communication and Society, 21(1), 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2017.1358819

Chen, H. T. (2018). Spiral of silence on social media and the moderating role of disagreement
and publicness in the network: Analyzing expressive and withdrawal behaviors. New
Media and Society, 20(10), 3917-3936. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818763384

Cheung, C. M. K., & Lee, M. K. O. (2012). What drives consumers to spread electronic word
of mouth in online consumer-opinion platforms. Decision Support Systems, 53(1), 218—
225. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2012.01.015

Chevalier, J. A., & Mayzlin, D. (2006). The effect of word of mouth on sales: Online Book
Reviews. Journal of Marketing Research, 43(3), 345-354.
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.43.3.345

Chun, J. W., & Lee, M. J. (2017). When does individuals’ willingness to speak out increase
on social media? Perceived social support and perceived power/control. Computers in
Human Behavior, 74, 120-129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.04.010

Clark, H. H., & Brennan, S. E. (1991). Grounding in communication. In L. B. Resnick, J. M.
Levine, & S. D. Teasley (Eds.), Perspectives on socially shared cognition (pp. 127-149).
American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10096-006

Cosley, D., Lam, S. K., Albert, 1., Konstan, J. A., & Riedl, J. (2003). Is seeing believing?
How recommender interfaces affect users’ opinions. Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems - Proceedings, 5(1), 585-592.
shttps://doi.org/10.1145/642611.642713

De Dreu, C. K. W., & West, M. A. (2001). Minority dissent and team innovation: The

importance of participation in decision making. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(6),



References 114

1191-1201. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1191

Dellarocas, C. (2003). The digitization of word of mouth: Promise and challenges of online
feedback mechanisms. Management Science, 49(10), 1407-1424.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.49.10.1407.17308

Dvir-Gvirsman, S., Garrett, R. K., & Tsfati, Y. (2018). Why do partisan audiences
participate? Perceived public opinion as the mediating mechanism. Communication
Research, 45(1), 112-136. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650215593145

Epstein, C. (2011). Who speaks? Discourse, the subject and the study of identity in
international politics. European Journal of International Relations, 17(2), 327-350.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066109350055

Erb, H. P., & Bohner, G. (2009). Consensus as the key: Towards parsimony in explaining
majority and minority influence. In Minority Influence and Innovation: Antecedents,
Processes and Consequences (pp. 97-122).

Erdfelder, E., Faul, F., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods,
41(4), 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Gearhart, S., & Zhang, W. (2014). Gay bullying and online opinion expression: Testing spiral
of silence in the social media environment. Social Science Computer Review, 32(1), 18—
36. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439313504261

Gearhart, S., & Zhang, W. (2018). Same spiral, different day? Testing the spiral of silence
across issue types. Communication Research, 45(1), 34-54.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650215616456

Glynn, C. J., Hayes, A. F., & Shanahan, J. (1997). Perceived support for one’s opinions and
willingness to speak out: A meta-analysis of survey studies on the "spiral of silence".
Public Opinion Quarterly, 61(3), 452—-463. https://doi.org/10.1086/297808

Glynn, C. J., & Huge, M. E. (2014). Speaking in spirals: An updated meta-analysis of the



References 115

spiral of silence. In The Spiral of Silence. New Perspekctives on Communication and
Public Opinion (pp. 65-72). Routledge.

Glynn, C. J., & McLeod, J. M. (1984). Public opinion du jour : An examination of the spiral
of silence. Public Opinion Quarterly, 48(4), 731-740. https://doi.org/10.1086/268879

Godes, D., & Silva, J. C. (2012). Sequential and temporal dynamics of online opinion.
Marketing Science, 31(3), 448-473. https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1110.0653

Goethals, G. R., & Zanna, M. P. (1979). The role of social comparison in choice shifts.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(9), 1469-1476.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.9.1469

Greitemeyer, T., & Schulz-Hardt, S. (2003). Preference-consistent evaluation of information
in the hidden profile paradigm: Beyond group-level explanations for the dominance of
shared information in group decisions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
84(2), 322-339. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.322

Greitemeyer, T., Schulz-Hardt, S., & Frey, D. (2003). Praferenzkonsistenz und Geteiltheit von
Information. Zeitschrift Flr Sozialpsychologie, 34(1), 9-23.
https://doi.org/10.1024//0044-3514.34.1.9

Grice, H. P. (1975). Logic and conversation. In P. Cole & J. L. Morgen (eds.). Syntax and
Semantics, Volume 3: Speech Acts, 41-58. New York: Elsevier.

Hayes, A. F. (2007). Exploring the forms of self-censorship: On the spiral of silence and the
use of opinion expression avoidance strategies. Journal of Communication, 57(4), 785—
802. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2007.00368.x

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis:
A regression-based approach. In Introduction to Mediation, Moderation and Conditional
Process Analysis. Guilford publications.

Hayes, A. F., Shanahan, J., & Glynn, C. J. (2001). Willingness to express one’s opinion in a

realistic situation as a function of perceived support for that opinion. International



References 116

Journal of Public Opinion Research, 13(1), 45-57. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/13.1.45

He, S., Hollenbeck, B., & Proserpio, D. (2020). The market for fake reviews. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3664992

Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K. P., Walsh, G., & Gremler, D. D. (2004). Electronic word-of-
mouth via consumer-opinion platforms: What motivates consumers to articulate
themselves on the Internet? Journal of Interactive Marketing, 18(1), 38-52.
https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.10073

Ho, S. S., & McLeod, D. M. (2008). Social-psychological influences on opinion expression in
face-to-face and computer-mediated communication. Communication Research, 35(2),
190-207. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0093650207313159

HolidayCheck Group. (2016). Hast du schon einmal eine Online-Bewertung abgegeben?
[Graph]. Retrieved from
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/348890/umfrage/nutzung-von-online-
bewertungen/

Hornsey, M. J., Majkut, L., Terry, D. J., & McKimmie, B. M. (2003). On being loud and
proud: Non-conformity and counter-conformity to group norms. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 42(3), 319-335. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466603322438189

Hu, N., Zhang, J., & Pavlou, P. A. (2009). Overcoming the J-shaped distribution of product
reviews. Communications of the ACM, 52(10), 144-147.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1562764.1562800

Huge, M. E., & Glynn, C. J. (2013). Hesitation blues: Does minority opinion status lead to
delayed responses? Communication Research, 40(3), 287-307.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650211435505

Hutter, M., & Ache, F. (2016). Seeking advice: A sampling approach to advice taking.
Judgment and Decision Making, 11(4), 401-415. htpps://doi.org/10.15496/publikation-

13917



References 117

Hwang, P., & Burgers, W. P. (1997). Properties of trust: An analytical view. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 69(1), 67—73.
https://doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.1996.2673

IfD Allensbach. (2016). Internetnutzer in Deutschland nach Haufigkeit des Verfassens von
Kommentaren in Blogs anderer Nutzer bzw. des Schreibens von Beitragen in
Diskussionsforen von 2013 bis 2016 (in Millionen) [Graph]. Statista. Retrieved from
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/168912/umfrage/haeufigkeit-des-verfassens-
von-kommentaren-in-blogs-anderer-nutzer

Inglehart, R. F. (2020). Cultural evolution: People’s motivations are changing, and reshaping
the world. Social Forces, 98(4), 1-3. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/s0z119

Inglehart, R. F., Ponarin, E., & Inglehart, R. C. (2017). Cultural change, slow and fast: The
distinctive trajectory of norms governing gender equality and sexual orientation. Social
Forces, 95(4), 1313-1340. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox008

Jeffres, L. W., Neuendorf, K. A., & Atkin, D. J. (1999). Spirals of silence: expressing
opinions when the climate of opinion is unambiguous. Political Communication, 16(2),
115-131. https://doi.org/10.1080/105846099198686

Jehn, K. A. (1995). A multimethod examination of the benefits and eetriments of intragroup
conflict. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(2), 256-282.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393638

Joinson, A. N. (2001). Self-disclosure in computer-mediated communication : The role of
self-awareness and visual anonymity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 31(2001),
177-192. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.36

Judd, C. M., Westfall, J., & Kenny, D. A. (2012). Treating stimuli as a random factor in social
psychology: A new and comprehensive solution to a pervasive but largely ignored
problem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103(1), 54-69.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028347



References 118

Jung, J., Bramson, A., & Crano, W. D. (2018). An agent-based model of indirect minority
influence on social change and diversity. Social Influence, 13(1), 18-38.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510.2017.1415961

Karau, S. J., & Williams, K. D. (1993). Social loafing: A meta-analytic review and theoretical
integration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(4), 681.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.681

Katz, C., & Baldassare, M. (1992). Using the “L-Word” in public: A test of the spiral of
silence in conservative orange county, California. Public Opinion Quarterly, 56(2), 232—
235. https://doi.org/10.1086/269313

Kelman, H. C. (2017). Processes of opinion change. Attitude Change: The Competing Views,
49, 205-233. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351315364-8

Kiesler, S., Siegel, J., & McGuire, T. W. (1984). Social psychological aspects of computer-
mediated communication. American psychologist, 39(10), 1123-1134.

Kim, S.-H. (2012). Testing fear of isolation as a causal mechanism: Spiral of silence and
genetically modified (GM) foods in south korea. International Journal of Public Opinion
Research, 24(3), 306-324. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/eds017

Kim, S.-H., Han, M., Shanahan, J., & Berdayes, V. (2004). Talking on “sunshine in North
Korea™: A test of the spiral of silence as a theory of powerful mass media. International
Journal of Public Opinion Research, 16(1), 39-62. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/16.1.39

Kirchler, E., & Davis, J. H. (1986). The influence of member status differences and task type
on group consensus and member position change. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 51(1), 83-91. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.1.83

KPMG. (2017). China’s Connected Consumers: The rise of the Millennials. Retrieved from
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/cn/pdf/en/2017/12/chinas-connected-consumers-
the-rise-of-the-millennials.pdf

Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P., & Christensen, R. (2017). ImerTest Package: Tests in linear



References 119

mixed effects models. Journal of Statistical Software, 82(13), 1-26.
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13

Lakens, D. (2013). Calculating and reporting effect sizes to facilitate cumulative science : a
practical primer for t -tests and ANOVAs. 4, 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00863

Lange, B. (2020). Jeder Zweite liest Online-Bewertungen vor dem Kauf. Bitkom Research.
Retrieved from https://www.bitkom-research.de/de/pressemitteilung/jeder-zweite-liest-
online-bewertungen-vor-dem-kauf

Larson, J. R., Foster-Fishman, P. G., & Keys, C. B. (1994). Discussion of shared and
unshared information in decision-making groups. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67(3), 446-461. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.3.446

Larson, J. R., Franz, T. M., Christensen, C., & Abbott, A. S. (1998). Diagnosing groups: The
pooling, management, and impact of shared and unshared case information in team-
based medical decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1),
93-108. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.93

Lasorsa, D. L. (1991). Political outspokenness: Factors working against the spiral of silence.
Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 68(1-2), 131-140.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107769909106800114

Le Mens, G., Kovécs, B., Avrahami, J., & Kareev, Y. (2018). How endogenous crowd
formation undermines the wisdom of the crowd in online ratings. Psychological Science,
29(9), 1475-1490. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618775080

Levine, J. M., & Choi, H. S. (2009). Newcomers as change agents: Minority influence in task
groups. In Minority Influence and Innovation: Antecedents, Processes and Consequences
(pp. 229-262).

Liu, X., & Fahmy, S. (2011). Exploring the spiral of silence in the virtual world : Individuals ’

willingness to express personal opinions in online versus offline settings. Journal of



References 120

Media and Communication Studies, 3(2), 45-57.

Liu, Y., Rui, J. R., & Cui, X. (2017). Are people willing to share their political opinions on
Facebook? Exploring roles of self-presentational concern in spiral of silence. Computers
in Human Behavior, 76, 294-302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.07.029

Louis, W. R., Duck, J. M., Terry, D. J., & Lalonde, R. N. (2010). Speaking out on
immigration policy in australia: Identity threat and the interplay of own opinion and
public opinion. Journal of Social Issues, 66(4), 653-672. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2010.01669.x

Lovakov, A., & Agadullina, E. R. (2021). Empirically derived guidelines for effect size
interpretation in social psychology. European Journal of Social Psychology, Preprint.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2752

Lu, L., Yuan, Y. C., & McLeod, P. L. (2012). Twenty-five years of hidden profiles in group
decision making: A meta-analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16(1),
54-75. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311417243

Luca, M., & Zervas, G. (2016). Fake it till you make it: Reputation, competition, and yelp
review fraud. Management Science, 62(12), 3412-3427.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2304

Ma, M., & Agarwal, R. (2007). Through a glass darkly : Information technology design ,
identity verification , and knowledge contribution in online communities. Information
Systems Research, 18(1), 42-67. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.1070.0113

Maass, A., & Clark, R. D. (1983). Internalization versus compliance: Differential processes
underlying minority influence and conformity. European Journal of Social Psychology,
13(3), 197-215. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420130302

Maass, A., & Clark, R. D. (1984). Hidden impact of minorities: Fifteen years of minority
influence research. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3), 428-450.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.428



References 121

Martin, R. (1998). Majority and minority influence using the afterimage paradigm: A series of
attempted replications. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 34(1), 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1997.1339

Martin, R., & Hewstone, M. (2010). Minority influence and innovation : Antecedents,
processes and consequences. R. Martin & M. Hewstone (eds.). Hove [a.0.]: Psychology
Press.

Martin, R., Martin, P. Y., Smith, J. R., & Hewstone, M. (2007). Majority versus minority
influence and prediction of behavioral intentions and behavior. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 43(5), 763—771. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.06.006

Matthes, J. (2015). Observing the “spiral” in the spiral of silence. International Journal of
Public Opinion Research, 27(2), 155-176. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edu032

Matthes, J., & Hayes, A. F. (2014). Methodological conundrums in spiral of silence research.
In The Spiral of Silence. New Perspekctives on Communication and Public Opinion (pp.
54-64). Routledge.

Matthes, J., Hayes, A. F., Rojas, H., Shen, F., Min, S. J., & Dylko, I. B. (2012). Exemplifying
a dispositional approach to cross-cultural spiral of silence research: Fear of social
isolation and the inclination to self-censor. International Journal of Public Opinion
Research, 24(3), 287-305. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/eds015

Matthes, J., Knoll, J., & von Sikorski, C. (2018). The “spiral of silence” revisited: A meta-
analysis on the relationship between perceptions of opinion support and political opinion
expression. Communication Research, 45(1), 3-33.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650217745429

Matthes, J., Morrison, K. R., & Schemer, C. (2010). A spiral of silence for some: Attitude
certainty and the expression of political minority opinions. Communication Research,
37(6), 774-800. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650210362685

McNeish, D., Stapleton, L. M., & Silverman, R. D. (2017). On the unnecessary ubiquity of



References 122

hierarchical linear modeling. Psychological Methods, 22(1), 114-140.
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000078

Mcpherson, M., Smith-lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather : Homophily in
social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(2001), 415-444.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415

Miller, D. T., & Morrison, K. R. (2009). Expressing deviant opinions: Believing you are in
the majority helps. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(4), 740-747.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.04.008

Mojzisch, A., Grouneva, L., & Schulz-Hardt, S. (2010). Biased evaluation of information
during discussion: Disentangling the effects of preference consistency, social validation,
and ownership of information. European Journal of Social Psychology, 40(6), 946-956.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.660

Moon, K.-W. (2020). processR: Implementation of the “PROCESS” macro. R package
version 0.2.3. https://cran.r-project.org/package=processR

Morrison, K. R., & Miller, D. T. (2008). Distinguishing between silent and vocal minorities:
Not all deviants feel marginal. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94(5),
871-882. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.5.871

Moscovici, S. (1976). Social influence and social change (10th ed.). Academic Press.

Moscovici, S. (1980). Toward a theory of conversion behavior. In Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology (Vol. 13, Issue C). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60133-1

Moscovici, S., Lage, E., & Naffrechoux, M. (1969). Influence of a consistent minority on the
responses of a majority in a color perception task. Sociometry, 32(4), 365-380.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786541

Moussaid, M., Kdmmer, J. E., Analytis, P. P., & Neth, H. (2013). Social influence and the
collective dynamics of opinion formation. PLoS ONE, 8(11).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0078433



References 123

Moy, P., Domke, D., & Stamm, K. (2001). The spiral of silence and public opinion on
affirmative action. Journalism and Mass Communication Quaterly, 78(1), 7-25.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900107800102

Moye, N. A., & Langfred, C. W. (2004). Information sharing and group conflict: Going
beyond decision making to understand the effects of information sharing on group
performance. International Journal of Conflict Management, 15(4), 381-410.
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022919

Mudambi, M. S., & Schuff, D. (2010). What makes a helpful online review? A study of
customer reviews on amazon. com. MIS Quarter, 34(1), 185-200.
https://doi.org/10.2307/20721420

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. (2017). Mplus: Statistical analysis with latent variables user's
guide. (Version 8) [Computer software]. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.
http://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf

Nekmat, E., & Gonzenbach, W. J. (2013). Multiple opinion climates in online forums: Role of
website source reference and within-forum opinion congruency. Journalism and Mass
Communication Quarterly, 90(4), 736-756. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699013503162

Neubaum, G., & Kramer, N. C. (2018). What do we fear? Expected sanctions for expressing
minority opinions in offline and online communication. Communication Research, 45(2),
139-164. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650215623837

Neuwirth, K., & Frederick, E. (2004). Peer and social influence on opinion expression:
Combining the theories of planned behavior and the spiral of silence. Communication
Research, 31(6), 669-703. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650204269388

Neuwirth, K., Frederick, E., & Mayo, C. (2007). The spiral of silence and fear of isolation.
Journal of Communication, 57(3), 450-468. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-
2466.2007.00352.x

Noelle-Neumann, E. (1974). Die Schweigespirale: Uber die Entstehung der 6ffentlichen



References 124

Meinung. In H. R. Forsthoff Ernst (Ed.), Standorte im Zeitstrom: Festschrift flir Arnold
Gehlen (pp. 299-330). Athenaum.

Noelle-Neumann, E. (1977). Turbulences in the Climate of Opinion: Methodological
Applications of the Spiral of Silence Theory. Public Opinion Quarterly, 41(2), 143-158.
https://doi.org/10.1086/268371

Noelle-Neumann, E. (2001). Die Schweigespirale: Theorie der 6ffentlichen Meinung (6th
ed.). Langen Miiller.

Noelle-Neumann, E., & Petersen, T. (2004). The spiral of silence and the social nature of
man. In L. L. Kaid (Ed.), Handbook of Political Communication (pp. 339-356).
Lawrence Erlbaum. https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.1993.9962995

Ordofiez, M. A. M., & Nekmat, E. (2019). “Tipping point” in the SoS? Minority-supportive
opinion climate proportion and perceived hostility in uncivil online discussion. New
Media and Society, 21(11-12), 2483-2504. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819851056

Oshagan, H. (1996). Reference group influence on opinion expression. International Journal
of Public Opinion Research, 8(4), 335-354. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/8.4.335

Pan, Y., & Zhang, J. Q. (2011). Born Unequal: A Study of the Helpfulness of User-Generated
Product Reviews. Journal of Retailing, 87(4), 598-612.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2011.05.002

Park, S., Chung, S., & Lee, S. (2019). The effects of online product reviews on sales
performance: Focusing on number, extremity, and length. Journal of Distribution
Science, 17(5), 85-94. https://doi.org/10.15722/JDS.17.5.201905.85

Phillips, K. W. (2003). The effects of categorically based expectations on minority influence:
The importance of congruence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(1), 3-13.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202238367

Porten-Cheé, P., & Eilders, C. (2015). Spiral of silence online: How online communication

affects opinion climate perception and opinion expression regarding the climate change



References 125

debate. Communication Sciences, 15(1), 143-150.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scoms.2015.03.002

Postmes, T., Spears, R., & Cihangir, S. (2001). Quality of decision making and group norms.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(6), 918-930.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.918

Renzl, B. (2008). Trust in management and knowledge sharing: The mediating effects of fear
and knowledge documentation. Omega, 36(2), 206—220.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0mega.2006.06.005

Rios, K. (2012). Minority opinions: Antecedents and benefits of expression. Social and
Personality Psychology Compass, 6(5), 392-401. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-
9004.2012.00431.x

Rios, K., & Chen, Z. (2014). Experimental evidence for minorities’ hesitancy in reporting
their opinions. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(7), 872—-883.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214528990

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R Package for structural equation modeling. Journal of
Statistical Software, 48(2), 1-36. http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

Sakai, H. (1981). Induced compliance and opinion change. Japanese Psychological Research,
23(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.4992/psycholres1954.23.1

Salehan, M., & Kim, D. J. (2016). Predicting the performance of online consumer reviews: A
sentiment mining approach to big data analytics. Decision Support Systems, 81, 30-40.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2015.10.006

Salmon, C. T., & Kline, F. G. (1985). The spiral of silence ten years later: An examination
and evaluation. In K. Sanders, L.L. Kaid, & D. Nimmo (Eds.), Political Communication
Yearbook 1984, 3-29. Carbondale: Southern Illinois Univeristy Press.

Salmon, C. T., & Neuwirth, K. (1987). A multivariate test of the spiral of silence

ypothesis.Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association for Education in



References 126

Journalism and Mass Communication, San Antonio, TX.

Salmon, C. T., & Neuwirth, K. (1990). Perceptions of opinion “climates” and willingness to
discuss the issue of abortion. Journalism Quarterly, 67(3), 567-577.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107769909006700312

Salmon, C. T., & Oshagan, H. (1990). Community size, perceptions of majority opinion, and
opinion expression. In Public Relations Research Annual (Vol. 2, Issues 1-4, pp. 157—
171). https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532754xjprr0201-4_6

Sassenberg, K., & Boos, M. (2003). Attitude change in computer-mediated communication:
Effects of anonymity and category norms. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
6(4), 405-422. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302030064006

Sassenberg, K., & Jonas, K. J. (2007). Attitude change and social influence on the net. Oxford
handbook of internet psychology.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199561803.013.0018

Scheufele, D. A. (1999). Deliberation or dispute? An exploratory study examining dimensions
of public opinion expression. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 11(1),
25-58. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/11.1.25

Scheufele, D. A., & Moy, P. (2000). Twenty-five years of the spiral of silence: A conceptual
review and empirical outlook. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 12(1),
3-28. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/12.1.3

Scheufele, D. A., Shanahan, J., & Eunjung, L. (2001). Real talk. Manipulating the dependent
variable in spiral of silence research. Communication Research, 28(3), 304-324.
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365001028003003

Schindler, R. M., & Bickart, B. (2012). Perceived helpfulness of online consumer reviews:
The role of message content and style. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11(3), 234-243.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb

Scholl, A., & Sassenberg, K. (2014). While you still think, 1 already type: Experienced social



References 127

power reduces deliberation during e-mail communication. Cyberpsychology, Behavior,
and Social Networking, 17(11), 692-696. https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2014.0293

Schulz-Hardt, S., Brodbeck, F. C., Mojzisch, A., Kerschreiter, R., & Frey, D. (2006). Group
decision making in hidden profile situations: Dissent as a facilitator for decision quality.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(6), 1080-1093.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1080

Schwind, C., Buder, J., & Hesse, F. W. (2011). I will do it, but | don’t like it: User reactions
to preference- inconsistent recommendations. Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems - Proceedings, 349-352. https://doi.org/10.1145/1978942.1978992

Shamir, J. (1995). Information cues and indicators of the climate of opinion: The spiral of
silence theory in the Intifada. Communication Research, 22, 24-53.
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365095022001002

Sherrick, B., & Hoewe, J. (2018). The effect of explicit online comment moderation on three
spiral of silence outcomes. New Media and Society, 20(2), 453-474.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816662477

Shoemaker, P. J., Breen, M., & Stamper, M. (2000). Fear of social isolation: Testing an
assumption from the spiral of silence. Irish Communications Review, 8(1), 65-78.
https://doi.org/10.21427/D7DH7R

Sia, A. C., Tan, B. C. Y., & WEei, K. (2002). Group polarization and computer-mediated
communication: Effects of communication cues, social presence, and anonymity.
Information Systems Research, 13(1), 70-90. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.1.70.92

Siegel, J., Dubrovsky, V., Kiesler, S., & McGuire, T. W. (1986). Group processes in
computer-mediated communication. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 37(2), 157-187. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(86)90050-6

Simons, T. L., & Peterson, R. S. (2000). Task conflict and relationship conflict in top

management teams: The pivotal role of intragroup trust. The Journal of Applied



References 128

Psychology, 85(1), 102-111. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.102

Soffer, O., & Gordoni, G. (2018). Opinion expression via user comments on news websites:
analysis through the perspective of the spiral of silence. Information Communication and
Society, 21(3), 388-403. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1281991

Spears, R., Lea, M., & Lee, S. (1990). De-individuation and group polarization in computer-
mediated communication. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29(2), 121-134.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1990.tb00893.x

Sproull, L., & Kiesler, S. (1991). Computers, networks and work. Scientific American, 265(3),
116-127.

Stasser, G. (1992). Pooling of unshared information during group discussion. In S. Worchel,
W. Wood, & J. Simpson (Eds.), Group process and productivity (pp. 48-57). SAGE
Publications, Incorporated.

Stasser, G., & Stewart, D. (1992). Discovery of hidden profiles by decision-making groups:
solving a problem versus making a judgment. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 63(3), 426-434. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.426

Stasser, G., & Titus, W. (2003). Hidden profiles: A brief history. Psychological Inquiry,
14(3-4), 304-313. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840x.2003.9682897

Stewart, D. D., & Stasser, G. (1995). Expert role assignment and information sampling during
collective recall and decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
69(4), 619-628. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.619

Stroebe, W. (2010). Majority and minority influence and information processing: A
theoretical and methodological analysis. In Minority influence and innovation:
Antecedents, processes and consequences (pp. 201-225).

Surowiecki, J. (2004). The wisdom of crowds: Why the many are smarter than the few and
how collective wisdom shapes business, economies, societies, and nations. Random

House: New York.



References 129

Turner, J. C., Wetherell, M. S., & Hogg, M. A. (1989). Referent informational influence and
group polarization. British Journal of Social Psychology, 28(2), 135-147.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1989.th00855.x

Usto, M., Drace, S., & Hadziahmetovi¢, N. (2019). Replication of the “asch effect” in Bosnia
and Herzegovina: Evidence for the moderating role of group similarity in conformity.
Psihologijske Teme, 28(3), 589-599. https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.28.3.7

van Woerkom, M., & Sanders, K. (2010). The romance of learning from disagreement. The
effect of cohesiveness and disagreement on knowledge sharing behavior and individual
performance within teams. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25(1), 139-149.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9136-y

Varela-Rey, A., Rodriguez-Carballeira, A., Escartin, J., & Martin-Pefia, J. (2018). Spiral of
silence in a post-violent context: the influence of reference groups and fear of being in a
minority position. Behavioral Sciences of Terrorism and Political Aggression, 10(2),
158-175. https://doi.org/10.1080/19434472.2017.1310124

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor package. Journal of
Statistical Software, 36(3), 1-48. https://www.jstatsoft.org/v36/i03/

Vinson, D. W., Dale, R., & Jones, M. N. (2019). Decision contamination in the wild:
Sequential dependencies in online review ratings. Behavior Research Methods, 51(4),
1477-1484. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1175-8

Wang, Y., Wang, J., & Yao, T. (2019). What makes a helpful online review? A meta-analysis
of review characteristics. Electronic Commerce Research, 19(2), 257-284.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10660-018-9310-2

Wilson, D., & Sperber, D. (1981). On Grice’s theory of conversation. In Conversation and
discourse (pp. 155-178).

Wittenbaum, G. M. (2000). The Bias Toward Discussing Shared Information. Communication

Research, 27(3), 379-401. https://doi.org/10.1177/009365000027003005



References 130

Wittenbaum, G. M., & Bowman, J. M. (2005). Member status and information exchange in
decision-making groups. Research on Managing Groups and Teams, 7(05), 143-168.
https://doi.org/10.1016/51534-0856(05)07007-6

Wittenbaum, G. M., Hollingshead, A. B., & Botero, I. C. (2004). From cooperative to
motivated information sharing in groups: Moving beyond the hidden profile paradigm.
Communication Monographs, 71(3), 286-310.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299894

Wittenbaum, G. M., & Park, E. S. (2001). The collective preference for shared information.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 10(2), 70-73.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00118

Wood, W., Lundgren, S., Ouellette, J. A., Busceme, S., & Blackstone, T. (1994). Minority
influence: A meta-analytic review of social influence processes. Psychological Bulletin,
115(3), 323-345. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.115.3.323

Wu, T. Y., & Atkin, D. J. (2018). To comment or not to comment: Examining the influences
of anonymity and social support on one’s willingness to express in online news
discussions. New Media and Society, 20(12), 4512-4532.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818776629

YouGov. (2018). YouGov / Amnesty International UK Survey Results. October, 1-6.
Retrieved from https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/
document/r6s2kjjlv4/AmnestyIntUK 181004 Abortion_w.pdf

YouGov. (2019). YouGov / Marie Stopes Survey Results - Abortion Opinions Sept 19.
September, 1-2. Retrieved from https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_

uploads/document/0s55frx56m/MarieStopes_OpinionsTowardsAbortion_Sepl9 W.pdf

Yun, G. W., Park, S. Y., & Lee, S. (2016). Inside the spiral: Hostile media, minority
perception, and willingness to speak out on a weblog. Computers in Human Behavior,

62, 236-243. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.086



References 131

Yun, W. G., & Park, S. Y. (2011). Selective posting: Willingness to post a message online.
Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 16(2), 201-227.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2010.01533.x



Appendices 132

Appendices

APPENIX A bbbttt bbbt 133
APPENAIX Bt 136
B.1 Supplementary information for Chapter Ha............cccccevviieiicieciece e, 135
B.1.1 Preregistrations and explanation for deviations ..............cccccevveveeve e se e s, 136
B.1.2 Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.3...........cccoceevevieveevieseennnn, 141
B.1.3 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.1 ..........ccccocevviveiiieie e cieennnn, 142
B.1.4 Instructions and main measures for EXperiment 2.2 ..........ccccocevveveiiicin e e, 146
B.1.5 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.3 ..........ccccocevveveiie e, 150

B.2 Supplementary information for Chapter Hb ...........ccoooveiiiiiiicece e, 156
B.2.1 Preregistrations and explanation for deviations .............cccoeviieniiininisicicees 156
B.2.2 Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.4 and 2.5 ..........ccocoovvienenn, 160
B.2.3 Instructions and main measures for EXperiment 2.4 ..........cccccoveveienininnniicinennns 163
B.2.4 Instructions and main measures for EXperiment 2.5 .........cccooevenininnnininicnennn, 176
APPENAIX C oottt bbb bbbt 180
C.1 Supplementary information for Chapter 11a ... 180
C.1.1 Preregistrations and explanation for deviations .............ccccvverenenenienesisieeeee, 180
C.1.2 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 3.1 .........c.cccovevievieiieiieseeinene 183
C.1.3 Instructions and main measures for EXperiment 3.2.........ccccceveveeeeeieiiese e 187

C.2 Supplementary information for Chapter HIb ... 192
C.2.1 SAMPIING PrOCEAUIE. ... .ceiieeiee ittt e e te e eebeesree s 192
C.2.2 Complete list of variables assessed in Study 3.3.........cccovveviiiiieiie e 192

APPENAIX D oo e e ba e e 193



Appendix A 133

Appendix A

Summary of the studies mentioned in Chapter lla using similar material

As mentioned in Chapter Ila, we conducted two further studies in the scope of the
dissertation in which we used similar material as in the Experiments of Chapter Ila. However,
both studies are not included in the empirical Chapters of the dissertation so far. In the interest
of transparency and completeness, | will briefly report both studies here, addressing differences
in the methodology used and summarizing the studies’ results.

The main difference between these Studies and the Experiments in Chapter lla is that
we tried to manipulate participants’ perception of the majority opinion. Therefore, participants
read a short manipulation text (an alleged article from a regional newspaper). The article stated
that the majority opinion (Study 1: N = 212) is either in favor of or against implementing a
Veggie Day or (Study 2: N = 207) in favor of or against receiving further refugees. By doing
so, we aimed to manipulate whether participants believe in holding a minority or majority
opinion. From here on, the method was the same as in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2. Participants
saw manikins, one stating the (alleged) majority one the (alleged) minority opinion. Participants
indicated which statement they agree with more and thus indicated their own opinion about the
topic. Then, by using the train scenario to manipulate the faced opinion, participants were
confronted either with a passenger stating to be in favor or against the topic. Different than in
Experiment 2.2. and 2.3; this statement was always in line with the alleged majority opinion
from the manipulation text at the beginning. Depending on which opinion the participants held,
they faced an opposing or confirming others’ opinion. Afterwards, participants indicated their
willingness and likelihood to express their opinion, the perceived backlash from others, which
opinion they perceive as the actual majority opinion and answered some demographical
questions.

Similar to our Experiments in Chapter lla, we predicted that people holding an opinion

in line with the (alleged) minority opinion express their opinion less when facing an opposing
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than when facing a confirming opinion. This effect should be smaller for people holding an
opinion in line with the (alleged) majority opinion. In both studies, the hypothesis was not
confirmed.

Results of both studies indicate no significant differences in opinion expression between
people holding an opinion in line and not in line with the alleged majority opinion when facing
an opposing (compared to confirming) others’ opinion. In both studies, only a main effect of
one’s own opinion emerged. The willingness and likelihood to express an opinion increased
when participants held an opinion in favor of the topic (Study 1: in favor of a Veggie Day;
Study 2: in favor of receiving further refugees). | further tested whether the manipulation text
might have impacted one’s own opinion. This seemed to be the case in Study 2, X?(1, 207) =
4,75, p = .029, but not in Study 1, X3(1, 212) = 0.08, p = .782. Hence, the manipulation text
seemed to be associated with one’s own opinion in Study 2.

We expected that by manipulating the majority opinion, we could influence the
perception of participants’ status so that they perceive to be in the minority or majority with
their opinion, and thus gain a more balanced design. However, some participants indicated that
they believe the actual majority opinion is different from what they had read in the manipulation
text despite our manipulation. For example, they read a manipulation text that stated the
majority is against a Veggie Day but indicated (at the end of the study) that they believe the
majority of students are Pro Veggie Day, and thus assumed a different opinion to be the actual
majority opinion*®, Accordingly, our studies do not seem to have succeeded in manipulating the
what is perceived as the majority opinion. Therefore, no clear statement can be made about
whether participants actually assumed to hold a minority or majority opinion. Our studies

merely indicate that manipulating the majority opinion might not be feasible. All in all, our

18 Exploratory analyses with the actual perceived majority opinion showed no significant differences in results.
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attempt to manipulate the majority opinion by using a text did not work out. Therefore, these

studies were not included in the dissertation as an empirical part.
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Appendix B

B.1 Supplementary information for Chapter lla

B.1.1 Preregistrations and explanation for deviations

Overview of prereqgistered analyses and deviations

It is important to note that the presentation of the Experiments of Chapter Ila does not
follow the preregistrations, as those were faulty in parts. I will briefly discuss the major

deviations made.

Experiment Deviation

Experiment 2.1 A 2 (own opinion) x2 (faced opinion) x2 (perceived majority opinion)
between-subject design was preregistered. As only N =2 participants
indicated that the perceived majority opinion is against receiving further
refugees, not all our design cells were filled. Thus, we could not run our
analyses for our initially planned 2 x 2 x 2 design. Instead, we run our
analyses for the effect of own and faced opinion with the 209 participants
whose majority opinion (in favor of further refugees) coincided with the
actual majority opinion. Accordingly, the hypothesis was adapted: We sat
own opinion in relation to the majority opinion (e.g., holding a minority vs.
majority opinion) and carried out an interaction of the faced (opposing vs.
confirming) and one’s own (minority vs. majority) opinion to test whether
minorities behave differently when it comes to expressing an opinion.

Experiment 2.2 We deviated from the preregistered power of f = .25 (Experiment 2.1) and

f =.166 (Experiment 2.2). Instead, we referred to the effect size based on



Appendix B

137

Experiment 2.1

and 2.2

the results from Experiment 2.1 and adjusted the oversampling ratio of 1 to
4 accordingly in Experiment 2.3.

We preregistered a moderated mediation of one’s own and faced opinion
via fear on opinion expression. As mentioned in Chapter lla, no interaction
of one’s own and faced opinion emerged, and thus a mediation via fear
instead of the moderated mediation was conducted.

In both Experiments, we preregistered two separated analyses for the two
opinion expression measurements willingness and likelihood. Due to a
strong correlation of both, we standardized measures into an overall
opinion expression measure.

We further deviate from the preregistration by including participants older
than 35 (Experiment 2.1: N = 2; Experiment 2.2: N = 3) as we also included

them for Experiment 2.3. Results do not differ by excluding participants.

Variable labels in the dissertation and preregistrations

Experiment

Label in the dissertation Label in preregistrations

Experiment 2.1

Experiment 2.2

Experiment 2.3

holding a minority vs. majority people feel that their opinion is not

opinion consistent compared to consistent with
the perceived majority opinion

facing an opposing opinion confronted with an opinion that

(compare to  facing a opposes (compared to confirms) one’s

confirming opinion) own

faced opinion others’ opinion
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Preregistration for Experiment 2.1

Created: 07/21/2019 08:43 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 12:42 AM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This anonymized copy (without author names) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review.
A non-anonymized version (containing author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?

RQ: Do minorities behave differently from majorities when it comes to expressing opinions?

Hypotheses:

Based on theorizing and previous findings on the spiral of silence, we predict:

* H1: if people feel, that their opinion is not consistent with the perceived majority opinion, then people are (a) less willing to engage in a conversation
(DV1) and voice their opinion with a smaller likelihood (DV2) than people whose opinion is consistent with the perceived majority opinion

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.
DV1: willingness to start a conversation to get to know the other’s point of view (dichotomous)
DV2: likelihood of voicing own opinion

Predictor 1: initial opinion of the participants, which will be assessed on a binary scale
Predictor 2: perceived public opinion
Predictor3: opinion of a fellow passenger in a hypothetical train scenario (opposing or confirming the initial opinion of the participants)

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Eight conditions based on:

(3) participants’ initial opinion pro vs. contra receiving refugees in Germany on a binary scale

(b) Participants’ perceived public opinion pro vs. contra receiving refugees in Germany

(c) whether the participants are confronted with an opposing or confirmatory opinion during a hypothetical train journey by a passenger.

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to examine the main question/hypothesis.
The hypotheses will be tested by using multiple regressi dels separately for each DV to see if there is a difference between minorities and majorities

regarding (H13) the willingness to start a conversation and (H1b) the likelihood to voice own opinion. H1a will be tested using a logistic regression. H1b by
using a linear regression.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.
Prerequisites for participation:

- fluent in German (language-sensitive materials)

- age between 18 and 35 years (materials designed for typical undergraduates)

- non-psychology students

- unfamiliar with material

Note that any participant who wishes to withdraw their data will be removed from the data set.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.

We aim at collecting data of N = 210 participants. We will stop data collection once we have reached 210 complete data sets that meet our exclusion
criteria (the study will run online from July 23rd, 2019). This procedure also ensures our desired power (based on G*power: power of .95, alpha-error
probability .05, expected medium effect size: f = .25). Due to unclear parameters for a logistic regression, the power analysis for the continuous DV was
calculated.

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for exploratory purposes, unusual analyses planned?)
For exploratory purposes we will assess the final opinion at the end of the study as well as the following potential moderators:
= the certainty about the initial opinion
« perceived fear of social isolation
« perceived task characteristics (objectively correct decision regarding the topic?)
* subjective importance to make a right decision in general
« subjective importance of the topic
* subjective communicative self-efficacy

Further following variables will be collected:
- demographical questions (age, gender, language, academic subject),
- whether they are active in the refugee aid
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Preregistration for Experiment 2.2

Created: 09/30/2019 03:07 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 12:38 AM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This ymized copy (with author ) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review.
A ymized version (c ining author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?

RQ: Do people holding a mi y opinion behave differently from people holding a majority opinion when it comes to expressing said opinion?
Hypothesis:

(H1a) The willingness to engage in a conversation (DV1) or (H1b) the likelihood of expressing one’s opinion in a conversation (DV2) is lower if one is
conf with an opinion that opp (c ed to confirms) one's own. This effect should be more pronounced if the other person's opinion

corresponds to the perceived majority opinion.

(H2) feared conf: ion (DV3) medi the effect predicted in H1, that is a confr ion with an opinion that (compared to confirms) one’s
own opinion increases feared confrontation and increased feared confrontation, in turn, leads to a lower willingness to engage (DV1) and lower likelihood

of expressing one’s opinion (DV2) in a conversation.

3) Describe the key dependent var (s) specifying how they will be measured.
DV1: willingness to engage in a conversation to get to know the other’s point of view (one dichotomous item)

DV2: likelihood of expressing one’s opinion in a cc ion (one 7-point scale item)
DV3: feared confrontation (five 7-point scale items)

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Four conditions based on:

(a) Factor 1: participants’ own opinion about whether a Gender Pay Gap is justified vs. unjustified, which will be assessed on one binary scale (! find the
gender pay gap justified vs. | find the gender pay gap unjustified)

(b) Factor 2: whether the participants are conft d with an opini pposing or confirming their own opinion during a hyp ical train ji y with a

passenger. (in the form of a short text)

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to ine the main q /hypothesi

The hypotheses H1a and H1b will be tested by using regressi dels sep ly for each DV with the following predictors: participants’ opinion,

communicator’s opinion (both pro vs. contra gender pay gap), and their interaction. H1a will be tested using a logistic regression, H1b by using a linear
gression. Hypothesis H2 ( diation) will be tested by using bootstrapping analyses (model 7).

Based on a pretest in the d population, we that most participants believe that most students do consider a gender pay gap as unjustified

(perceived majority opinion). Therefore, we do not expect to have enough observations in cells rep ing the public opinion justifying a gender pay gap.

As a result, we will only look at participants who that the majority considers the gender pay gap to be unjustified (see exclusion criteria).

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excludit b i

Prerequisites for participation:

(1 e PEPPCY

- fluentin

- age between 18 and 35 years ( ials designed for typical unds di )

- non-psychology students

- unfamiliar with material (concretely: only students who have not yet participated in a study with our train scenario/manikins)
- indicating that the majority of students (perceived majority opinion) consider a gender pay gap to be unjustified

Note that any participant who wishes to withdraw their data will be removed from the data set.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
ber will be di ined.
Due to unclear parameters for a logistic regression, a power analysis was conducted for the continuous DV (DV2) indicating a desired sample size of N = 210
(based on G*power: 1 =B = .95, a = .05, f = .25). But we expect a smaller effect size for our dichotomous DV (DV1).
Therefore, we aim at collecting data of at least N = 210 participants but will oversample to reach a proper power for both DVs.

We will stop data collection once we have acquired N = 350 complete data sets that meet our inclusion criteria, or when the end of the survey period is

reached, and we have reached our minimum desired sample size of N = 210 (the study will run online from October 8th 2019 ~ October 29th 2019). If none

of these criteria will be met by October 29th 2019, we will continue data collection beyond this date until our minimal goal (N = 210) is reached.

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for expl: Yy purp | anak I d?)

Factor 2 mentioned under (4) will be recoded for our analyses as follows: In case participants are in favor of the gender pay gap, opposing communicators

will be recoded as ‘other opinion contra gender pay gap' and confirming communicators will be recorded as ‘other opinion pro gender pay gap.’ Similarly, in

case participants are against the gender pay gap, opposing communicators will be recoded as ‘other opinion pro gender pay gap” and confirming
communicators will be recoded as ‘other opinion contra gender pay gap.’

For exploratory purposes we will assess the following potential moderators:

 certainty regarding one’s own opini

» perceived task characteristics (“In my eyes, the Gender Pay Gap is a matter of individual opinion.”)
* subjective importance to make a correct decision in general

* subjective importance of the topic

* subjective communicative self-efficacy

Further, we will pre-test further possible topics, which can then be used as topics in future studies. Finally, at the end of this experiment, we will assess
demographic variables (age, gender, mother tongue, academic subject)
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Preregistration for Experiment 2.3

Created: 03/24/2020 01:31 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 12:26 AM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This anonymized copy (without author names) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review.
A ized version (c ining author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pi gi ion are confidenti

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?
RQ: Do people holding a minority opinion behave differently from people holding a majority opinion when it comes to engaging in a conversation with

people holding an opposing (compared to a confirming) opinion?

Hypotheses:

H1a: When facing others’ opinion that (comp: to confirms) one’s own opinion the willingness to engage in a conversation is lower. This effect
should be more pronounced when the c icators’ opinion (others’ opinion) cor to the perceived public majority opinion.

H1b: Perceived fear mediates the effect predicted in H1a. That is, a confrontation with others’ opinion that op (c to confi one's own

opinion increases perceived fear more, and this, in turn, leads to a lower willingness to engage in a conversation with the others.

Hypothesis 2: People who are faced with others’ opinion that their own opinion and hold an own opinion that is not in line with the public majority

opinion adapt their opinion more to the faced others’ opinion in the course of a discussion than people who hold an own opinion that is in line with the
majority opinion.

3) the key d« d (s) specifying how they will be measured.
DV H1a: willingness to engage in a conversation with a group of others of whom eight are p dina ized order (eight times yes vs.
no)

Mediator H1b: perceived fear (assessed via five items on a 7-point scale)
DV H2: opinion regarding the focal topic on a 0-Pro Life to 100-Pro Choice scale after participants read all arguments

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Four conditions based on:

(a) Factor 1, identified by means of a pre-screening: participants’ own opinion (in line vs. not in line with the perceived and actual majority opinion in the
society: Pro Choice) about the focal topic “legalisation of abortion” ("1 am Pro Life” vs. “l am Pro Choice”).

(b) Factor 2, manipulated: whether participants face others’ opinion voiced by three communicators that is in line vs. not in line with participants own
opinion.

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to ine the main /hypoth
All hypotheses tests will involve the following predictors: own opinion (in line vs. not in line with the majority opinion), others’ opinion, and the interaction
of these two factors.

Hypothesis H1a will be tested by using a fixed linear (logistic) mixed effects model containing random intercepts for participants, the first trial, and the
argument (1-8) and fixed effects for the predictors. To test - in case of an own opinion x others’ opinion interaction - the predicted pattern is
underlying this effect, we will conduct orthogonal contrasts analysis.

Hypothesis H1b will be tested with a moderated mediation model by using PROCESS, Model 7. For this analysis, one
willingness-to-engage-in-a-conversation score will be computed (i.e., sum score across all eight trials).

Hypothesis H2 will be tested in a linear multiple regression with the fi ing predictors: own opinion, others’ opinion, and their interaction.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.

Prerequisites for participation:

- English as a native language (language-sensitive materials)

- Indicating that the majority of people in Great Britain consider Pro Choice as the majority opinion (in line with public opinion poll results by YouGov)
- female sex

Note that any participant who wishes to withdraw their data will be removed from the data set.

Further, women who are currently pregnant and women who were pregnant before will be excluded from the reported analysis if the pattern of results
found for them differs significantly from the one found for the rest of the sample, no matter whether this confirms or disconfirms our hypotheses.

7) How many observations will be or what will sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.

Based on our earlier studies we expect an effect size of f = .166. A power analysis with G*power (1 -~ = .80, a = .05, f = .166) indicates that the sample size
should at least be N = 278. However, as we expect a ratio of 1 (Pro Life): 4 (Pro Choice) in the data, we will oversample by 55%, so our desired minimum
sample size is N = 445 plus 10% to compensate for our exclusion criteria (total N = 490). We will stop data collection once we have reached our minimum
desired sample size of N = 490 or when the end of the survey period (March 24th 2020 = March 31st 2020) is reached.

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., dary anal iabl llected for expl yp | anal 1. d?)
For exploratory purposes we will assess the fi ing p i s:

« The time participants take to indicate whether they want to engage in a conversation in response to each statement (log-transformed)

* certainty regarding one’s own opinion

* subjective communicative self-efficacy

« willingness to talk to the communicators to get to know their point of view

« subjective importance to make a correct estimation in general

* subjective importance of the topic

« when responding to an argument, whether they agree or disagree with it

« at what statement (1 to 8) participants respond for the first time

Finally, at the end of this experiment, we will assess d
(current) pregnancy, whether they have children, religious affiliation, field of work/study).

tongue, age, highest level of education, academic subject, gender,



Appendix B 141

B.1.2 Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.3

Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.3

Opinion adaption: For Experiment 2.3, we further preregistered that people who hold
a minority opinion (an opinion not in line with the majority opinion) and face an opposing
opinion adapt their opinion more to the faced opinion in the course of a discussion than people
who hold a majority opinion (an opinion in line with the majority opinion). Higher values on
the final opinion scale (0 - Pro-Life to 100 - Pro-Choice) indicate a stronger tendency towards
Pro-Life, lower values towards Pro-Choice.

A linear Model with final opinion as dependent variable and own (majority: -1, minority:
1) and faced opinion (confirming: -1, opposing: 1) as independent variables was carried out.
Holding a minority (here: Pro-Life) opinion was related to a higher score on the final opinion
scale (M = 89.58, SD = 17.36), indicating they were more likely to be Pro-Life compared to
people holding a majority (here: Pro-Choice) opinion (M = 3.89, SD = 8.27), B =42.82, SE =
0.65, t(492) = 66.15, p < .005, 95%-CI [41.549; 44.093]. No main effect of faced opinion
revealed, B =-0.87, SE = 0.65, t(492) = -1.34, p =.180, 95%-ClI [-2.142; 0.402], but a trend for
an interaction of both predictors, B =-1.13, SE = 0.65, t(492) =-1.75, p =.082, 95%-CI [-2.401,;
0.142]. Pairwise comparisons revealed a trend for people holding a minority opinion and facing
an opposing (compared to confirming) opinion resulted in lower values of the final opinion,
AM = -4.00, SE = 2.40, 95%-CI = [-4.357; 0.358]. No significant differences occurred when
holding a majority opinion.

In line with our prediction, the results suggest that holding a minority (but not majority)
opinion and facing an opposing opinion seems to be linked to a tendency to adapt one’s opinion.
People holding a minority opinion seem to adapt their opinion more to the faced (majority)

opinion in a discussion than people holding a majority opinion.



Appendix B 142

B.1.3 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.1

(original material was in German)

In this section, all critical instructions and manipulations used in Experiment 2.1 are
provided in more detail. If the number of items is given, concepts have been assessed for

exploratory purposes, but data is not presented in the empirical Chapters.

Complete list of variables assessed in Experiment 2.1:

e Own opinion about the topic

e Certainty about own opinion (1 item)

e Perception of the majority opinion

e Manipulation of faced opinion with train scenario paradigm (either in favor of or against
receiving refugees); The verbatim version (in German) of the manipulation is provided
in parentheses, as subtle but essential differences in wording might not be fully captured
by the English translations.

e Willingness to express one’s own opinion

e Likelihood to express one’s own opinion

e Fear of backlash from others

o Self-efficacy (4 items)

e Accuracy (1 item)

e Importance to generally make a right judgment (1 item)

e Importance of the topic (1 item)

e Demographics (mother tongue, gender, age, subject of study, active in refugee aid,
number of studies taken, familiarity with this experiment, device used to take

experiment)
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Assessment of own opinion about the topic

Please read the statements of the two people.

“I think Germany is
obligated to receive
further refugees.

“I do not think it
is the duty of
Germany to
receive further
refugees”

Which person would you agree with? The upper one or the lower one?

(-1 = The upper one [yellow], 1 = The lower one [blue])

Assessment of majority opinion (minority opinion = no further refugees)

What do you think? Is the majority of students in Tubingen in favor of or against receiving
further refugees?

e Most are in favor of receiving further refugees. (1)

e One half is in favor, the other half against it. (2)

e Most are against receiving further refugees. (3)
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Manipulation of faced opinion with train scenario paradigm

Imagine that you are on a 5-hour long train ride, and in your compartment, there is a student

who says:

[condition in favor of receiving further refugees]

“I think it is the duty of Germany to receive further refugees. Anyone who is against receiving
refugees is simply ignorant; ignorant about the refugees’ situation and, therefore, about any
human rights. Simply irresponsible!”

(,,Ich finde, es ist die Aufgabe von Deutschland noch weitere Gefliichtete aufzunehmen. Wer
sich gegen eine Aufnahme ausspricht, ist einfach ignorant. Ignorant gegeniiber der Situation
der Geflichteten und somit auch gegenuber jeglichen Menschenrechten. Einfach

unverantwortlich!™)

[condition against receiving further refugees]

“I do not think it is the duty of Germany to receive further refugees. Whoever speaks out in
favor of receiving refugees is simply ignorant; ignorant about the limits of what is possible and
the current situation. Simply irresponsible!”

(,,Ich finde nicht, dass es die Aufgabe von Deutschland ist noch weitere Gefliichtete
aufzunehmen. Wer sich fur eine Aufnahme ausspricht, ist einfach ignorant. Ignorant gegeniber

der Grenze des Machbaren und der aktuellen Situation. Einfach unverantwortlich.™)

Assessment of willingness to express one’s own opinion

Would you like to talk to this student to get to know his or her point of view, or would you
rather not?

(0 - rather not engage in a conversation, 1 - would like to engage in a conversation)
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Assessment of likelihood to express one’s own opinion

In this situation, how likely is it that you would express your own opinion towards the topic?

(1 = Very unlikely, 7 very likely)

Assessment of fear of backlash from others

If you imagine yourself in the situation described, how much do you agree with the following

Statements?

| have the feeling that | can express my opinion regarding receiving further refugees

freely and openly.

e | have the feeling that the other person is trying to understand my point of view.

e I’m afraid a conversation on the topic of “receiving refugees” will lead to an aggressive
discussion

e I’'m afraid that if [ express my opinion, the conversation will become uncomfortable.

e [’m afraid that [ am alone with my opinion on the topic of “receiving refugees

(1 = Completely disagree, 7 = Completely agree)
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B.1.4 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.2

(original material was in German)
In this section, all critical instructions and manipulations used in Experiment 2.2 are
provided in more detail. If the number of items is given, concepts have been assessed for

exploratory purposes, but data is not presented in the empirical Chapters.

Complete list of variables assessed in Experiment 2.2:

e Own opinion about the topic

e Certainty about own opinion (1 item)

e Perception of the majority opinion

e Manipulation of faced opinion with a train scenario paradigm (either justifying or not
justifying a Gender Pay Gap); The verbatim version (in German) of the manipulation is
provided in parentheses, as subtle but essential differences in wording might not be fully
captured by the English translations.

e Willingness to express one’s own opinion (see Experiment 2.1)

e Likelihood to express one’s own opinion (see Experiment 2.1)

e Fear of backlash from others

o Self-efficacy (see Experiment 2.1)

e Accuracy (see Experiment 2.1)

e Importance to generally make a right judgment (see Experiment 2.1)

e Importance of the topic (see Experiment 2.1)

e Demographics (mother tongue, gender, age, subject of study, number of studies taken,

familiarity with this experiment, device used to take experiment)
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Assessment of own opinion about the topic

Please read the statements of the two people.

,,1 find the gender
pay gap is justified.”

,,1 find the gender
pay gap is not
justified.”

Which person would you agree with? The upper one or the lower one?

(1 = The upper one [yellow], -1 = The lower one [blue])

Assessment of majority opinion (minority opinion = gender pay gap is justified)

What do you think? Does the majority of students in TUbingen perceive the gender pay gap as
justified or not justified?

e Most perceive the gender pay gap as justified. (1)

e One half perceives it as justified; the other half as not justified. (2)

e Most perceive the gender pay gap as not justified. (3)
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Manipulation of faced opinion with train scenario paradigm

Imagine that you are on a 5-hour long train ride, and in your compartment, there is a student

who says:

[condition not justifying a gender pay gap]

“I do not believe that the gender pay gap is justified in any way. Those who accept the gender
pay gap are simply irrational. Women are disadvantaged by the low payment because they now
have at least the same qualifications as men and perform at least as much!”

("Ich finde, dass der Gender Pay Gap in keiner Weise gerechtfertigt ist. Wer den Gender Pay
Gap akzeptiert, ist einfach irrational. Frauen werden durch die geringe Bezahlung benachteiligt,
denn sie weisen inzwischen mindestens die gleiche Qualifikation auf wie Manner und leisten

mindestens genauso viel!")

[condition justifying a gender pay gap]

“I think the gender pay gap is justified. Those who express themselves against a gender pay gap
are simply ignorant. There are differences between men and women in terms of qualifications,
jobs, and the industries they work in. To demand equal pay for men and women is simply
irrational!”

(,,Ich finde, der Gender Pay Gap ist gerechtfertigt. Wer sich gegen einen Gender Pay Gap
ausspricht, ist einfach ignorant. Es gibt nun mal Unterschiede zwischen Ménnern und Frauen
in der Qualifikation, den ausgelbten Tatigkeiten und Branche, in der sie arbeiten. Die gleiche

Bezahlung von Méannern und Frauen zu verlangen ist einfach irrational!")

Assessment of fear of backlash from others

If you imagine yourself in the situation described, how much do you agree with the following

statements?
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| have the feeling that | can express my opinion regarding the gender pay gap freely
and openly.

| have the feeling that the other person is trying to understand my point of view.

I’'m afraid a conversation on the topic of the gender pay gap will result in an aggressive
discussion.

I'm afraid that if I express my opinion, the conversation will become uncomfortable.

I'm afraid that I am alone with my opinion on the topic of a gender pay gap.

(1 = Completely disagree, 7 = Completely agree)
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B.1.5 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.3

(original material was in English)
In this section, all critical instructions and manipulations used in Experiment 2.3 are
provided. If the number of items is given, concepts have been assessed for exploratory purposes,

but data is not presented in the empirical Chapters.

Complete list of variables assessed in Experiment 2.3:

e Own opinion about the topic
e Certainty about own opinion (1 item)
e Perception of the majority opinion
e Certainty about the perception of the majority opinion (1 item)
e Manipulation of faced opinion with train scenario paradigm (either Pro-Choice or Pro-
Life)
e Readiness to respond
e Type of opinion expression (only when participants decided to respond; 1 item)
e Fear of backlash from others
o Self-efficacy (see Experiment 2.1)
e Willingness to express one’s own opinion (see Experiment 2.1)
e Importance to generally make a right judgment (see Experiment 2.1)
e Importance of the topic (see Experiment 2.1)
e Final opinion about the topic (1 item)
e Demographics (native language, age, level of education, experimenting psychology,
gender, ever been pregnant, currently pregnant, any children, religion, work field, used

device, location)
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Assessment of own opinion about the topic

Please read the statements of the two people.

,,J am

Pro-Choice.*

] am

Pro-Life.«

Which of these two people would you rather agree with? The upper one or the lower one?

(-1 = the upper one [Pro-Choice], 1 = the lower one [Pro-Life])

Assessment of majority opinion (minority opinion = Pro-Life)

What do you think is the majority of the Great Britain population (England, Wales, Scotland)

Pro-Choice or Pro-Life?

e The majority of the population of Great Britain is Pro-Choice. (1)

e The majority of the population of Great Britain is Pro-Life. (2)
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Manipulation of faced opinion with train scenario paradigm

All arguments (1 to 8) were randomized. After each argument, participants were asked
whether they want to respond (see “readiness to respond”) and how they want to respond to

what they read (“type of opinion expression”).

Imagine you have a five-hour train ride ahead of you, and there are three people in your
compartment expressing their opinion about the (il)legalization of abortion.
All three people express their opinion for Pro-Choice/Pro-Life.
The conversation is divided into different sections. We are interested in whether you would like
to express your opinion in this situation for each section.

Therefore, after each section, you have the opportunity to respond to what has been said to
indicate your readiness to respond. Afterwards, you have the opportunity to agree or disagree
with what had been said. Please decide as quickly as possible after each section of the
conversation whether you would respond. If you do not wish to express your opinion in this

situation, please continue with the experiment.

[condition Pro-Choice]
Argument Pro-Choice 1
Speaker 1: An abortion should be legal when a woman’s mental health is endangered. To have

an unwanted child comes along with mental strain and causes a lot of stress.

Argument Pro-Choice 2
Speaker 2: Adoption is not an alternative to abortion. Adoption still requires women to carry a
baby to term and then give birth, both of which are also inherently dangerous under some

circumstances.
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Argument Pro-Choice 3
Speaker 3: Teenagers who are pregnant are often shunned and ashamed of their pregnancy, and
when they become mothers, they have grim prospects for the future. For example, they are

much more likely to leave school or receive inadequate prenatal care.

Argument Pro-Choice 4
Speaker 1: Even if the preborn has an inherent right to live, this right is superseded by the

mothers’ right to autonomy. Banning abortion violates a woman’s right to control her own body.

Argument Pro-Choice 5
Speaker 2: Nearly all abortions take place in the first trimester when a fetus is supported by the
placenta and cannot exist outside the mothers’ womb. As such, the fetus cannot be regarded as

a separate entity.

Argument Pro-Choice 6
Speaker 3: An unwanted child will certainly not have a good life and often grows up without

much love and affection. It’s better to abort a child than for it to live as an unwanted child.

Argument Pro-Choice 7
Speaker 1: It is undeniably a fact that women will seek abortions nonetheless even when they’re
illegal. If we end abortion, we’ll go back to thousands of women dying from back-alley

abortions.

Argument Pro-Choice 8
Speaker 2: Pregnancy can occur even with responsible contraceptive use. Only a few women
who have abortions do not use any form of birth control, and that is due more to individual

carelessness than to the availability of abortion.
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[condition Pro-Life]
Argument Pro-Life 1
Speaker 1: Even a nonviable, undeveloped human life is sacred and must be protected by the

government. Thus, abortion should not be legal at any time or week of pregnancy.

Argument Pro-Life 2
Speaker 2: While it is certainly true that a woman’s body is greatly affected by a pregnancy, it
IS not true that abortion is just about doing something with her body. Abortion does not remove

some part of the woman’s body; it destroys the body of a separate individual.

Argument Pro-Life 3
Speaker 3: Aborting a child just because the wife or family cannot afford it financially or can’t

provide for the child is simply not reasonable or proportionate.

Argument Pro-Life 4
Speaker 1: To have an abortion when the woman’s mental health is at risk is contradictory.
After all, an abortion causes intense psychological pain and stress. Thus, this can’t justify an

abortion.

Argument Pro-Life 5
Speaker 2: Adoption is a viable alternative to abortion and accomplishes the same result. And

with a lot of families wanting to adopt a child, there is no such thing as an unwanted child.

Argument Pro-Life 6

Speaker 3: Abortions are dangerous. Not only can a lot of things go wrong during an abortion,
but an abortion also can result in medical complications later in life; the risk of ectopic
pregnancies doubles and the chance of a miscarriage and pelvic inflammatory disease also

increases.
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Argument Pro-Life 7
Speaker 1: Those who choose abortions are often minors or young women with insufficient life
experience to understand fully what they are doing. And many of these women have feelings

of regret and guilt after an abortion.

Argument Pro-Life 8
Speaker 2: If a woman is willing to have unprotected sex, she’s knowingly taking the risk of

getting pregnant and should be responsible for her actions.

Readiness to respond

After each argument (1 to 8), participants were asked whether they would respond to the
argument they saw.
e Would you respond to what has been said?

(0 =no, 1 =yes)

Assessment of fear of backlash from others

e In this situation, I could freely and openly state my opinion regarding Pro-Life/Pro-
Choice.

o |t feels like the other people are trying to understand my point.

e | fear that a conversation about Pro-Life/Pro-Choice would lead to an aggressive
discussion.

o | fear that it would be an unpleasant conversation if | would say my opinion.

| fear that | would be alone regarding my opinion about Pro-Life/Pro-Choice.

(1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree)
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B.2 Supplementary information for Chapter I1b

B.2.1 Preregistrations and explanation for deviations

Overview of preregistered analyses and deviations

For both Experiments, we preregistered alternative hypotheses, which are also plausible

based on the existing literature and have already been raised and received some consideration

in the dissertation. However, I did not discuss or analyze these alternative hypotheses in detail

due to the extensive evidence for the main hypothesis and to decrease the storyline’s

complexity.

Experiment

Deviation

Experiment 2.4 and
2.5

Experiment 2.4

We preregistered that when facing an opposing opinion, people
holding an opinion shared by the minority (holding a minority
opinion) express themselves less, after a longer delay, and later in a
conversation than people holding a majority opinion. However, only
a local minority/majority was given due to the faced interaction
partners, who always held the same opinion (Experiment 2.4: facing
two people; Experiment 2.5: facing three people). No actual majority
opinion towards the topic existed. Accordingly, we focused on the
main effect of faced opinion (whether participant faced an opposing
or confirming opinion) on the respective dependent variables. This
also applies to the hypothesis on opinion adaptation (H2).

We further deviated from our preregistration for Experiment 2.4 as
we used for H1c the first response and not the last response to the
conversation. Otherwise, we would have had an inverted Poisson

distribution which would have made interpreting the results difficult.
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Experiment 2.5

Multi-level analyses were conducted for Hla-H1c and a linear model
for H2 due to the nature of data instead of ANOVAs. For H2, the
wording is a bit clumsy. We used the label “being in the minority or
majority” but defined this as participants are allocated to either hear
a discussion that is contrary to their opinion (minority) or equal
(majority). Hence, in the labels of Chapter Ila, this would be the main
effect of faced opinion. We adapted our analyses accordingly.

We conducted the same analyses as in Experiment 2.3 and 2.4 for H2
(opinion adaption) and not a General linear model due to consistency.
As in Experiment 2.3 and 2.4, we ran the analysis with the predictor
faced opinion (confirming vs. opposing) compared to the
preregistered factor status condition (minority vs. majority) due to the

previously mentioned aspects.

Variable labels in the dissertation and preregistrations

Experiment

Label in the dissertation Label in preregistrations

Experiment 2.4
and 2.5

opinion attitude

express speak
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Preregistration for Experiment 2.4

Created: 06/04/2018 11:00 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 12:48 AM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This anonymized copy (without author names) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review.
A non y d version (containing author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?
RQ: Do minorities behave differently from majorities when it comes to expressing opinions?

Based on theorizing and findings on the spiral of silence, one could predict:

* Hypothesis 1a: When being confronted with the opposite attitude, people holding an attitude shared by a minority speak (a) less often (DV1), (b) with a
longer delay (DV2), and (c) later in the conversation about their attitude (DV3) than people holding a majority attitude.

* Hypothesis 2a: People holding a minority attitude adapt their opinions more to opposing opinions (DV4) than majorities in the course of a discussion.

Based on the assumption that deviating opinions contribute more new information one could alternatively predict:

* Hypothesis 1b: People holding an attitude shared by a minority speak (a) more often, (b) with a shorter delay, and (c) earlier in the conversation about
their attitude than people holding a majority attitude.

* Hypothesis 2b: People holding a minority attitude adapt their opinions less to opposing opinions than majorities in the course of a discussion.

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.
DV1: Whether the participants react to what has been said or not by pressing a button
DV2: Time duration till participants react after they heard an argument

DV3: Time/amount of arguments participants heard till they stop to react

DV4: change of initial position after they heard all arguments

Predictor1: initial opinion of the participants, which will be asked on a 10-point scale (1-5 pro implementation of a Veggie Day, 6-10 against the
implementation of a Veggie Day)

Predictor2: Being in the majority or minority (participants are randomly allocated to either hear a discussion that is contrary to their opinion (minority) or
equal (majority))

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Four between-participant conditions: based on (a) the assessed variable initial opinion pro or contra the implementation of a veggie day in the canteens 2
(initial opinion: pro/contra veggie Day) and (b) being confronted with the same or an opposition position in a recorded conversation 2 (arguments in the
discussion: majority or minority position)

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to examine the main question/hypothesis.
The hypotheses will be tested using F-tests (ANOVA: fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions) separately for each of the four dependent
variables.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.
Prerequisites for participation:

m
\lafiplag!

-fluentin G materials)

- age between 18 and 35 years (materials designed for typical undergraduates)

- non-psychology students {reduce demand effects)

- not suspicious of hypoth (reduce d d effects)

Note that any participants who wish to withdraw their data will be deleted before analysis.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.

Due to the hypothesis we aiming at N = 171 (based on G*power: power of .90, alpha-error probability .05, expected medium effect size: f » .25, based on
conjecture, power = .90). We will recruit as many participants as possible (at least N = 171) to compensate for drop-outs. The study will run in the lab from
Sth of June 2018 on (2 weeks planned).

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for exploratory purp unusual analyses pl d?)

* For exploratory purposes we assessed the following variables: the certainty about the initial and concluding opinion, whether participants put forward
further arguments, perceived fear of social isolation, task characteristics (objectively right vs. attitude), subjective importance of topic and right decisions
and communicative self-efficacy

» exploratory analyses to test whether effects are moderated or altered by the above mentioned exploratory variables

* Participants will per default listen to a discussion of speakers of the same gender. If they indicate a gender different from male or female, they will be

assigned female speakers.
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Preregistration for Experiment 2.5

Created: 01/18/2019 01:25 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 12:49 AM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This ymized copy (without author ) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review.
A non ized version (c ining author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?
RQ: Do minorities behave differently from majorities when it comes to expressing opinions?

Based on theorizing and findings on the spiral of silence, one should predict:

* Hypothesis 1a: When being confi with the opposi people ing a minority attitude speak (i) less
often (DV1), (ii) with a longer delay (DV2), and (iii) later in the ¢ ion about their attitude (DV3) than people
holding a majority attitude.

* Hyp is 2a: People holding a minority attitude adapt their opini more to opposing opinions (DV4) than people

holding a majority attitude in the course of a discussion.

Based on the p that deviating opinions have a higher informative value one could alternatively predict:

* Hypothesis 1b: People holding a minority attitude speak (i) more often, (ii) with a shorter delay, and (iii) earlier in the
conversation about their attitude than people holding a majority attitude.

* Hypothesis 2b: People holding a minority attitude adapt their opinions less to opposing opinions than people holding
a majority attitude in the course of a discussion.

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.
DV1: Whether the participants react to what has been said or not by pressing a button
DV2: Response times of those reactions.

DV3: Number of arguments participants heard when they react for the first time

DV4: Change of initial position after they heard all arguments

(Main) Predictor: Minority versus majority status (see point 4).
Predictor2: initial opinion of the participants, which will be asked on a 10-point scale

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Four between-participant conditions: based on

(a) participants’ initial opinion pro or contra the implementation of a Veggie Day (10-point-scale: 1-5 pro implementation of a
Veggie Day, 6-10 against the implementation of a Veggie Day)

(b) being in the minority vs. majority with one’s opinion (participants listen to a discussion between three people that share
the same or hold the opposite opinion)

5) Specify exactly which you will to the main g [hy

The hypotheses will be tested using multilevel analyses (unless indicated otherwise) for each of the four dependent variables.

Models addressing hypotheses 1i and 1ii contain random intercepts for participants, the first trial (we assume that the reaction on this trial may be
different to the other trials, because participants need to get used to the paradigm) and for the true argument (arguments may vary slightly in length) and
fixed effects for the predictors. Reaction times will be log transformed to correct for skewed distribution.

Hypothesis 1iii will be tested by using a General Linear Model (due to an d Poisson distribution of the variable). If no Poisson distribution
of the data is obtai identical ilevel analyses as in hyp 1iand 1ii will be conducted.

For Hypothesis 2 we specify random intercepts for participants. The factors status condition (minority vs. majority), attitude expressed in the discussion and
phase/period will be treated as fixed effects.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for g ob i
- fluentin languag: iti ials)

- age between 18 and 35 years (materials designed for typical undergrad )

- non-psychology students

- not suspicious of hypotheses (reduce demand effects)

Note that any participant who wishes to withdraw their data will be removed from the data set.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.

We aim at collecting data of N » 200 participants. We will stop data collection once we have reached 200 participants or when the end of the survey period
is reached (the study will run in the lab from January 21 - February 1 2019). This procedure also ensures our desired power (based on G*power: power of
.90, alpha-error probability .05, expected medium effect size: f = .25, based on conjecture, power = 90; N = 171).

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., dary analy iabl llected for expl: Y | anah ! d?)
 For exploratory purposes we will assess the following variables (moderators): the certainty about the initial and final
opinion, whether participants want to put forward further arguments, perceived fear of social isolation, perceived task
characteristics (objectively correct decision regarding the topic?), subjective importance to make a right decision in
general of the topic as well as subjective communicative self-efficacy.
« Per default, participants will listen to a discussion of speakers of the same gender. If they indicate a gender different from
male or female, they will be assigned female speakers.
* To check whether it makes a difference whether participants believe they already know the material (e.g. from other
studies), this is collected for exploratory analysis.
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B.2.2 Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.4 and 2.5

Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.4

Opinion adaption: We preregistered that people holding a minority opinion adapt their
opinion more to opposing opinions in a discussion than people holding a majority opinion. As
mentioned in the overview of preregistered analyses and deviations, the minority/majority
opinion was only given by the group of faced interaction partners. We further defined a minority
as facing an opposing opinion within the situation. Hence, we focused on whether people adapt
their opinion more to the heard opinion when facing an opposing than confirming others’
opinion. Initial and final opinion were assessed on a 10-point-scale. Lower values on the final
opinion scale indicated a stronger tendency towards being against and higher values a stronger
tendency to favor implementing a Veggie Day. Initial opinion was recoded to a two-level scale.
Responses from 1 to 5 were coded as in favor (1), and responses from 6 to 10 as against (-1) a
Veggie Day.

To test our assumption, we ran a linear Model as in Experiment 2.3 with the final opinion
as dependent variable and own opinion (against: -1, in favor: 1) and faced opinion (confirming:
-1, opposing: 1) as independent variables. A main effect of own opinion emerged, B = 2.48, SE
= 0.18, t(174) = 13.95, p < .005, 95%-ClI [2.127; 2.827], indicating that people who hold an
opinion in favor of a Veggie Day indicated higher values on the final opinion scale (thus,
indicated to be in favor of a Veggie Day after they heard the arguments; M = 8.35, SD = 2.30),
compared to people who held an own opinion against the implementation of a Veggie Day (M
=3.32, SD = 2.46). The main effect of faced opinion was marginal, B = 0.35, SE = 0.18, t(174)
=1.96, p =.052, 95%-CI [-0.002; 0.698], showing a trend that people who faced an opposing
opinion indicated higher final opinion values (M = 6.29, SD = 3.40) than people who faced a
confirming opinion (M = 5.12, SD = 3.45). However, the interaction of both predictors was not
significant, B = -0.29, SE = 0.18, t(174) = -1.63, p = .105, 95%-CI [-0.639; 0.061]. For

descriptive statistics for Experiment 2.4 and 2.5 on final opinion see Table A.
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Additional preregistered analyses for Experiment 2.5

Opinion adaption: As in Experiment 2.4, we similarly preregistered that people
holding a minority opinion adapt their opinion more to opposing opinions than people holding
a majority opinion in the course of a discussion. Since the faced interaction partners specified
whether one had a minority or majority opinion, we conducted our analysis in the same way as
for Experiment 2.4, with final opinion as dependent variable and own opinion (against: -1, in
favor: 1) and faced opinion (confirming: -1, opposing: 1) as predictors. Again, higher values on
the final opinion scale indicated a stronger tendency towards being in favor of implementing a
Veggie Day.

Results revealed a main effect of own opinion, B = 2.35, SE = 0.18, t(184) = 13.01, p <
.005, 95%-CI [1.995; 2.708]. People who hold an opinion in favor of a Veggie Day indicated
higher values on the final opinion scale (and thus, a stronger tendency in favor of a Veggie Day;
M =7.96, SD = 2.60) compared to people who held an own opinion against a Veggie Day (M
= 3.17, SD = 2.31). No main effect of faced opinion emerged, B = 0.22, SE = 0.18, t(184) =
1.23, p =.220, 95%-CI [-0.134; 0.579], but a significant interaction of own and faced opinion,
B =-0.71, SE = 0.18, t(184) = -3.95, p <.001, 95%-CI [-1.071; -0.358]. Pairwise comparisons
revealed that people who initially favored the implementation of a VVeggie Day and faced an
opposing (compared to confirming) opinion were less strongly in favor after the conversation
(i.e., indicated lower values of the final opinion), AM = -0.49, SE = 0.22, 95%-CI = [-0.933; -
0.052]. Similarly, people who were against the implementation of a Veggie Day and faced an
opposing (compared to confirming) opinion indicated a stronger tendency to favor a Veggie
Day after the conversation, AM = 0.94, SE = 0.28, 95%-CI = [0.376; 1.498]. Accordingly, as
assumed, people facing an opposing opinion seem to adapt their opinion more to the faced

opinion compared to people who faced a confirming opinion.
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Table A
Means and (Standard Deviations) for final opinion for Experiments 2.4 and 2.5
Own opinion Against In favor
Faced opinion Confirming Opposing Confirming Opposing
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Experiment 2.4
Final opinion 2.75 (1.88) 4.02 (2.91) 8.28 (2.34) 8.40 (2.29)
Experiment 2.5
Final opinion 2.31(1.54) 4.18(2.65) 8.44 (2.24) 7.46 (2.86)
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B.2.3 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.4

(original material was in German)

In this section, all critical instructions and manipulations used in Experiment 2.4 are

provided in more detail. If the number of items is given, concepts have been assessed for

exploratory purposes, but data is not presented in the empirical Chapters.

Complete list of variables assessed in Experiment 2.4:

Own opinion about the topic among filler items

Certainty about own opinion (1 item)

Demographics (3 items: age, gender, mother tongue)

Manipulation of faced opinion with multi-level paradigm (either in favor or against
implementing a Veggie Day); The verbatim (in German) version of the arguments is
provided in parentheses, as subtle but essential differences in wording might not be fully
captured by the English translations.

Readiness to respond

Type of opinion expression (only when participants decided to respond; 1 item)
Importance of the topic (1 item)

Importance to generally make a right judgment (1 item)

Accuracy (2 items)

Fear of backlash from others

Final opinion about the topic (1 item)

Certainty about final opinion (1 item)

The perception of the majority opinion among students (1 item)

Certainty about the perception of the majority opinion among students (1 item)

Self-efficacy (7 items)
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e Demographics (age, gender, mother tongue, subject of study, familiarity with

experiment, number of studies taken)

Assessment of own opinion about the topic among filler items

In the first part of the study set, we want to learn more about students’ opinions and views at
the University of Tibingen on specific social and general topics. Please note that there are no

right or wrong answers; we are only interested in your honest assessment.

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statement.

(A 10-point scale was presented with the following two anchors:)

1 - The canteen should offer only vegetarian and vegan food and no meat on certain days

(Veggie Day), 10 - The canteen should not introduce a fixed meat-free day (Veggie Day). There

should always be a meat option to choose from.

Manipulation of faced opinion with multi-level-paradigm (either in favor or against an

implementation of a Veggie Day)

(Instructions for ,,in favor” and , against” were similar apart from minor alterations. These

are marked bold.)

In the following, we ask you to listen to a conversation between two people. Please put on the
headsets provided. The situation is as follows: You are at a party of friends from university.
You have been standing in the kitchen with two other people from the party for some time. One
of the two people brings up the implementation of VVeggie Day in canteens, and a conversation

develops. Both express opposition to/advocacy for the implementation of a Veggie Day.
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The conversation consists of an exchange of different contributions. As with any conversation,
at the end of it, you have the opportunity to comment on what has been said or to continue
listening.

Please press the space bar if you would express an opinion on what has been said in this
situation. If you do not wish to express an opinion and want to continue listening, please wait
until the next person takes the floor. We want to emphasize that there is no right or wrong in
your decision to express or not to express your opinion. Please decide as soon as possible

whether you want to express your opinion or not.

[pre-taped arguments against an implementation of a Veggie Day]

(Arguments were presented in randomized order except for Argument 1 which was always
presented first)

Argument 1 against a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “Hey, have you also heard that Veggie Day is to be implemented in the Tiibingen
canteens? What do you think about it? Well, as far as I’'m concerned, I think that having a larger
and more diverse offer is not bad in itself. But first, we should do something good for our fellow
human beings, then for the environment! Instead of a regular Veggie Day, priority should be
given to introducing regular offerings for people with diabetes and people with food
intolerances. Vegetarian food has always been a choice, but dishes like this are not!”

(“Hey, habt ihr auch schon gehort, dass der Veggie Day in den Tiibinger Mensen
eingefiihrt werden soll? Was haltet ihr denn so davon? Also ich fiir meinen Teil finde, dass...ein
groReres und vielféltigeres Angebot zu haben, an sich ja nicht schlecht ist. Aber zuerst sollten
wir unseren Mitmenschen etwas Gutes tun, dann der Umwelt! Statt eines regelmaiigen Veggie-
Days sollte die Einflhrung regelméliiger Angebote fir Diabetiker und Menschen mit
Lebensmittelunvertraglichkeiten Prioritat haben. Vegetarisches Essen steht schon immer zur

Wabhl, aber solche Gerichte nicht!*)
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Argument 2 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “Of course, meat from factory farming contains antibiotics and such. But that is an
argument for buying meat from species-appropriate or organic animal husbandry and for doing
without mass-produced goods, and not for introducing a Veggie Day.”

(“Klar enthélt Fleisch aus Massentierhaltung Antibiotika und so was. Aber das ist doch
ein Argument daftr, Fleisch aus artgerechter oder biologischer Tierhaltung zu kaufen und auf

Massenware zu verzichten und nicht einen Veggie-Day cinzufiihren.*)

Argument 3 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 1: “Of course, too much meat consumption is not good for the environment, but the
alternatives are not necessarily either. What is sustainable about importing soy products and
trendy superfoods from overseas? In any case, it is much more sustainable to buy regional meat
than soy products.”

(“Klar ist zu hoher Fleischkonsum nicht gut fiir die Umwelt, aber die Alternativen sind
es auch nicht unbedingt. Was soll denn am Import von Soja-Produkten und modischem
Superfood aus Ubersee nachhaltig sein? Da ist es auf jeden Fall viel nachhaltiger, regionales

Fleisch einzukaufen, als Soja-Produkte.*)

Argument 4 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “Of course, high meat consumption is not good for the environment, but vegetarian
food is no better! Regional organic cultivation of vegetables and soy is so expensive and time-
consuming that the canteen would buy only cheap imported food anyway, which in turn
wouldn’t have a positive environmental effect.”

(“Natiirlich ist ein hoher Fleischkonsum nicht gut flir die Umwelt, aber vegetarische

Erndhrung ist da auch nicht besser! Regionaler Bio-Anbau von Gemiise und Soja ist so teuer
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und aufwendig, dass die Mensa sowieso nur importierte Lebensmittel billig einkaufen wiirde,

was wiederum keinen positiven Umwelteffekt hitte.*)

Argument 5 against a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “Exactly, and it is nice that the university canteen tries to make students aware of
the effects of our consumption on the environment. However, students should learn to live
independently and take responsibility for their actions. If they are told how to eat, they will
never grow up and learn to reflect on their behavior and form their own opinions about meat
consumption and environmental issues.”

(“Ganz genau und es ist ja schon, dass die Uni-Mensa versucht, Studierende die
Auswirkungen unseres Konsums auf die Umwelt bewusst zu machen. Allerdings sollten gerade
Studierende lernen, eigenstéandig zu leben und selbst Verantwortung fir ihre Handlungen zu
tragen. Schreibt man ihnen vor, wie sie sich zu erndhren haben, werden sie niemals erwachsen
und lernen nicht, ihr eigenes Verhalten zu reflektieren und sich selbst eine Meinung zum

Fleischkonsum und zu Umweltthemen {iberhaupt zu bilden.*)

Argument 6 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “I think the idea of a VVeggie Day is bullshit. Let everyone decide for themselves
what they eat and what they don’t. If a measure is imposed, it tends to lead to dissatisfaction
and rejection, even if it is well-intentioned. But | am also generally not a friend of state
paternalism. Mature and hopefully enlightened citizens can be trusted to think and make
decisions. To constantly dictate to people is definitely not a healthy understanding of freedom
and liberality.”

(“Ich finde, die Idee eines Veggie Days ist Schwachsinn. Soll doch jeder selbst
entscheiden, was er isst und was nicht. Wenn eine Malinahme aufgezwungen wird, fuhrt das

eher zu Unzufriedenheit und Ablehnung, auch wenn sie eigentlich gut gemeint ist. Ich bin aber
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auch allgemein kein Freund der staatlichen Bevormundung. Mindigen und hoffentlich
aufgeklarten Burgern darf man ruhig etwas Denken und Entscheiden zutrauen. Menschen
stdndig Vorschriften zu machen, ist definitiv kein gesundes Verstandnis von Freiheit und

Liberalitat.*)

Argument 7 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 1: “In my estimation, it is also not negligible that vegan and partly vegetarian food is
much more expensive than meat. All meat substitutes come from far away or are quite hip at
the moment, so Mensa prices would have to get higher. However, I don’t see spending more
money on my lunch.”

(“Meiner Einschitzung nach ist es auch nicht zu vernachldssigen, dass veganes und
teilweise auch vegetarisches Essen viel teurer ist als Fleisch. Samtliche Fleisch-Ersatzprodukte
kommen von weit her oder sind momentan ziemlich hip, sodass die Mensa-Preise hoher werden

miissten. Ich sehe allerdings nicht ein, mehr Geld fiir mein Mittagessen auszugeben.*)

Argument 8 against a Veggie Day

Speaker 2: “Absolutely. I’m right there with you. Constantly telling people what to do is not a
healthy understanding of freedom and liberality. If I don’t want to contribute to environmental
protection, then I don’t do it. No one can tell me to eat something against my will! Politics
should not interfere with my eating habits.”

(,,Absolut. Da bin ich voll bei dir. Menschen stidndig Vorschriften zu machen, ist kein
gesundes Verstdndnis von Freiheit und Liberalitdt. Wenn ich meinen Beitrag zum
Umweltschutz nicht leisten will, dann lasse ich es. Mir kann doch keiner vorschreiben, etwas
gegen meinen Willen zu essen! Die Politik sollte sich nicht in meine Essgewohnheiten

einmischen.”)
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Argument 9 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 1: “Of course, people should be made aware that excessive meat consumption is bad
for the environment. However, an enforced Veggie Day could polarize and lead to resentment
towards vegetarians or the vegetarian lifestyle. Thus, a Veggie Day would be rather
counterproductive.”

(“Natiirlich sollte man den Menschen klar machen, dass tibermaBiger Fleisch-Konsum
schlecht fiir die Umwelt ist. Ein erzwungener Veggie-Day konnte allerdings polarisieren und
zu Unmut gegeniiber Vegetariern bzw. der vegetarischen Lebensweise fiihren. Somit ware ein

Veggie-Day also eher kontraproduktiv.*)

Argument 10 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “In addition to this aspect, it must also be mentioned that it almost sounds as if a
single meatless meal per week would make a difference. | find that ridiculous because privately
meat is still on the menu for all German students. So, a Veggie Day would just be a drop in the
bucket!”

(“Neben diesem Punkt muss auch noch gesagt werden, dass es ja fast schon so klingt,
als wirde eine einzelne fleischlose Mahlzeit pro Woche etwas bewirken. Ich finde das
lacherlich, weil privat dann immer noch bei allen deutschen Studierenden Fleisch auf dem

Speiseplan steht. Ein Veggie-Day wire also ein Tropfen auf dem heiflen Stein!*)

Argument 11 against a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “Of course, one can introduce a Veggie Day. However, I believe the implementation

of a Veggie Day would be financially bad for canteens. Fewer students would surely come to

eat on that day of the week and prefer to eat outside, where they can still get what they want.”
(“Natiirlich kann man einfach einen Veggie-Day einfiihren, allerdings glaube ich ware

die Einfiihrung eines Veggie-Days finanziell schlecht fiir die Mensa. Es wirden an diesem
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Wochentag sicher weniger Studierende zum Essen kommen und lieber aulRerhalb essen, wo sie

noch bekommen, was sie wollen.*)

Argument 12 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “Indeed! But what | also find important is that many students consciously eat less
meat anyway and take the dishes from the vegetarian offer in the refectory. Therefore,
introducing a measure like Veggie Day is completely unnecessary.”

(“Genau! Was ich aber auch noch wichtig finde ist, dass ein Grofteil der Studierenden
sowieso bewusst weniger Fleisch isst und in der Mensa die Gerichte aus dem vegetarischen
Angebot nimmt. Eine MaRRnahme wie den Veggie Day einzufihren ist daher vollkommen

unnotig.*)

[pre-taped arguments in favor of an implementation of a Veggie Day]

Argument 1 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “Hey, have you also heard that a Veggie Day is to be implemented in the Tiibingen
canteens? What do you think about it? Well, I think that many students, regarding liberality and
freedom of choice, insist on their right to eat meat is all well and good but at the expense of
animals? This also supports factory farming, in which sometimes 100,000 animals are kept on
a farm. Simply a cheek!”

(,,Hey, habt ihr auch schon gehdort, dass der Veggie Day in den Tubinger Mensen
eingefuhrt werden soll? Was haltet ihr denn so davon? Also ich fiir meinen Teil finde ja, dass
viele Studierende, mit Verweis auf Liberalitdt und Entscheidungsfreiheit, auf ihr Recht pochen
Fleisch zu essen ist schon und gut aber das auf Kosten von Tieren? Dadurch wird ja auch die
Massentierhaltung unterstitzt, bei der Teils 100.000 Tiere in einem Betrieb gehalten werden.

Einfach eine Frechheit!”)
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Argument 2 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 2: “T agree with you. But I would like to add something. From our tradition alone, it is
not normal to eat meat every day. For example, among Christians, Friday was originally meat-
free. Of course, it is difficult to justify such a thing by traditions. I simply mean that there can
be different reasons to introduce a meat-free day.”

(,,Das sehe ich auch so. Aber ich wiirde gerne noch etwas ergénzen. Allein schon von
unserer Tradition her ist es nicht normal, dass jeden Tag Fleisch gegessen wird. Zum Beispiel
war bei den Christen der Freitag eigentlich fleischfrei. Es ist natiirlich schwierig sowas Uber
Traditionen zu rechtfertigen. Ich mein einfach, dass es verschiedene Griinde geben kann einen

fleischfreien Tag einzufiihren.*)

Argument 3 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “It is much more important that it is morally unjustifiable to consume meat from

factory farming. If no meat dishes are offered on certain days, it is simply morally better.”
(“Viel wichtiger ist, dass es moralisch nicht zu verantworten ist, das Fleisch aus

Massentierhaltungen konsumiert wird. Wenn an bestimmten Tagen kein Fleischgericht

angeboten wird, ist das moralisch einfach besser.*)

Argument 4 in favor of a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “You must not forget that just because other measures - such as information boards
- might make more sense, it doesn’t mean that a Veggie Day is pointless. The more measures,
the higher the hoped-for effect. So, a Veggie Day is just a start and should be introduced in any
case.”

(“Du darfst auch nicht vergessen, dass nur weil andere MaRnahmen — wie Infotafeln —

vielleicht sinnvoller sind, das nicht heil3t, dass der Veggie Day unsinnig ist. Denn je mehr
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MalRnahmen, desto hoher wird der erhoffte Effekt. Der Veggie Day ist also nur ein Anfang und

sollte auf jeden Fall eingefiihrt werden.*)

Argument 5 in favor of a Veggie Day
Speaker 1: “One should also consider that people nowadays eat way too much meat anyway.
You should eat meat no more than three times a week. That is beneficial for your health.
Unfortunately, many people simply don’t seem to admit that their meat consumption is too
high, so perhaps they need to be taken by the hand a little.”

(“Es gibt auch noch zu bedenken, dass Menschen heutzutage eh viel zu viel Fleisch
essen. Man sollte hochstens dreimal die Woche Fleisch essen. Das ist forderlich fir die
Gesundheit. Leider wollen viele ihren zu hohen Fleischkonsum auch einfach nicht einsehen, da

miissen sie vielleicht ein wenig an der Hand genommen werden.*)

Argument 6 in favor of a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “Absolutely, and only if one tries many different vegetarian dishes, one gets an
impression of how it is to live without meat at all. It is not so difficult, at least not for single
meals. That’s why I think a Veggie Day makes quite a sense.”

(“Genau, und erst wenn man mal viele verschiedene vegetarische Gerichte probiert,
bekommt man (berhaupt erst einen Eindruck davon, wie es ist ohne Fleisch zu leben. Namlich
gar nicht so schwierig, zumindest fur einzelne Mahlzeiten. Daher finde ich einen Veggie Day

durchaus sinnvoll.*)

Argument 7 in favor of a Veggie Day
Speaker 1: “I think a Veggie Day is great. The canteen can act as a role model on this topic and

spread a healthier and more sustainable diet among students. One almost has to demand that
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from university institutions, especially at the University of Tubingen, which puts a lot of
emphasis on sustainability.”

(“Einen Veggie Day finde ich echt klasse. Die Mensa hat die Mdglichkeit, bei diesem
Thema als Vorbild zu agieren und unter den Studierenden eine gesiindere und nachhaltige
Erndhrung zu verbreiten. Das muss man ja fast schon von den universitaren Einrichtungen

verlangen, vor allem an der Tiibinger Uni, die sehr viel auf das Thema Nachhaltigkeit gibt.©)

Argument 8 in favor of a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “Of course, many students eat meat several times a week, but if they would do at
least one meal without meat, it would already help them. After all, lower meat consumption
goes hand in hand with lower obesity. So a Veggie Day would be a great start.”

(“Klar essen viele Studierende mehrmals pro Woche Fleisch aber wenn sie wenigstens
eine Mahlzeit darauf verzichten wirden, ware ihnen ja schon geholfen. Immerhin geht ein
geringerer Fleischkonsum mit einer geringeren Fettleibigkeit einher. So ein Veggie Day ware

daher ein toller Anfang.*)

Argument 9 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “T absolutely agree with you. Besides, the number of vegetarian or vegan students
is increasing, so it’s only fair that they get a day a week where they can choose from more than
one dish. All meat-eaters have many more options. I don’t think that this can be in the spirit of
an active student community.”

(,,Absolut, da bin ich voll bei Dir. Noch dazu wird die Anzahl der sich vegetarisch oder
vegan ernahrenden Mitstudierenden immer gréf3er, da ist es nur fair, wenn die auch einen Tag
in der Woche bekommen, an dem sie mehr als ein Gericht zur Auswahl haben. Alle
Fleischessenden haben da ja viel mehr Moglichkeiten. Ich finde nicht, dass das im Sinne einer

funktionierenden Studierendengemeinschaft sein kann.*)
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Argument 10 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 2: “Not to forget, even well-respected institutions, like the German society for
nutrition, recommend for some time now to nourish oneself predominantly vegetarian. If a
Veggie Day is introduced, people will start to look into the subject. Maybe they even come
across studies on the subject and are convinced by science to eat less meat.”

(“Nicht zu vergessen ist, dass sogar renommierte Institutionen, wie die Deutsche
Gesellschaft fur Ernahrung seit einiger Zeit empfehlen, sich vorwiegend pflanzlich zu ernéhren.
Wenn ein Veggie Day eingefuhrt wird fangen die Leute an sich mit dem Thema zu beschéftigen.
Vielleicht stoRBen sie so sogar auf Studien dazu und lassen sich von der Wissenschaft

Uberzeugen, sich fleischarmer zu erndhren.*)

Argument 11 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 1: “How can someone be against a Veggie Day? Surely canteens buy their meat from
factory farming. Do we have the right to treat animals like this? If many large buyers of meat
from factory farming would buy less, then finally there would perhaps be a positive
development in this area. This is absolutely important! How can people close their eyes to
something like this!”

(“Wie kann man nur gegen einen Veggie Day sein. Mensen kaufen ihr Fleisch doch
bestimmt aus Massentierhaltung. Haben wir das Recht Tiere so zu behandeln? Wirden viele
grolRe Abnehmer von Fleisch aus Massentierhaltung weniger einkaufen, dann gabe es in diesem
Bereich vielleicht endlich eine positive Entwicklung. Das ist doch total wichtig! Wie kénnen

die Leute vor so etwas nur die Augen verschlieen!*)

Argument 12 in favor of a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: “Yes, of course, all people have the right to eat meat but please not to such an extent

that global warming is significantly increased. Animals are responsible for almost 4% of the



Appendix B 175

climate-damaging gases that are produced in Germany every year. These are the hard facts, and
many of these gases are produced by factory farming.”

(“Ja natiirlich haben alle Menschen das recht Fleisch zu essen aber dann bitte nicht in
so einem Ausmal?, dass die Klimaerwarmung deutlich vorangetrieben wird. Tiere sind nun mal
fiir knapp 4% der klimaschadlichen Gase, die in Deutschland jahrlich entstehen verantwortlich.

Das sind die harten Fakten, und viele dieser Gase entstehen gerade in der Massentierhaltung.*)

Readiness to respond

After each argument (1 to 12), participants were asked whether they would respond to the
argument they heard.
e Would you respond to what has been said?

(0 =no, 1 =yes)

Assessment of fear of backlash from others

e How strongly did you feel that you would be excluded if you speak up in the

conversation?
e How strongly did you feel to be able to express your opinion freely?
e How strongly did you feel that you were in the minority with your opinion?*

(1 = not strongly at all, 7 = very strongly)

19 Analyses without this item do not change results significantly.
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B.2.4 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 2.5

(original material was in German)

Complete list of variables assessed in this Experiment:

e Demographics (4 items: mother tongue age, field of study, gender)

e Own opinion about the topic

e Certainty about own opinion (1 item)

e Manipulation of faced opinion with multi-level-paradigm (either in favor or against an
implementation of a VVeggie Day; for arguments, see Experiment 2.4)

e Readiness to respond (see Experiment 2.4)

e Type of opinion expression (only when participants decided to respond; 1 item)

e Fear of backlash from others

e Final opinion about the topic (1 item)

e Certainty about final opinion (1 item)

e The perception of the majority opinion among students (1 item)

e Certainty about the perception of the majority opinion among students (1 item)

e Importance of the topic (1 item)

e Importance to generally make a right judgment (1 item)

e Accuracy (2 items)

o Self-efficacy (7 items)
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Assessment of own opinion about the topic
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statement.

(A 10-point scale was presented with the following two anchors:)

1 - The canteen should offer only vegetarian and vegan food and no meat on certain days
(Veggie Day), 10 - The canteen should not introduce a fixed meat-free day (Veggie Day). There

should always be a meat option to choose from.

Manipulation of faced opinion with multi-level-paradigm (either in favor or against an
implementation of a Veggie Day)

(Instructions for ,,in favor” and ,,against” were similar apart from minor alterations. These are

marked bold.)

In the following part of the experiment, we ask you to listen to a conversation between three
people. Please put on the headsets provided. The three persons are participants who have
already taken part in a previous session and who will take part in a later study. In the previous
study, the participants expressed their opinion about implementing a Veggie Day and
formulated arguments for their respective position.

All three participants spoke in favor of/against an implementation of a Veggie Day. The
resulting conversation was recorded and will be played back to you in a moment. This
conversation is divided into different sections. After each section, you have the opportunity to
respond to what was said by pressing a button.

At the end of this study part, we will record your opinion on the implementation of Veggie Day.
We will then play your recordings to the three former participants you will hear in the following
conversation. Please indicate after each part of the conversation whether you want to comment

on what was said within your (following) recordings and thus let the other three participants
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know about it. If you’re going to comment on what was said, press the space bar. In the
recording at the end, you will then be asked to comment on precisely these arguments.
Furthermore, we would like to invite you to enter a face-to-face dialogue with the three other
participants in a follow-up study and directly discuss implementing a Veggie Day in Tiibingen’s
canteens.

In the following, we ask you to listen to the conversation of the former participants. If you want
to comment on what was said later, please press the space bar. Then you can indicate whether
you disagree or agree with what was said. Please wait until the speakers have finished and you
are asked whether you want to respond. Please decide as quickly as possible whether you wish
to respond to the segment of the conversation or not. If you do not want to express an opinion,
please wait until the next part of the conversation continues automatically. This takes a few

seconds. Please put on the headsets provided at this point at the latest.

Pre-taped arguments (in favor and against an implementation of a Veggie Day) were identical
as in Experiment 2.4. For detailed arguments, see Experiment 2.4 (p.163-173). The only thing
that varied was the number of speakers. In the following, it is stated which speaker brought

forward which argument.

[pre-taped arguments against an implementation of a Veggie Day]
Speaker 1: Argument 1, 3, 7, and 9 against a Veggie Day
Speaker 2: Argument 4, 8, 10, and 12 against a VVeggie Day

Speaker 3: Argument 2, 5, 6, and 11 against a Veggie Day

[pre-taped arguments in favor of an implementation of a VVeggie Day]
Speaker 1: Argument 1, 7, 9, and 11 in favor of a Veggie Day

Speaker 2: Argument 2, 4, 10, and 12 in favor of a Veggie Day
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Speaker 3: Argument 3, 5, 6, and 8 in favor of a Veggie Day

Assessment of fear of backlash from others
e | feel I can express my opinion freely and openly in a subsequent discussion with these
participants.
e | have the feeling that the other participants will accept me.
e | have the feeling that the other participants are interested in my position.
e | fear that the other participants will reject me in a discussion.
e | have the feeling that the other participants share my opinion.
e | fear that the other participants will not take my opinion seriously.
o | feel like I would get a chance to speak in a discussion with these participants.
e | fear that the other participants will ignore my opinion.
e | am afraid that the other participants will not listen to me.
e | fear that I will be alone in this discussion group with my opinion.

(1 = do not agree at all, 7 = absolutely agree)
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Appendix C

Note: No preregistration was made for Study 3.3.

C.1 Supplementary information for Chapter Illa

C.1.1 Preregistrations and explanation for deviations

Overview of preregistered analyses and deviations

Experiment Deviation

Experiment 3.1 We deviate from the preregistration as in the analyses we report an
interaction of own opinion and the overall rating instead of the
preregistered main effect of faced overall rating. Faced overall
rating, however, would be a combination of own opinion and overall
rating, for instance, whether one faces an overall rating in line vs. not
in line with one’s own opinion. Hence, both analyses imply the same

comparison of cells.

Variable labels in the dissertation and preregistrations

Experiment Label in the dissertation Label in preregistrations

Experiment 3.1 faced overall rating holding a minority opinion vs.
holding a majority opinion
Experiment 3.2 overall rating in line vs. not in line  majority agrees/disagrees with the

with one’s own opinion own opinion
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Preregistration for Experiment 3.1

Created: 05/13/2019 08:15 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 01:11 AM (PT)

This pre-regrstration is not yet public. This anonymized copy (without author names) was created by the author(s) to use during peer.review.
A non-anonymized version (containing author names) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?
RQ: How does the contribution of written reviews differ depending on whether peaple hold a similar {vs. an opposing) opinion compared to the majority of
customers when evaluating a product?

Two predictions can be derived based on previous study results and theoretical rationales:

* Hypothesis 1: Holding a minority opinion renders the contribution of a review less likely than holding @ majority opinson.

* Hypothesis 2: Participants being in the minority with their opsnion will write shorter (fewer words) contributions {reviews) than participants being in the
majority

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured,
DV1: Whether (or not) participants write comments about 3 product in a text box that they are not required to fill out
DV2: length of the text (wordcount)

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Four conditions based on:

(a) whether participants see a rating distribution confirming vs. disconfirming their opinion and therefore placing them in the minority or majority
(b) whether they have rated the product positively or negatively

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to examine the main question/hypothesis.
The hypotheses will be tested by using mixed ANOVAs separately for each DV to see if there is a difference between minorities and majorities regarding
(H1) the contribution of reviews and (H2) a mean difference in the review length according the word count.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule{s) for excluding observations.
- fluent in German

« no hearing aid

- non-psychology students

- age: 35 years or younger

Note that any participants who wish to withdraw their data after debriefing will be deleted before analysis.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.

We aim at collecting data of N « 199 {power of 80, alpha-error probability .05, expected medium effect size: f = .20). Data collection will stop after this goal
is reached or when the end of the survey penod is reached (the study will run in the lab from 20th May - 31st May 2019).

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for exploratory purposes, unusual analyses planned?)
For exploratory purposes we will assess the overall rating after participants had the opportunity 10 contribute reviews.

Further following variables will be collected:

- demographical questions (age, gender),

- whether participants have already written a review before and why they have done it,
- whether they own those headphones by themselves and

- whether they have a hearing aid.
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Preregistration for Experiment 3.2

Created: 11/18/2019 02:30 AM (PT)
Shared: 04/08/2021 01:12 AM (PT)

This pre-registration is not yet public. This anonymized copy (without author names) was created by the author(s) to use during peer-review.

A non-anonymized version (c ining T ) will become publicly available only if an author makes it public. Until that happens the contents of
this pre-registration are confidential.

1) Have any data been collected for this study already?
No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?
RQ: How does the contribution of written reviews differ depending on whether people hold a similar (vs. an opposing) opinion compared to the majority
when evaluating a product?

Hypothesis:

(H1a) The likelihood to contribute a review (DV1) and (H1b) the number of words a review contains (DV2) is smaller when the majority disagrees with the
own opinion about a product than when the majority agrees with the opinion (i.e., an interaction of own opinion (positive vs. negative) and others’ opinion
(positive vs. negative).

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.

DV1: whether or not participants write a review into a textbox. It will be coded as 1 (participants contributed a review) and 0 {they did not contribute a
review)

DV2: Number of words the review contains in case participants contributed one (wordcount)

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

Four conditions based on:

(a) Participants’ own opinion of the headset as negative (indicated by a rating of 1-2) or positive (indicated by a rating of 3-4)
(b) The distribution ratings: majority positive vs. majority negative.

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to examine the main question/hypothesis.

The hypotheses will be tested by using regression models separately for each DV with the following predictors: participants’ opinion (positive vs. negative
opinion about the headphones), majority opinion (positive vs. negative opinion about the headphones), and their interaction. H1a will be tested using a
logistic regression, H1b by using a linear regression. Wordcount will be log transformed to correct for a skewed distribution.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.
Prerequisites for participation:

- fluent in German (language-sensitive materials)

- no hearing aid, Hearing impairment or red-green weakness

- non-psychology students

- age: 35 years or younger

- unfamiliar with material (concretely: only students who have not yet participated in a study using similar material)
- Note that any participants who wish to withdraw their data after debriefing will be deleted before analysis.

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the
number will be determined.

Due to unclear parameters for a logistic regression, power analysis was conducted for the DV2 (wordcount): desired sample size of N = 199 (based on
G*power: 1- B = .80, alpha-error probability .05, expected medium effect size: f = .20). Data collection will stop after this goal is reached or when the end of
the survey period is reached (the study will run in the lab from 25th November - 06st December 2019).

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for exploratory purposes, unusual analyses planned?)
For exploratory purposes we will assess participants’ product ratings once again at the end of the study as well as the time, participants spend on writing
the review.

Further following variables will be collected:

- whether participants have already written a review online before participating in the study and why they have done it,

- whether they own the product evaluated in the study

- whether they have a hearing aid, a hearing impairment or a red-green-weakness, and

- whether they already participated in a similar study in which they were asked to test and rate the same product.

Further, we will pre-test further possible topics for upcoming studies. Finally, at the end of this experiment, we will assess demographic variables (age,
gender, mother tongue, academic subject).
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C.1.2 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 3.1

(original material was in German)

In this section, all critical instructions and manipulations used in Experiment 3.1 are
provided in more detail. If the number of items is given, concepts have been assessed for

exploratory purposes, but data is not presented in the empirical Chapters.

Complete list of variables assessed in Experiment 3.1:

e Own opinion about the headset

Manipulation of presented overall rating (in form of a distribution)

Likelihood to contribute a review and review length

Final opinion about the headset (1 item)

General willingness and reasons to write reviews on real evaluation portals (2 items)

Demographics (age, field of study, gender, mother tongue, hearing aid, own headset

themselves)

Introduction and Setting of the Experiment

In this study, we want to determine which headsets are best for listening to audio files or videos
in our laboratory. Therefore, we are looking for new headsets that are well suited for this
purpose. In the following, we’ll ask you to test and rate a headset. Please put on the headset

now.

Here you can see a section of customer reviews from the Internet

The craft and quality make a good impression.
The wearing comfort is also okay. The headset
does not become uncomfortable even after long
phone calls. There is also nothing pressing. The
headset 1s also very light

The headphones are lightweight and comfortable
to wear. Unfortunately, the headphones had a
slightly loose connection on the left side
initially, but that was perhaps only on mine. The
sound is really great!

[ have had a few headsets in use; this one has
been the best USB headset yet. The voice
quality is quite sufficient, and the sound is also
appealing.

The headset is very delicate overall and very
comfortable to wear. I find the cable absolutely
sufficient. however, the sound is often too quiet
and too muffled.

The headphones® artistry looks very cheap, and I
often had the feeling that they could break at any
moment. Unfortunately, the sound quality is not
very good either, so I am very dissatisfied with
the headset.

The headphones make a well-made impression
and seem to be very robust. The wearing
comfort is pleasant. Only the cable length was
not always sufficient for my needs.

Unfortunately, you can still hear all the ambient
noise, not a bit of noise canceling. Overall, the
cables are also very annoying, which leads to a
real cable tangle when using it.

The sound quality of the headphones is okay.
Unfortunately, what bothered me a lot was the
very poor wearing comfort - the headphones
were constantly pressing, so I could not keep
them on for a long time.

The microphone arm is only adjustable in
height, so it cannot be bent and easily break off.
However, it is well suited for listening to music.
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(The verbatim version (in German) of the setting is provided, as subtle but essential differences

in wording might not be fully captured)

Hier sehen Sie einen Ausschnitt der Kundenbewertungen aus dem Internet.

Die Verarbeitung und Qualitat machen einen guten
Eindruck. Der Tragekomfort ist auch in Ordnung. Selbst
nach lingeren Telefonaten wird das Headset nicht
unbequem. Es driickt auch nichts. Das Headset ist zudem
sehr leicht

Die Kopfhorer sind leicht und bequem zu tragen. Leider
hatte der Kopfhorer am Anfang einen leichten
Wackelkontakt auf der linken Seite, aber lag vielleicht
auch nur an meinem. Der Ton ist aber wirklich klasse!

Ich habe schon einige Headsets in Benutzung gehabt,
dieses war das bislang beste USB-Set iiberhaupt. Die
Sprachqualitat ist vollig ausreichend und der Klang ist
ansprechend.

Das Headset ist sehr filigran im Gesamten und sehr
angenehm im Tragekomfort. Ich finde das Kabel absolut
ausreichend. Allerdings ist der Sound oft zu leise und zu
dumpf.

Die Verarbeitung der Kopfhorer wirkt sehr billig und ich
hatte ofter das Gefiihl, dass sie jeden Moment zerbrechen
konnten. Leider ist auch die Tonqualitat nicht besonders
gut, weswegen ich sehr unzufrieden mit dem Headset bin.

Der Kopfhorer macht einen gut verarbeiteten Eindruck
und scheint sehr robust zu sein. Der Tragekomfort ist
angenehm, lediglich die Kabellange war fiir meine
Bediirfnisse nicht immer ausreichend.

‘Weiter

Leider kann man weiterhin alle Umgebungsgerausche
horen, von Schallisolation keine Spur! Insgesamt sind
auch die vielen Kabel sehr storend, was bei der Benutzung
zu einem regelrechten Kabelsalat fiihrt.

Die Soundqualitat der Kopfhorer ist in Ordnung. Was
mich aber leider sehr gestort hat, war der sehr geringe
Tragekomfort — stindig driickten die Kopfhorer, sodass
ich sie nicht lange am Stiick aufbehalten konnte.

Der Microfon-Arm ist nur in der Hohe verstellbar, er lasst
sich also nicht biegen und kann leicht abbrechen. Zum
Musik horen aber gut geeignet.

Four different audio files (spoken words, noise, beep tones, and music) were presented to test

the headset

Assessment of own opinion about the headset

Please provide an overall rating for the headsets.

(1 = very bad, 4 = very good)?

1
sehr schlecht

4
sehr gut

c O O O

Weiter

20 Colour legend: dark grey = proportion of red, light grey = proportion of green; "very bad" circle was
completely red, a "very good" circle completely green
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Manipulation of presented overall rating (in form of a distribution)*

Thank you for your overall rating. In the following you can see how other costumers have rated

the headset.

[Negative overall rating] [Positive overall rating]
100 100

90 90

30 80

70 70

-/
N\

60 60
50 50
40 40
30 30
20 20
0

O O

' .- L
OO0 O

CH
N

Likelihood to contribute a review and review length

Is there anything else you want to tell us about the headset?

(open text field)

Gibt es noch etwas, was Sie uns im Bezug auf die Bewertung der Kopfhérer mitteilen méchten?

21 Colour legend: dark grey = proportion of red, light grey =“pr_(t)p8rtion of green; "very bad" circle was
completely red, a "very good" circle completely green ==
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C.1.3 Instructions and main measures for Experiment 3.2

(original material was in German)
In this section, all critical instructions and manipulations used in Experiment 3.2 are
provided in more detail. If the number of items is given, concepts have been assessed for

exploratory purposes, but data is not presented in the empirical Chapters.

Complete list of variables assessed in Experiment 3.2:

e Own opinion about the headset

e Manipulation of presented overall rating (in the form of a distribution)

e Likelihood to contribute a review and review length

e Final opinion about the headset (1 item)

e General willingness and reasons to write reviews on real evaluation portals (2 items)

e Pre-test of seven possible topics for potential upcoming studies (14 items)

e Demographics (age, field of study, gender, mother tongue, hearing aid, hearing
impairment, red-green colorblindness, own headset themselves, participated in former

Experiment)

Assessment of own opinion about the headset

Please provide an overall rating for the headsets.

(1 = very bad, 4 = very good)?

1 2 3 4
sehr schlecht sehr gut

o O O

Weiter

22 Colour legend: dark grey = proportion of red, light grey = proportion of green; "very bad" circle was
completely red, a "very good" circle completely green
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Manipulation of presented overall rating (in the form of a distribution)?

[Negative overall rating]

Thank you for your overall rating. In the graphic below, you can see how other participants

have rated the headsets so far.

% of participants
= N w - 4] [=2}
=] [=] Q [=] [=] =] (=]

Ol

@,
Ol

% of the ipan

: H =
Q00
Here you can see an excerpt of the evaluations of the previ participants.

Unfortunately I can’t commend

In my eyes the headphones are not
suitable for the lab. You feel like you are
working in a call center. With these

headnhanec van Aan't even nead +n

C

—
:
5l
e
=
3
8
5
g
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Totally wrong decision

L

Cc O
g
]
1%

g
&
g
B
s
8

Good is something else
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2 Colour legend: dark grey = proportion of red, light grey = proportion of green; "very bad" circle was
completely red, a "very good" circle completely green
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(verbatim version)

% der Teilnehmenden

: |-
O0COO0

Hier sehen Sie einen Ausschnitt der Bewertungen der bisherigen Teilnehmer.

Muss leider abraten Taugen fiir micht nicht Kann ich nicht empfehlen

Die Kopfhérer sind in meinen Augen nicht fiir das Labor

geeignet, Man fiihlt such als wiirde man im Call-Center

arhoitan AMan heansy Tt hot Aan VanfhAsorn nisht mal o

Totale Fehlentscheidung Voll in Ordnung Unangenehm und untauglich

Gut ist was anderes Bitte andere Kopfhérer! Schwieriges Gerit

e ——— = C

[Positive overall rating]

100

90

8o

70

% of participants
° 3 5 3 3 3 g

Ol
CnH
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% of the participants

o
efsRale

Here you can see an excerpt of the evaluations of the previous participants.

I am thrilled

In such studies, they often give you
technical junk, but these headphones are
mega good! I've really tried to find a

nnint of eriticiem hnt

Good is something else

(verbatim version)

O

O

O

O

Really solid headphones!

;'E-; 1
i
3 !
K |
é §
:

3 §
£ B
g &

% der Teilnehmenden

= W
OCO0O0

6%‘.
B
H

3

@

Suits for me!

O

Hier sehen Sie einen Ausschnitt der Bewertungen der bisherigen Teilnehmer.

Ich bin begeistert

Man krieg bei so Studien ja oft technischen Schrott
vorgesetzt, aber die Kopfhérer sind echt mega gut! Ich hab

ekt vereneht pinen Britilmynlt oo fndon aher

Absolute Weiterempfehlung

Gut ist was anderes

O

Richtig starke Kopfhirer!

Voll in Ordnung

‘Wirklich tolles Geriat

O

Einfach genial!

O

Finde sic ziemlich super

Taugt mir eigentlich!

O I
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Likelihood to contribute a review and review length

If you want to write your own review, you have the opportunity to do so here.

(open text field)

‘Wenn Sie eine eigene Bewertung schreiben wollen, haben Sie hier die Moglichkeit dazu

Hier konnen Sie einen Titel fiir Thre Bewertung einfiigen

Weiter
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C.2 Supplementary information for Chapter I11b

Note: No preregistration was made for Study 3.3.

C.2.1 Sampling procedure

Sampling procedure

Products from different categories (e.g., toys, household items, or sports equipment) were
searched on Amazon.de. We looked for products (e.g., bathroom scale) that was within each
category rated as very bad, neutral or very good. Products were included when we found a
bad, neutral or good rated product of the same category in order to exclude the possibility that
ratings vary depending on product category. Further conditions for inclusion were that the
product had already been reviewed and had recently (max 6 months ago) received a review so

we could assume that these products still exist and are displayed on Amazon for consumers.

C.2.2 Complete list of variables assessed in Study 3.3

Complete list of variables assessed in Study 3.3

e Type of product e.g. necklace, bathroom scale, trampoline, model car

e corresponding link to the product on Amazon.de

e total number of ratings at each point in time (t0-t11)

e mean rating at each point in time (t0-t11)

e percentage of ratings for each of the five categories at each point in time (t0-t11)

e newly contributed and displayed German reviews from one point in time to another
(e.g., t0 to t1; manually counted) for each of the five categories

e acomment section after each point in time to note peculiarities, irregularities or other

conspicuous circumstances (e.g., product or website no longer available)
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List of abbreviations

Abbreviation

Appendix D

Written out

SOS

MSE

Spiral of Silence

Minority Slowness Effect
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Summary

Sharing opinions, especially those that are not mainstream (e.g., deviant opinions), is of
enormous value: deviant opinions can influence situations, enhance decisions or even initiate
social change. The question of whether opinions are expressed depends among others on the
prevailing opinion of others. Some literature suggests that opinions not in line with the
prevailing majority opinion in society (e.g., a minority opinion) are expressed less (Glynn et
al., 1997; Noelle-Neumann, 2001) due to fear of backlash from others (Ho & McLeod, 2008;
Neubaum & Krémer, 2018). Another research strand found an even larger but similar effect:
The likelihood of expressing one’s own opinion decreases when facing interaction partners
opposing this opinion (Asch, 1956; Stasser, 1992; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). This is
amplified when expressing opinions in public and not private (Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark,
1983). Last but not least, however, there is also literature that found the meaningful effect that
deviant opinions are expressed more likely (Hornsey et al., 2003; Porten-Cheé & Eilders, 2015).

So far, research lacked to combine the two strands of research which found a lower
likelihood to speak when deviating from the prevailing opinion. As a result, it remains unclear
whether deviant opinions are (not) expressed only in potentially conflictual interactions, or
whether it is in fact the majority opinion that matters. It also remains unclear in previous
research whether deviant expressions of opinion are influenced by different contexts. Or more
precisely, whether opinion expression in non-interactive contexts without direct responses from
others (e.g., evaluation portals) also decreases the likelihood of expressing deviant opinions.

This dissertation, therefore, aimed to provide insight into different and heterogeneous
paradigms and contexts (e.g., conversations, rating portals) in which the two relevant aspects
of prevailing opinion (majority opinion and confronted opinion) on opinion expression have
been investigated. To increase the external validity of the results, the expression of opinion
inside and outside the laboratory was examined for this purpose. A total of eight studies with

Niotar = 1870 were conducted for this purpose.
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In line with previous research, the present results indicate that the majority opinion is
not as relevant as the faced opinion. Further, more fear of a confrontation was perceived when
one’s opinion was not in line with the prevailing opinion (e.g., holding a minority or opposing
opinion) and this, in turn, diminished opinion expression. Moreover, based on the findings, it
can be assumed that other aspects like an ongoing conversation or the lack of fear of backlash
from others might increase the likelihood of expressing a (deviant) opinion. This yields in

relevant aspects that should be considered in future research.
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Deutsche Zusammenfassung

Das Teilen von Meinungen, insbesondere von solchen, die nicht dem Mainstream
entsprechen (z. B. abweichende Meinungen), ist von enormer Wichtigkeit: abweichende
Meinungen konnen ursachlich zur Modifikation, Verdnderung. oder Neuorientierung
beispielsweise politischer, sozialer, 6konomischer, 06kologiescher oder wertorientierter
Prozesse oder Zielvorgaben, beitragen.

Die Frage, ob und wie Meinungen generiert und geduBert werden, ist Gegenstand
mannigfacher Untersuchungen. Wie und ob Meinungen gedulRert werden, hangt laut
bestehender Forschung zum einen von der Mehrheitsmeinung der Gesellschaft ab. Ein Teil der
Literatur legt nahe, dass Meinungen, die nicht mit der Mehrheitsmeinung Ubereinstimmen (z.
B. eine Minderheitenmeinung; Glynn et al., 1997; Noelle-Neumann, 2001), aus Angst vor
negativen Reaktionen weniger gedufRert werden (Ho & McLeod, 2008; Neubaum & Krémer,
2018b).

Eine anderer Forschungsstrang zeigt einen &hnlichen aber groReren Effekt: Demnach
sinkt die Wahrscheinlichkeit, eine eigene Meinung zu duRern, wenn man Interaktionspartnern
gegeniibersteht, die diese Meinung ablehnen (Asch, 1956; Stasser, 1992; Wittenbaum &
Bowman, 2005). Verstarkt wird dies bei Offentlichen (im Vergleich zu privaten)
Meinungséullerungen (Kelman, 2017; Maass & Clark, 1983). Nicht zuletzt gibt es auch
Forschung, die den bedeutsamen Effekt gefunden hat, dass abweichende (im Vergleich zu
konsistenten) Meinungen sogar wahrscheinlicher geduRert werden (Hornsey et al., 2003;
Porten-Cheé & Eilders, 2015).

Bislang fehlte es in bisheriger Forschung jedoch an einer Kombination der beider
Forschungsstrange, die weniger Redebereitschaft bei abweichender Meinung fand. Dadurch
bleibt unklar, ob abweichende Meinungen beispielsweise nur in potenziell konfliktreichen
Interaktionen (nicht) duRern oder es in der Tat auf die wahrgenommene Mehrheitsmeinung

ankommt. Es bleibt in der bisherigen Forschung ebenfalls unklar, ob abweichender
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Meinungséulierungen durch unterschiedliche Kontexte beeinflusst werden. Anders formuliert
geht es u.a. um die Frage, ob eine Meinungsiduflerung in ,,nicht-interaktiven Kontexten* (d.h.
ohne direkte Reaktionen - z. B. in Form von Bewertungsportalen) auch die Wahrscheinlichkeit
zu abweichenden MeinungsaufRerungen verringern.

Ziel der vorliegenden Arbeit ist, einen Einblick in verschiedene und heterogene
Paradigmen und Kontexte (z.B. Gesprache, Bewertungsportale) zu geben, in denen die beiden
relevanten Aspekte der vorherrschenden Meinung (Mehrheitsmeinung und konfrontierte
Meinung) auf die MeinungséuRerung untersucht wurden. Um die externe Validitat der
Ergebnisse zu erhdhen, wurde dazu auch die tatsdchliche MeinungsauRerung innerhalb und
aullerhalb des Labors erfasst. Insgesamt wurden hierzu acht Studien mit Niw = 1870
durchgefunhrt.

In Ubereinstimmung mit der bisherigen Forschung zeigen die vorliegenden Ergebnisse,
dass die Bedeutung der Mehrheitsmeinung nicht so relevant ist wie die einer konfrontierten
Meinung: Es wurde eine groRere Angst vor einer Konfrontation wahrgenommen, wenn die
eigene Meinung nicht mit der vorherrschenden Meinung (der Mehrheit oder der
Interaktionspartner) tbereinstimmte. Dies verringerte wiederum die Meinungsauf3erung.

Daruber hinaus kann aufgrund der Ergebnisse davon ausgegangen werden, dass zudem
durch andere Aspekte (z.B. eine laufende Konversation oder die fehlende Angst vor negativen
Reaktionen anderer) die Wahrscheinlichkeit eine (abweichende) Meinung zu duBern erhoht
wird. Daraus ergeben sich relevante Aspekte, die in der zukinftigen Forschung beriicksichtigt

werden sollten.
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