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Abstract 
 

During political debates, there are often candidates who are “muted” onstage by 

a dominant group because their ideologies and beliefs are different from those 

within the dominant group. By analyzing the Republican primary debates I was 

able to observe the candidates that were being muted, who the dominant group 

was, how the muted group was being muted, and what values and ideas were 

the most dominant. In this debate I found that in each debate the candidate 

whose ideas were muted the most was Ron Paul. The questions he was asked 

were meant to address his ideas rather than take a position on an issue. He was 

often scoffed at by the candidates or ignored by them. Despite making it to the 

final four, he was still considered an outsider during the debates by the questions 

he was asked by the moderator and the reactions of the other candidates. In 

order to move forward as a Democracy, all ideas must be brought to the table not 

just the ones of the dominant group in order to truly represent the people in 

America.  
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I. CH.1 Introduction 
 

Muted Group Theory helps explain social representation and 

communication methods of those in non-dominant groups such as women and 

other minorities. It explains how a dominant group controls the language, and 

what the muted group must do in order to translate the dominant language into 

their own in order to communicate with the dominant group and to avoid being 

held down. The idea of Muted Group Theory itself came from Edwin Ardener, 

who argued that many ethnographers claimed to understand a society, but only 

based on information from the male population. This data was then used by the 

researchers to represent the culture as a whole, leaving out the perspectives of 

women, children and various other non-dominant groups that were made 

voiceless by the social hierarchy.  

How are Muted Group strategies being used in the political system to 

undermine contesting ideologies within the Democratic and Republican parties? I 

asked myself this and wondered why my peers disregarded such important 

issues being discussed by the people running our country and those candidates 

running against them and trying to take their positions. Muted Group Theory 

offers an explanation of how members of political parties are constantly trying to 

undermine one another and possibly why the positive qualities of the public 

officials are falling dramatically in the eyes of the public they are overseeing. 

There are a variety of situations in history where Muted Group strategies have 

been applied through rhetoric and terms used by social groups to mute the voice 
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of the smaller group to the point where the smaller group must translate the 

language and come up with terms of their own in order to battle the status quo.  

 In the political game of contesting ideologies parties try to undermine 

certain groups within its own party in order to stay in power, undermining beliefs 

contesting the main ideologies of the party. When the parties select candidates to 

represent them that they often mute out those within their own parties that they 

feel are too extreme and will be tarnished by the opposing party. As a result 

when their own parties mute certain candidates, it not only mutes issues that 

should be available for discussion, but it also mutes the constituents who support 

these issues. Thus it leaves out important ideas and topics that should be 

discussed but they aren’t discussed because they aren’t what the mainstream 

groups of the party have in mind. 

 The purpose of using Muted Group Theory is to explain how certain 

groups are being held down within both parties. The theory proposes that the 

dominant group within the party may have created a language that focuses on its 

own perceived reality of what issues are important and what beliefs and 

ideologies are inferior in the party in both the Republican and Democratic parties. 

 A great example of this is Ron Paul. While some may not agree with what 

he says, nobody can argue that he doesn’t bring some interesting and thought 

provoking ideas to the Republican Party. Yet, during the Primary debates he’s 

severely muted by time and is often ignored by the mainstream media. Why is 

Ron Paul given less time than someone like Mitt Romney? Better yet, why is a 

candidate like Mitt Romney shown to be the mainstream party representative yet 
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numerous organizations and social groups within the Republican Party are 

against him? They are left muted and not only not given any coverage, but are 

just ignored because their points of view don’t go with ideas the majority groups 

of the party feel are worthy of representation. Why do we have two main political 

parties like the Republicans and Democrats, while all the other parties are 

classified as third parties? This research will explore the candidates who are 

muted and the problems that arise when groups with opinions don’t have the 

ability to have their voices heard. It is important because in discussions about 

policies leading our country, all ideas should be considered in the democratic 

process rather than just the status quo in which the majority believes. This theory 

is useful in exploring how groups are muted, and what we the people lose as a 

result of their muting, what we lose in new ideas and beliefs, simply because they 

aren’t what the party’s primary vision of reality is. 

This is important research because it addresses the problems within the 

democratic process, especially regarding who’s in control, and who gets to 

decide what ideas are logical and what ideas are “illogical “. Having people 

discredited and muted based on ideological social positions causes not only 

social groups to become disenfranchised within their own parties, but it also 

mutes ideas that would add to a possible debate. I propose that Edwin Ardener’s 

Muted Group Theory, can be used to express how women were being muted by 

the male dominated social world, but also can be applied to other social groups 

such as the muted candidates within the Republican and Democratic parties, and 

even the other parties whom are just categorized as third party candidates.  
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The goal of my research is to see if muted group theory can explain how 

some ideas are undermined more than others during the Republican presidential 

primary debates. It’s not only highly relevant to the world we live in today, but it 

also explains how certain social groups and political parties are undermined in 

order for one party to control the language of how we view one ideology as 

opposed to another. It helps answer the question of how certain ideologies are 

dominant while others remain muted within both of the parties. This research 

should unveil who are the dominant groups within political parties, which ideas 

are most dominant, and which ideas are muted and why. It is important to 

emphasize this because our democratic process is supposed to be an example 

of the exchange of all ideas being brought to the table no matter how extreme to 

the left or the right, and Muted Group Theory explains how and why certain 

groups are underrepresented and muted as opposed to others. Muted Group 

Theory explains in part how these groups are underrepresented in the political 

realm that we live in today. It provides insights about what can be done to 

change this, and the consequences of the knowledge gap in ideas that are not 

represented by both the Republican and Democratic parties in the United States. 

I believe that muted group theory effectively asks and answers the question of 

how these groups are muted. Why are so many ideas ignored and not 

represented by the candidates running for public office? 

Applying Muted Group Theory can help us understand the strategies of 

group ideologies fighting for control over the common language and why our 

society has such a strong divide among different classes of people, and political 
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affiliations.  By applying this theory one can find how the candidates running for 

office are using their rhetoric to discredit the other party in order to keep 

themselves in power in an attempt to make their ideology the underlying 

consensus.  

 The theory provides a clear explanation to why it is so hard for groups in 

society to rise and explain their ideas. This is because dominant groups define 

our culture in their own terms. The muted group isn’t allowed to live by its own 

customs for what they mean. This theory is a great way to explain why our 

political system is so geared to the ideas of a dominant group within a party 

rather than a broad range of ideas within the party that might be held by the 

different subgroups. This research is essential to explaining how the groups and 

ideas that are muted within both parties, with the result of the American people 

not having their ideas fully represented by their respective parties. This causes 

specific ideas to be muted while others are open to discussion. There are ideas 

that the dominant party believes are the most important to the people rather than 

the people themselves, and thus many different subgroups within both parties 

are either muted with their ideas discredited and only the ideas that the dominant 

group feels are important are left open for discussion. 
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II. CH. 2 Literature Review 
 

In this chapter I’ll conduct my literature review of numerous pieces of 

research on Muted Group Theory, from Edwin Ardener’s ethnography 

observation, to Cheris Kremerae’s research on Muted Group Theory, in the field 

of communication studies. In this chapter we’ll observe the contribution of the 

theory, as well as criticisms, and the main points to apply when using Muted 

Group Theory in an analysis. I’ll explain why I chose Muted Group Theory to 

analyze the muted ideas of subgroups within political parties.  

 Edwin Ardener proposed Muted Group Theory. In his study, “Belief and 

the Problem of a Woman” he showed that many ethnographers who claimed to 

understand society as a whole only based their information on findings from the 

male population. This study exemplified the fact that women were being 

undermined in society because the male population controlled the dominant 

language and in order for women to rise in the population they would have to find 

a way to translate the language and come up with terms of their own in order to 

shift power. Since the men controlled the language, the ethnographers went to 

them specifically in order to find out about how women were acting in the 

workplace, rather than asking the women themselves (since they weren’t the 

dominant group). Since women weren’t in power, the men essentially controlled 

what the views were of the workplace based on their perspectives. Women didn’t 

have any power to voice their view because the male hierarchy shaped it. 



 11 

Cheris Kramarae (1981), who was the main theorist for Muted Group 

Theory for communication studies, had the idea that muted groups explain how 

men have an advantage over women. Cheris believed that in communication 

between men and women, they were not on the same level because the 

language was created by men and made it easier for men to communicate. Since 

men controlled the language they were able to “mute” women. Language was 

essentially man-made and only until women figured out how to translate the 

language would they be able to speak up against the men and shift the power. 

According to Kramarae, “Edwin Ardener in his statement, “groups that are on top 

of the social hierarchy often determine to great extent the dominant 

communication system of a society.” Kramarae also proposed that, “women 

perceive the world differently from men because of women’s and men’s different 

experiences and activities rooted in the division of labor.”  

According to Joanne Baer,  

“Even though Kramarae agreed with Ardener that mutedness is due to the 

lack of power of these groups, she has provided us with a different 

approach to Muted Group theory. Kramarae takes mutedness a step 

further when she talks about the way women in our society perceive the 

world and the way women are perceived in the world. Women are 

perceived not only as less powerful, but also as a group who don’t speak 

the same language as men.”  

According to Anne Bente, “Muted Group Theory empowers and 

encourages women. This is a critical strength of the theory. It validates and 
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explains the experiences and perceptions of women. It also can be easily applied 

to other historically subordinated groups and their difficulty in achieving their 

proper place in society. It is not solely enlightening though. It also calls for action 

and reform.” This means that this theory isn’t just useful for one specific group, 

but also for numerous other groups or any group that has been subordinated or 

suppressed. It sheds light on the process whereby the dominant groups suppress 

the subordinate groups. However Anne Bente notes that this theory is not without 

its negatives. According to Bente, “The source of the power differential is 

language. Removing bias from language is an extremely difficult and seemingly 

overwhelming task. It is crucial to knowing (among many other things) who we 

are, what our world is like, what our goals are, and how to accomplish such 

goals. She points out here that it is very difficult to change the minds of people 

once their perception of reality is set. It is just how Griffin (1997) put it, “language 

shapes our perception of reality.” If the reality is still in the hands of the dominant 

group then they see it by only their perception. It is extremely hard to change that 

perception especially when the models of behavior and reality are in their favor 

within their group; they are consistently reinforced by the idea that their reality is 

the true reality. While Muted Group Theory brings attention to this, it doesn’t 

change the fact that changing how they see their reality is extremely difficult and 

will take time for the subordinate group to translate the language and take up 

action against the dominant group to express themselves.  

In Wall’s article (1999), “A sentence Made by Men”, he states, 
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“The Ardeners contended that there were dominant modes of expression 

which have been generated by the dominant structure within it. To be 

heard and heeded an individual must use this dominant form of 

expression. The use of an alternative, “individual” mode of expression will 

not be heard. To be heard, the would-be communicator must suppress her 

own mode of expression in favor of the dominant mode and thus she is 

‘muted’. Muted doesn’t necessarily mean silent: ‘the important issue is 

whether they are able to say all they would wish to say, where and when 

they wish to say it. Generally in a situation where gender is a 

consideration, women are the muted group.” 

This shows that there was a great imbalance in how free communication 

was for women. If they tried to communicate based on their own individual 

alternative, then they wouldn’t be heard because their reality was different from 

the dominant view of communication. The female would have had to follow the 

male code of communication and language in order to communicate in a way that 

was understood. Thus the female would be muted unless she was able to 

translate her message into the dominant language and finally be heard.  The 

women would continue to be ignored because they didn’t speak up. Due to their 

positions in society, they didn’t translate with the male model and due to the 

differences in gender often to a more introverted rather than extroverted position 

like men because they controlled the dominant language.  

Shirley Ardener further added to this theory by explaining how women 

were not just subjected to translating their expressions into language created by 
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men, but they are also held to a particular style or form of public address which 

men dictate to be acceptable. In fact, according to Shirley Ardener,  

“The process of translating from a familiar model or style to the model of 

the dominant group adds another barrier to acquiring articulateness on the 

part of the non-dominant group. Since there is often a better fit of models 

among those in the dominant group, this provides them with a greater 

ease of them communicating with others in the dominant and non-

dominant groups, while creating more difficulty for the non-dominant group 

to successfully express themselves in a way that is understandable by 

those in the dominant group. “  

This illustrates how hard it is, to translate the language, or for the non-

dominant group to come up with their answer to the dominant language, and how 

complex it is as well. Since the dominant group is already accustomed to the 

model of reality or set of beliefs, it makes it easier for them to find ways around 

the non-dominant group’s expression and use those ways to suppress them.  

This can be applied to the political party system that we live in today in the 

United States. There are the main parties, or the Democratic and the Republican 

parties, and sometimes a third-party, that according to Wikipedia, is used in the 

United States for any and all political parties in the United States other than one 

of the two major parties. The models of the Subordinate group or the Third-party 

group are much different than the models of the Democratic and Republican 

parties that are the dominant parties. In fact, they are “named” as third parties 

regardless of what party they might represent because they aren’t affiliated with 



 15 

the dominant parties. The candidates often have to run as Democrats or 

Republicans in order to receive any true attention thus muting their cause unless 

they find a way to translate their message into one that the party they are 

representing can understand just to get their message across. It is difficult 

because within the dominant groups or the Republican and Democratic parties 

there are subgroups too, such as social conservatives or the liberal democrats, 

and in the case of Bernie Sanders, the democratic socialist. 

Muted Group Theory has been related to feminist theories as well. Julia T. 

Wood (2005) compared feminist theories to Muted Group Theory in her article, 

“Feminist Standpoint Theory and Muted Group Theory”. In her article Julia T. 

Wood notes, “Muted Group Theory focuses on one site where power relations 

are manifested: language.”(Wood, 2005) According to Wood, “Feminist 

Standpoint theory does not focus on language. It focuses on knowledge. The 

kind of knowledge and the ways of knowing that start from a women’s everyday 

activities and lives, which are structured by power relations.” (Wood, 2005) In 

Muted Group Theory, the language is what controls the power in society. Since 

the men control the language, they term the language, and say what is described 

as what. In feminist standpoint theory the focus is on the knowledge and 

information of what women know. Wood lists another interesting reason that 

muted group theory assumes that, “the likelihood of having one’s voice muted is 

linked rather directly to whether one belongs to a subordinate group such as 

women. Feminist Standpoint Theory has not drawn nearly so straight a line 

between being a woman and having a feminist standpoint.” What Wood is 
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bringing up is a common criticism of Muted Group Theory, that it is too 

existential. It implies that just because one is in a certain group it means one is 

the same as everyone else in a muted position. It doesn’t factor in the roles and 

power of position of the groups or where they remain in society, but if they are 

subordinate that they must be muted. Feminist Standpoint theory doesn’t just 

distinguish a woman as being a feminist, but according to Wood, “requires 

conscious, deliberate, political struggle to understand the group (S) to which one 

belongs and how that group and the lives of the group members have been 

structured by a “partial and perverse” dominant worldview.” (Wood, 2005) This 

theory focuses more on the knowledge that women learn within their particular 

group based on their social location. It argues that being a woman doesn’t 

necessarily make a woman a feminist and that one must first understand what 

has happened to the group, what beliefs the group holds and how their lives have 

been structured in society. Therefore Feminist standpoint theory can help defend 

itself against essentialism. However Wood does note that both of these theories, 

“value the lives and the knowledge of subordinated groups.” Wood recognized 

that Edward and Shirley Ardener understood that women’s voices were muted in 

our Western Society and that “women’s experiences merit linguistic recognition.” 

She also noted the Feminist Standpoint theory, “argues that women’s activities 

and the kinds of knowledge making practices they cultivate are underrepresented 

and are valuable.” The most important comparison between the two is that they 

are both political, but Wood shows that they are political in different ways. 

 According to Wood, “ 



 17 

Muted group theory’s political inclinations arise from its attention to the 

power of naming. It asserts that those who get to name the world do so 

from their perspectives and, by implication, that the other perspectives are 

suppressed. Feminist Standpoint’s theory’s political inclinations grow out 

of the recognition that power relations authorize designated social groups 

and, following that, privileged or subordinate status for members of those 

groups. Feminist Standpoint theory also focuses on the processes by 

which the existing power relations and the inequities they sanction are 

made to seem natural and right.” (Wood, 2005)  

So feminist standpoint theory recognizes that those who are in power can 

designate certain social groups and that the inequities are seemed natural and 

right by those who control the power. Muted Group basically says those who are 

in power are those who created the language and who shaped the reality of the 

world that one lives in based on the dominant one’s reality. In a way they are 

both saying that those in power essentially control by using their power to define 

certain social groups. 

Shirley Ardener contended that “muting may entail suppression or 

repression of speech, the theory in its linguistic aspect is concerned at least as 

much with what people say, and when they speak, and in what mode as with how 

much.” (Ardener, 2006) Shirley’s explanation adds to the theory by including that 

it is not enough for just their speech to be muted. It is how much they are allowed 

to speak in society. It is how the dominant group regulates what they say and 

essentially defines for them what they say as well as what is considered 
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appropriate as well as not appropriate. This resonates much with Wood’s feminist 

standpoint theory as it shows that it is not just the language that is suppressing 

them as a group, but their social location such as the men in power or the group 

in power designating them as to when it is appropriate for them to speak and 

where to speak. Shirley Ardener’s addition adds much more depth to this theory 

in my opinion because it extends the meaning of being muted and makes the 

theory much less existential, by narrowing down what is considered muting and 

making it less broad in terms of a theory. Shirley Ardener also importantly defines 

that Muted Group theory is not just about women. According to Shirley Ardener, 

“he (Edwin) also drew on his personal experiences as a sensitive (intellectual) 

boy among hearty (sporty) boys in an allboys London Secondary School. As a 

result of his encounters with boys, thereafter he identified with other groups in 

society for whom self-expression was constrained.” (Ardener, 2005) I can 

understand that Shirley Ardener explains the origins of Edwin Ardener’s 

experiences that allowed him to identify with the theory. It shows that he not only 

had real world factor in to his experiences, but the theory also defined him as a 

person. He felt suppressed in one group so he joined a subordinate group of 

individuals who were like him. It helped him in his observation of the hierarchy of 

certain dominant groups and the perception that they had developed over  

 Meredith Mitchell also further explored this theory, except with regards to 

politics and the case of third parties.  In her article she explained that, according 

to Wikipedia, “third parties are any political party other than the Democratic or 

Republican parties participating in national and/or regional elections. (Wikipedia, 
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2012) According to this definition all parties other than the Democratic and 

Republican parties are known as third parties even though there are more than 

three parties involved. She goes further on to explain how several third party 

candidates hold public office, Bernie Sanders of Vermont who is a self described 

Democratic Socialist and Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut who is a former 

Democrat and now a self described, Independent Democrat. She says that while 

third political parties in the United States have experienced many periods of rise 

and fall throughout their history, they have been largely unsuccessful in 

sustaining their popularity for an extended period of time. According to the book, 

“Third parties in America”, “American voters grew up learning about the two 

major parties through both the educational system and their families, to the point 

where the Democrats and Republicans seem as legitimate as any 

Constitutionally prescribed institution.” (Mitchell, 2008) 

Rosenstone also points out that the “single largest barrier to the 

development of strong viable third parties in the United States is the current 

electoral system.” Mitchell explains that according to Duverger’s Law,”  

An electoral system employing a single-district district plurality system and 

suppresses the development of third or minor parties. What this law does 

is discourage people from running for office as a third party because it 

destroys their chances of even becoming a viable candidate unless they 

join one of the two main parties, and thus suppressing their language 

altogether. The two party system has essentially been written as the main 

reality for how the country is to be run and those who don’t agree and try 
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to use their individual ideas are often excluded because they can’t find a 

way to communicate their message and are thus forced to communicate in 

a sense with the reality that has been established and that is with one of 

the two parties, Republican or Democrat, thus muting them. Since youth 

are taught from birth that there are generally two parties involved in most 

elections, they don’t consider third parties as legitimate. This suppresses 

the idea that a third party can become a presidential candidate because 

they don’t follow the common ideologies of the two main parties in power. 

However Meredith Mitchell does note “examples such as Canada and 

Great Britain show that a SMDP system can produce a multiparty 

electorate and does not always insure a strict two party system. So what 

makes these countries different from the United States, well according to 

Bibby and Maisel, “these two nations have been able to achieve a 

multiparty system because there is a high level of heterogeneity 

undergirding the political system.” (P.57) 

A big difference between the United States and countries like Canada and 

Great Britain is that we generally elect candidates based on who seems more to 

the middle or a mix of Democrat and Republican, and not surprisingly those are 

usually the ones who representing both sides of the party. Since it is a largely 

two party system, elected representatives attempt to come off as a moderate in 

order to gain the votes of both the left and the right of the political system, but in 

doing so they often mute groups who have ideologies that often don’t meet the 

status quo of what the party is looking for such as (the Libertarians for the 
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Republicans and the Socialists for the Democrats). These ideas of individuality 

are lost in the mix as well as arguments for pure collectivism among the people 

of the United States. 

Much can be added to this by exploring the rhetoric our public officials use 

that people in today’s society dismiss as just “politics”. The two major parties, 

Republicans and Democrats, are constantly trying to control the language in 

order to reinforce their ideology over their opponent’s ideology. It often takes a 

toll on their constituents as they become divided over who to believe and who not 

to believe. By doing this they often try to discredit or mute the other ideology by 

finding new ways to “term” their comments and/or social status. This is similar to 

the methodology that Ardener exposed the case of the ethnographers only 

interviewing men about perspectives of the lives of women in the workplace.  

Based on the literature that I’ve reviewed it is safe to say that Muted 

Group Theory asks us several questions. Who is being muted? Who is the 

Dominant Group? What must the muted group do to translate the language of the 

dominant group in order to gain power? Does there appear to be a power 

struggle? We also must look for what values, customs, ethnicities, beliefs are 

dominant and which ones often go unspoken about. Why is it okay for certain 

candidates to get more attention from the media and by their own party rather 

than others? Are there ideas really so far fetched that they don’t even deserve to 

be discussed within the party let alone the general public? 

 By asking these questions we look for the groups that are dominant, and 

which groups are muted. We can clearly see the ideas that are being avoided 
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and the groups that are being muted as a result. It allows us to look for the 

subgroups that are being muted the most and what ideas they represent that are 

being muted. It also allows for us to look into why the groups are being muted. 

Why the ideas are considered so extreme to the majority within both parties and 

why do they deserve to be muted for what they believe in? By asking these 

questions Muted Group Theory provides us with an understanding of why our 

political system is so heavily divided and why so many people feel they are not 

being represented because the elected officials with their interests are being 

muted and unrecognized since their ideals go against the majority of the people 

within the party that is supposed to be representing their interests.  

 Based on the research that I’ve done Muted Group Theory is a useful 

guide to research this topic. It allows for us to observe the power struggle that 

occurs between subgroups within the dominant groups and how it effects the 

society and the way we not only think about things, but the way we see others 

around us, and the ways that the dominant groups in society write the language 

based on how they see the world. Muted Group Theory provides an argument 

that doesn’t ignore that muted group and gives credit to their views rather than 

what the dominant status quo says is correct. Muted Group Theory offers a way 

for the muted groups to have a voice. It offers an explanation for the cultural 

mindset of society today. It asks what can be done to allow a free and open 

minded approach to ideas rather than just what a majority group says is the 

status quo thanks to its beliefs, how it has been raised to think, and what it 

believes is the normal way of life. Muted shows a way for the minority groups to 
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find a voice and not allow the dominant groups to term their ideas, language, 

motivations, social structure and way of acting in society. It gives them a chance 

to stand up and have a voice against a dominant group that is setting the 

language and the way of life based on what it’s reality tells it is the right thing to 

do, the right ways that things should be done, who is inferior, who isn’t inferior, 

and how should they act based upon the dominant group’s reality. 

 Muted Group Theory is very heuristic in value and can be applied to 

almost any situation and is very good when understanding how groups that have 

been undermined in society and can be applied to not just male or females, but 

explain the subgroups within, the customs that are dominant and the ones that 

are considered trivial. It offers explanations why to certain customs in 

businesses, organizations, and especially politics cater to specific groups, 

mannerisms, and social acting as opposed to another. It shows how those who 

wrote the language for society have maintained control over the other groups and 

have made it harder for groups to explain themselves in society. It helps explain 

why its so hard to enact social change because the information we get in society 

is still biased since its’ coming from a group with a dominant reality of how things 

work rather than from a true liberation of ideas being brought to the table. It 

reveals a serious social problem that needs attention, and shows the difficulty to 

take information about groups seriously when the sources are often from a group 

that is in control and seeing their reality from their own perspective rather than 

from truly being a part of that group. It offers an explanation of why people can’t 

express themselves. It’s very useful to apply to this issue because in this day and 
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age of politics, it addresses the problems of ideas coming from what the 

dominant groups in both parties see as the main issues rather than what the 

people around them see as the main issues.  

 While I acknowledge that Muted Group Theory is geared towards groups 

with limited to no voice at all, I understand that some would say that it doesn’t 

apply to this scenario. These Primary candidates wish to be selected to represent 

the party so some would say they are the majority or the favored candidates. 

However, when one looks at a candidate like Ron Paul and compares his 

ideology with the other candidates who seem to almost share the same ideology, 

then Muted Group Theory can definitely be applied. 
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III. CH. 3 Methods of Application 

  

Muted Group Theory asks us several questions. Who is being muted? 

Who is the Dominant Group? How are they being muted? What values, customs, 

and beliefs are dominant and which ones often go unspoken about? Why is it 

okay for certain candidates to get more attention from the media and by their own 

party rather than others? Are there ideas really so far- fetched that they don’t 

even deserve to be discussed within the party let alone the general public? 

I’ll observe the ideas that are absent or rarely mentioned by both parties 

during their respective primary debates. During these debates we can ask 

whether ideas are being muted, about the candidates with the most muted ideas, 

and those whose ideas that are being pushed the most by both parties. 

Numerous ideas, debates and arguments may not be discussed, debated, and 

the public, whom the party tries to influence or represent, is at a loss as well. 

Those who might be interested in these ideas are being left out entirely of the 

debate and therefore knowledge is being hindered. The groups continue to be 

muted as those who are representing them are basically avoiding ideas that may 

be important to them. Not only are they stuck within a party that deems their 

issues to be inferior, but they don’t have the chance to truly be heard since their 

views aren’t considered to be as important by the party that claims to represent 

them.  

It is important to ask who is being muted in order to get a deeper look at 

much more than just the candidate that is being muted, but what ideas the 
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candidate represents, and what constituents are being muted as a result of 

having these ideas muted. This helps avoid the existentialism criticism of the 

theory by providing information about the groups within the party. Edwin Ardener 

first looked for the muted group when making his observations. This will be key, 

as I have to know whom the muted group is in order to examine the rhetoric 

made against these ideas. 

By researching the debates from the Republican primaries, I’ll see which 

members of the party were generally muted, what ideas were muted and what 

social groups were muted during these campaigns during the muting process 

and what they did if anything to translate the language of their argument into the 

party’s ideology. When Edwin Ardener made his discovery about the 

ethnographers, it was revealed that since the men were in power they were the 

ones who controlled the language and explained the reality as they saw it. 

Therefore I’m going to have to observe the language used by the candidates 

during the debates to describe the groups or candidates being discredited as well 

as the groups themselves in order to show what they are representing and what 

the party is trying to say they represent. I’m going to research candidates in the 

Republican debates and what their views are, and research rhetoric that has not 

only been used against them, but the language they’ve used to describe their 

ideas and what makes it so different from the language of the majority.  

It’s important to ask who is the dominant group because in order to see 

what groups are being muted, we must look for the groups that have their ideas 

up for discussion the most. It will also allow for observation of the rhetoric used to 
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define terms for the muted group in order to control the language. By observing 

which ideas are present, it will give me a scope to view the ideas that are muted 

and ignored during the debates. The ideas with the most frequency of discussion 

and mention will most likely be the dominant ideas, and the dominant group will 

be those who generally have the same stance on these specific ideas. 

I’ll be asking how the muted candidate is being muted. By analyzing 

certain techniques that occur during the debate, I’ll be able to analyze the 

candidates that are muted and dominant based on how long and when they are 

allowed to speak during these primaries. The context of the questions that they 

are asked and their back rounds similar to the dominant groups within the 

Republican Party will also be analyzed. By utilizing this methodology I’ll be 

adopting one similar to Cheris Kremerae’s theory by examining the frequency of 

ideas discussed during the debates and the frequency of time that each 

candidate is allowed to speak for. 

I’ll be observing what values, customs, and beliefs are dominant and 

which ones often go unspoken. This ties in to identifying the muted group, 

because by looking at these traits one can better summarize the ones that 

belong to the muted group and the ones that belong to the dominant groups. The 

ideas that appear the most will be the dominant ideas within the party. However, 

in order to avoid the existential flaw that Muted Group Theory was criticized as 

having, I will also be sure to recognize that muted groups may share the same 

ideas just different ideological meanings of them. What are the important 

ideologies and ideas? It’s important to study the primary ideologies of the 
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Republican candidates in order to fully understand what ideas the leaders believe 

are most important, and what makes the ideas that are muted so unorthodox 

within the respective party. Muted group theory is a very applicable tool in this 

scenario because one can not only find out who is doing the muting, but what 

social groups are being excluded because they are subordinate ideas that fit in 

the with groups that Ardener was himself able to identify with. By studying the 

profiles of the candidates, I will be able to ask what ideas are present here? 

Which ones are muted and which ones are dominant? I’ll do this by analyzing the 

context of the language used by the candidates during the debate. 

Based on my research it’s safe to say that these questions would work 

best when doing rhetorical analysis for this research. When we look at who is 

being muted, we need to look for language that not only demotes candidate or 

political representative based on one’s ideology or beliefs, but also basically 

writes his beliefs as even out of the question.  

In order to observe this I’ll be examining the transcripts for the Republican 

primary debates: 

• January 16th, 2012 in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 

• January 19th, 2012 in Charleston, South Carolina 

• January 23, 2012 in Tampa, Florida 

• January 26th, 2012 in Jacksonville, Florida 

These debates are a key focus of my research because they’ll allow me to 

see the rhetoric being used during the debates to distinguish and degrade each 

other based on their beliefs and ideology in order to appeal to the Republican 
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Party and its constituents. By researching these debates, I’ll be able to analyze 

the language used by the candidates in the debate to describe each other and 

it’s that language that will allow me to ask my questions and apply Muted Group 

theory. I can apply my “who is being muted?” question to the candidates that 

receive the least amount of time or aren’t given a chance to speak during certain 

issues. I’ll observe those who in contrast are allowed to speak, and how much 

time they are given. 

I selected the debates because they will provide a great example of the 

candidates onstage in their responses. The debates also occurred over time 

where events outside and changing current events affected the responses and 

the candidates’ attacks against one another. Debates are a great forum to study 

rhetoric as they offer contesting ideas, unlike rallies that are generally filled with 

supporters of the specific candidate at the rally. At the debates, ideas are 

questioned and candidates are trying to undermine the ideas of the other 

candidates and put themselves forward as the best candidates. They are being 

answered by just “yes” answers, but rather “no” and challenges from their 

opponents.  

Some of their ideas might not go over well with the live audience and will 

result in boos or might go better with the audience and will result in applause. 

Certain questions will go to certain candidates rather than others and the debates 

provide a clear observation of this. Within this period of debates, there were also 

numerous current events and issues that passed and left the candidates plenty of 

room to debate these issues. I’ll observe which ones got recognition during the 
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debates and the ones that didn’t or were excluded altogether. By doing this I’ll 

observe not only how much time certain candidates received, but what ideas that 

the majority of the party felt weren’t as important as other issues mainly 

supported by party.  

There will also be a variety of audiences for the candidates onstage. They 

aren’t just trying to appeal to the party itself, but the different ideas and issues 

that effect the different states where each debate is being held. A candidate may 

have an opinion on an issue in one state, but might change it in order to appeal 

to the audience in a different state that might look at the issue a little differently. 

There is a difference between the people in South Carolina and the people who 

live in New Hampshire. This contrast in state demographics could appeal to 

different candidates depending on what their ideas are. It’s important to study the 

differences in the ideas spoken for each different state because of this. It also 

makes it challenging for the candidates and better for research because it’s not 

just one set of ideas that the candidates are appealing to, but rather a revolving 

and changing set of ideas between each state. This will allow me to see what 

ideas are mentioned in specific states compared to others and what ideas aren’t. 

 I intend to adopt the methodology that Edward Ardener proposed by 

studying those groups that tend to be the more suppressed in an organization 

like the Republican Party. Edward Ardener observed that it was the dominant 

male hierarchy that was suppressing the women and they were unable to 

translate the language in order to un-suppress themselves. In order to observe 

the Muted Group theory in the debate, I’ll observe the rhetoric of the candidates 
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to see if there is a hierarchy of ideas that remain consistent among the members 

with the most time, and if there are specific ideas that receive little to no time 

during the debates for the candidate’s to discuss. Observing who is being muted, 

the ideas that are being discussed, and the differences in state opinions, will 

allow for me to see which ideas are most frequently discussed and in what 

context. The debates provide me with a way to study the groups that are being 

suppressed or muted because it is a forum of ideas that are important based on 

what the moderator asks each candidate.  

 I’ll also be observing the ideas that are absent or rarely mentioned by both 

parties during their respective debates. During these debates it is clear to see 

which ideas that are being muted, the candidates with the most muted ideas, and 

those whose ideas that are being pushed the most by both parties. This is likely 

to be ideas that lead to a libertarian view and social conservative view within the 

Republican Party. As a result of this, numerous ideas, debates and arguments 

are not discussed nor debated. The public whom the party tries to influence or 

represent is at a loss as well, because those who might be interested in these 

ideas are being left out entirely of the debate.  

 I’ll be looking for the dominant group. In this case, I believe the dominant 

group to be the mainstream Republicans in the debate or the more moderate to 

conservative groups. The ones I mean are Santorum, Romney, Perry, and 

Gingrich. Ron Paul is basically using the stage as a platform to try to change the 

party and have his voice heard. His libertarian view is often muted or excluded 

from certain questions during the debates. People have made comments before 
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the debate saying that he is unelectable because his voice is very different from 

the dominant Republican ideology especially his ideas such as abolishing the 

Federal Reserve, Anti-imperialism, and what to spend on. It will be interesting to 

compare the comments he receives from the candidates and their comments 

regarding each other during the debate. The rhetoric that they use will be an 

important factor in contrasting the dominant ideas with Paul’s ideas during the 

debates. 

 Since these debates are live, and the transcripts also describe the tone 

and actions that the candidates used when speaking, I’ll be able to analyze the 

form of communication that the dominant group used when reacting to Paul 

during the debates. This will further help aid in the rhetorical analysis of the 

interactions. Paul is also a candidate who is being funded by his loyal support 

base rather than donations from billionaires and millionaires like the candidates 

Santorum, Perry, Gingrich, and Romney. It shows that he is essentially 

dominated monetarily and financially in the campaign as well.  

 Paul is clearly the most muted candidate in this debate as he is simply 

trying to change the party by injecting his own ideas onstage. It doesn’t really 

seem like he is trying to win the race, but just make his voice heard. This makes 

him fundamentally different from the other candidates because his views will 

likely be in sharp contrast from what the majority is saying.  
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IV. CH.4 Findings 
 

 When analyzing these debates I administered these questions that I 
believe will help me test if Muted Group Theory is being represented: 

• Who is being muted? 
• Who is the dominant group? 
• How is the candidate being muted? 
• What values, ideas, and customs are dominant, and which ones 

have gone unspoken about? 
 

 January, 16th, 2012, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 

 Jon Huntsman had gone on the record saying that the Republican Party 

had degenerated into an onslaught of negative and personal attacks, not worthy 

of the American people.” Huntsman had announced he was dropping out of the 

race earlier on the 16th before the televised debate in Myrtle Beach, South 

Carolina. He was the former ambassador under the Obama administration to 

China and his opponents had labeled him as an “Obama supporter.” Mr. 

Huntsman had also cast himself as the candidate best able to win independent 

and Democrats in a general election. Some of his policies such as his support for 

civil unions for gay couples left him little support in the party. He had skipped 

Iowa’s Caucuses where social conservatives held influence. He had moved his 

headquarters to New Hampshire where he planned to go all out, but it didn’t pan 

out and he finished third place while Romney won by a wide margin.  

A spokesman for Newt Gingrich, R.C. Hammond said “with Gov. 

Huntsman dropping out, we are one step closer to a bold, Reagan conservative 

winning the G.O.P. nomination.” Mr. Huntsman dropping out follows Michelle 
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Bachmann who dropped out of the race earlier. He left the race, but endorsed 

Romney whom he had criticized earlier during the race by calling him 

“unelectable.”  

With Huntsman leaving this race it leaves five participants: 

Former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich (GA) 

Representative Ron Paul (TX) 

Governor Rick Perry (TX) 

Former Governor Mitt Romney (MA) 

Former Senator Rick Santorum (PA) 

Example 1 

Here we have an exchange between Paul and Santorum after a question 

asked by Kelly Evans from the Wall Street Journal. The moderator asks Paul a 

question regarding his thoughts on the use of negative attack ads. This is most 

likely in response to the fact that Paul had released negative attack ads against 

candidate Rick Santorum. 

EVANS: Congressman Paul — Congressman Paul, this morning 
when he suspended his campaign, Governor Huntsman said the 
Republican presidential race has, quote "degenerated into an onslaught of 
negative and personal attacks, not worthy of the American people." You 
have been particularly scathing in your ads against the other candidates 
up here on stage tonight. Do you agree with Governor Huntsman that 
these attacks should be abandoned?  

PAUL: Well, they should be abandoned if you're not telling the 
truth. But if you're exposing a voting record I think it's quite proper. There 
was one ad that we used against Senator Santorum, and I was only — I 
only had one problem, is I couldn't get all the things in I wanted to say in 
one minute. [applause]  

But, you know, we mentioned No Child Left Behind and that he 
supported deficits times five, raising the national debt, and that he voted 
for prescription drug programs, as well as he voted against right-to-work. 
And I could have added, you know, things like — he voted for Sarbanes-
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Oxley. So my only regret is that I couldn't get enough in in that one minute 
that I should have.  

UNKNOWN: Congressman Paul?  
QUESTION: Hold up. Senator Santorum, you are going to get a 

question next, but respond, please, to Congressman Paul.  
SANTORUM: Look, Congressman Paul has been quoting sources 

like CREW, which is a George Soros or a left-wing-backed organization, 
saying that I was corrupt. And in fact, throughout his entire ad, he quotes a 
lot of left-wing organizations.  

Well, of course, left-wing organization say a lot of bad things about 
me. I would expect them. And that's — I wear that as a badge of honor, 
not something that I'm ashamed of.  

With respect to some of the votes that they elicit, I admit, I'm a 
strong conservative, but I'm not perfect. President Bush's signature 
initiative of No Child Left Behind, I voted for it, I shouldn't have. It was 
something that I said, and I will say publicly, that we should repeal. In fact, 
we should repeal In fact, we should repeal all of the federal government's 
role in primary and secondary education, and if you give me the 
opportunity, I'll do that. [applause] 

 
By applying these questions to this debate, we can see that Santorum is 

trying to defend his record and his ideologies by painting Ron Paul’s attacks as 

from a left-wing organization. He’s doing this to not only preserve his beliefs and 

ideologies, but to mute Paul’s argument by separating him from the other 

Republican candidate’s onstage by essentially calling him left wing. Santorum 

also does an excellent job of translating the dominant language into his own 

against Paul. He says of course, “left wing organizations say a lot of bad things 

about me. I would expect them. And that’s-I wear that as a badge of honor, not 

something that I’m ashamed of.” He basically defines Paul’s language as nothing 

but reiterating the left wing attacks on them and he says that he is proud to be 

attacked rather than ashamed because he gets to defend his values. Once he 

again he further controls the language of being conservative and mutes Paul’s 

attacks as nothing more than Left Wing attacks on him. In doing so he is trying to 
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further define Libertarian ideology as a Left Wing attack rather than true 

conservative ideals. He is also trying to control the dominant conservative 

language during the exchange. 

Who is being muted? It’s not just Ron Paul’s Libertarian ideology that is 

being muted onstage, but those from left wing organizations as well. He notes 

that he wears their attacks as “badges of honor”. He is saying that he is proud of 

their attacks because he is a conservative and uses his to further reiterate his 

point for presidency. In doing so he mutes those who might express ideas from 

the left wing that might not translate within the political party.  

Who is the dominant group? Clearly, conservative ideals are the dominant 

group in this exchange, but does that mean that left wing ideals should just be 

flat out ignored. In an effort to appeal to the Republican Party, Senator Santorum 

has basically said ignore the ideas of the other side. During the general election, 

a candidate generally tries to move to a more moderate position in order to attain 

votes, but Santorum here just flat out buries the left wing ideology and says he’s 

proud to be hated by that party. In a way, Santorum is muting ideas that are 

being brought to the table from the other side. In his language he uses this to 

translate Paul’s language as left wing attack in order to mute him in the party.  

Further evidence of this is that Paul was unable to even respond to 

Santorum’s response. Also, Paul said that it was only bad if it wasn’t true. He is 

saying all these things that are criticisms about Santorum that may be true, but 

Santorum simply said that just because it’s true doesn’t mean its negative 

because it comes from a left wing organization. Rhetorically this is brilliantly put 
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as Rick Santorum found a way to write the language of the muted group, being 

liberal thoughts. Whether the accusations against are true or not, since the 

context of this debate is appealing to the Republican Party and its audience, the 

leftists ideas are muted as the primary values on stage are those geared to the 

conservative ideals. Rick Santorum stated this perfectly as he said because they 

are attacking me is because he’s a true conservative so the opposing party is 

going to be attacking him. It also diminished the credibility of Paul’s accusations 

in the ads by painting them as nothing but outer group accusations that meant 

nothing when compared with conservative ideals. He was able to label Paul’s 

language as the language of a muted group as insignificant in favor of the 

dominant or conservative ideology.  

How is the idea being muted? Santorum is given a tremendous amount of 

time to respond to Paul’s attack ad yet Paul was given so little time to answer his 

own question. Clearly since Santorum’s ideas are more dominant and popular 

within the Republican Party he was given more time to speak then someone like 

Ron Paul, whose ideas are different than the traditional conservative Republican. 

Santorum who has been known to generally oppose libertarian ideas is using the 

rhetoric of comparing Paul’s criticisms to left wing attacks in order to further 

undermine the criticisms that Paul has against him.  

What values and ideas are dominant? The ideas that appear to be more 

dominant are the conservative values specially since this is the Republican Party, 

but the liberal ideas are highly muted as Santorum used the Liberal ideology as a 

means to defend himself by saying that he supports conservatives and is very 
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anti-liberal. He used this to mute the truth that he had been involved in some 

controversial allegations, but it was justified because it is just liberal talk rather 

than conservative talk. This is also important as we can see why Governor 

Huntsman had dropped out of the race. He had said that he could appeal to both 

Independent and Democratic voters, but since he was labeled in the race as an 

“Obama supporter” or someone of the opposite party, his language was muted 

against the primary conservative values during the debate. It’s a sign that the 

primary values within the party aren’t looking for someone who is appealing to 

the other side, but just a conservative candidate who can beat Obama’s values.  

Paul with his ideology being very different from what the others consider to 

be conservative seems to stand out during the debate, but not as a conservative, 

but rather a libertarian despite the fact that he’s running as a Republican. Based 

on Santorum’s rhetoric we can infer that the ads were attacking Santorum as 

corrupt and in favor of big government as he defends his voting record during the 

debate for the No Child Left Behind Act. Santorum says that while he voted for 

the act in the past, he regrets it and thinks that the government shouldn’t be 

involved in the education system. Interestingly enough he reverts back to a 

popular conservative idea during the debate of a limited government.  

Example 2 

The topic of negative advertising comes up in this exchange between 

Newt Gingrich and Mitt Romney. Brett Baier, the moderator brings up a question 

to Newt Gingrich regarding his use of negative attack ads and the similarity of the 
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attack ads between him and Barack Obama’s attacks against Mitt Romney. In 

this part of the Myrtle Beach debate we can see it: 

Speaker Gingrich, on a debate stage in September, you vowed to, quote, 
"repudiate every effort of the news media to get Republicans to fight each 
other to protect Barack Obama, who deserves to be defeated," close 
quote. And yet in recent days, you and your campaign have cited 
numerous outlets, from the New York Times to Salon.com, to attack 
Governor Romney's business record, the exact line of attack the Obama 
campaign is using. Why? 

GINGRICH: Well, first of all, I think that the staying positive through Iowa, 
through $3.5 million of negative attacks, proved you either have to 
unilaterally disarm and leave the race or you have to at least bring up your 
competitor's record. 

Second, I think it's very important for us to look at job creation. As a young 
member of Congress, I worked with President Ronald Reagan. We 
passed an economic growth package. We created 16 million jobs. The 
American people within a framework that Reagan had established created 
16 million jobs. 

As speaker I came back — working with President Bill Clinton, we passed 
a very Reagan-like program, less regulation, lower taxes. Unemployment 
dropped to 4.2 percent. We created 11 million jobs. Now, those are real 
numbers that people can verify out in the open. 

Governor Romney as governor raised taxes and Massachusetts was 47th 
in job creation, fourth from the bottom. That's a public record difference. 

The second part of his campaign is citing his experience in business, 
which is perfectly legitimate, but if that's a part of your campaign, then 
questioning it has to be equally legitimate. 

And it struck me raising those questions, giving me an opportunity to 
answer them is exactly what campaigns ought to be about. And we need 
to satisfy the country that whoever we nominate has a record that can 
stand up to Barack Obama in a very effective way. [applause] 

BAIER: Governor Romney, I will give you time to respond in just a minute. 
Speaker Gingrich, the Wall Street Journal editorial page calls your attacks 
crude and damaging caricatures of modern business and capitalism. And 
they write that you are embarrassing yourself by taking the Obama line. 

How do you respond to that? 

GINGRICH: Well, first of all, I don't think raising questions is a prerogative 
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only of Barack Obama and I don't think Republicans should allow 
themselves to automatically be intimidated because every time you raise a 
question somebody yells you are doing something the Democrats will do. I 
raise questions that I think are legitimate questions. The questions, some 
of which came straight out of Wall Street Journal articles. The governor 
has every opportunity to answer those questions to give us facts and data 
and I think that's part of his responsibility as a candidate and I think that's 
part of what a campaign is about, is to raise question and see whether or 
not whether or not your competitor can answer them effectively before you 
get to a general election where you know those questions are going to be 
asked. 

 Who is being muted? The leftist ideas are being muted similarly to the way 

that they were used against Ron Paul. They were being used as a way to attack 

Newt Gingrich for his view on why he was using an idea similar to an attack that 

a left wing organization would use against a more conservative candidate. Newt 

Gingrich though, words this very well in his response as he doesn’t label it, but 

rather says it not just a Democratic attack, but an issue that Republicans and 

Democrats should be concerned about why he is attacking Romney.  

 Who is the dominant group? In here, the key conservative values are a 

high dominant group and it’s obvious by the fact that Newt Gingrich is being 

attacked for taking liberal attacks against Mitt Romney similar to how Paul 

attacked Rick Santorum on his record. However. Newt Gingrich explains that 

while he took a democratic form of attack, it is not a concern of just Democrats or 

Republican, but of all people in the United States. He also says he raises 

questions that he believes are a good reason to be concerned of a specific 

candidate whom in the attacks is Romney.  

 Newt Gingrich brings the attack back to his record explaining how he 

worked with a Democratic candidate and was able to bring Reagan conservative 

economics that are popular among conservatives. Gingrich does a great job of 
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reinforcing this point in front of the audience as he reinforces his ideals with the 

party and at the same time says that the question isn’t something to be 

intimidated by if it is a democratic question, but rather a question of concern 

regarding the candidate.  

 How are the ideas being muted? While Newt Gingrich is attacking 

Romney by using a specific concern, it is muted as being a leftist idea. Newt 

Gingrich does a great job of translating the language in a way where he explains 

that the idea should be spoken if it's a legitimate concern for people to think 

about. By doing this, he is not muting the leftist ideas, but is acknowledging them 

as an idea for the Republicans in attendance and those watching on television to 

think about. He is saying that just because they are more from the left, doesn’t 

mean that they don’t have a reason for the party to ignore.  

 What values and ideas are displayed here? Clearly contrasting values of 

what is conservative and what is democratic is being displayed here. Newt 

Gingrich was criticized for taking a liberal standpoint on an issue with Romney, 

but he described as not something that Republicans should fear just because it’s 

a liberal question, but rather as one that may be important in the election against 

Barack Obama. Also clearly conservative Reagan values are on display here, as 

Newt Gingrich compares his record with Reagan economic policies that he 

worked on with a popular Democratic president Bill Clinton. He shows his ability 

to work with the left wing without comprising on important conservative values 

that the Republican Party is looking for.  

Example 3  
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In this next exchange, the candidates move into a question of foreign 

policy. The first question is directed as Congressman Ron Paul of Texas 

regarding his rhetoric towards the killing of terrorist, Osama Bin Laden. This is an 

interesting segment to apply Muted Group Theory. While the other candidates 

receive the same question regarding Osama Bin Laden, Paul is given a negative 

question to attack his record/ideology that is different than most traditional pro-

military conservatives. This is an important issue to discuss due to the 

international conflict with countries outside the United States. President Obama 

had received a tremendous amount of credit for killing Osama Bin Laden and as 

tensions in the Middle East were rising, this was an important issue to discuss as 

the United States has been involved for over a decade in the conflict overseas. 

All candidates end up speaking on this issue. 

It begins by Baier mentioning that Huntsman’s sand sculpture was in 

South Carolina and he says that he is still on the statue, but not here tonight. The 

he asks Paul a question regarding a comment made on a Des Moines Radio 

show in which Paul said he was against the operation that killed Osama Bin 

Laden and that it showed no respect for international law. Baier asks him if he 

believed that international law should have constrained us from tracking down 

and killing the man responsible for the most brazen attack on the US since Pearl 

Harbor. 

Who is being muted? Once again, Ron Paul gave the only answer of not 

having war with numerous nations in regards to foreign policy, while the others all 
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argued for further war on areas in order to kill their enemies. A muted group here 

is definitely the anti-war when it comes to these types of diplomatic issues, lower 

military spending, and a negative attitude towards acts that limit freedoms in 

order to fight terrorism. Therefore this is the muted group in this section. Also the 

only reason why Paul had the same question it was because he was included in 

the question in the first place. Would he have been able to reinforce his ideas if 

he hadn’t? In fact Rick Perry made a snide remark during his debate while Paul 

was speaking that he was busy waiting for the gong. He was hinting that he was 

just waiting for Paul to stop talking as if it was nonsense. All the other candidates 

supported pro-military stances in regards to terrorism. Ron Paul was also asked 

to give his stance on a remark that he had made about the catching of Osama 

Bin Laden rather than his actual take on the issue of going to war with all these 

different countries.  

Paul responded by saying that is not what he said, and noted that he 

voted for the authority to go after him. His frustration was that we didn’t go after 

him and that it took us ten years to get him. Baier reinforces the question that no 

respect for international law was the question about the quote that Paul had used 

in Des Moines. Paul further explains himself by saying that we need to respect 

the policies of the other countries like Pakistan because if we have no respect for 

the sovereignty of another nation that it will lead to disruption of that nation. He 

explains that he is just saying that we follow these tactics in the roles of 

international law. He explains this here: 
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PAUL: Well, you know, I can't say — his colleague was in Pakistan, and 
we communicated, you know, with the government of Pakistan and they 
turned him over. And what I suggested there was that if we have no 
respect for the sovereignty of another nation that it will lead to disruption of 
that nation.  

Here we have a nation that we are becoming constantly trying to kill 
people who we consider our enemies. At the same time we are giving the 
government of Pakistan billions of dollars. Now there's a civil war going 
on, the people are mad at us but yet the government is getting money 
from us and I think it's a deeply flawed policy.  

But to not go after him — and if I voted for the authority, obviously I think it 
was proper. But once they waited ten years, I don't see any reason why 
they couldn't have done it like they did after Khalid Sheikh Aman. And that 
would have been a more proper way.  

If somebody in this country, say a Chinese dissident come over here, we 
wouldn't endorse the idea, well, they can come over here and bomb us 
and do whatever. I'm just trying to suggest that respect for other nation's 
sovereignty — and look at the chaos in Pakistan now. We are at war in 
Pakistan, but to say that I didn't want him killed...  

I'm just suggesting that there are processes that if you could follow and 
that you should do it. There are proper procedures rather than digging 
bigger holes for ourselves.  

 This is very different from the other views as it is very antimilitary and 

suggests that we should treat enemies the way we treated Khalid Sheikh 

Mohammed. We shouldn’t just go into other countries and drop bombs and 

disrespect their sovereignty, and not expect them to do the same to us. He 

suggests that we should follow proper processes and procedures rather than just 

invading all these countries. However, it’s interesting that he was asked to 

defend himself rather than have a take on an actual issue that was affecting the 

country. As you’ll see this view is very different from the responses of those who 

follow the dominant pro-military ideology in the next paragraph.  
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Who is dominant? The group that prefers war is certainly the dominant 

group in this scenario. As Newt Gingrich pointed out when he spoke about our 

enemies and how we must kill them. The rest of the group was highly pro-military 

as well and essentially buried those who didn’t support military spending. In a 

sense those who were for military spending were muted while those who were for 

it were allowed to speak for a greater time. Every other candidate except for Ron 

Paul spoke for military spending and further measures to detain terrorists. The 

candidates also emphasized that the president’s foreign policy was negative and 

the audience whom were live responded very positively to the remarks made 

against the president’s policies. This is a strong hint that during the primaries in 

order to appeal to a conservative base, they were all extremely against his 

policies that come from a more left wing organization. They all unanimously 

criticized his agenda, except for Paul who only really agreed with bringing the 

troops home and a different stance on a non pro-military intervention in these 

nations. Paul didn’t necessarily disagree with the president, but really seemed to 

be defending his own beliefs against military intervention. It seemed like this 

debate was moderated to grill Paul in order to really separate him more from the 

other candidates, but in a negative fashion since his views were different from 

the main values that were reinforced by the other candidates. The other 

candidates were asked different questions regarding their stances on other 

countries and whether we should invade or take military action against them. 

Let’s take a look at their responses below: 

BAIER: Speaker Gingrich? 

If you received, Speaker Gingrich actionable intelligence about the 
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location of Taliban leader Mullah Mohammed Omar inside Pakistan would 
you authorize a unilateral operation, much like the one that killed bin 
Laden, with or without the Pakistani government knowing, even if the 
consequence was an end to all U.S.-Pakistani cooperation? 

GINGRICH: well, let me go back to set the stage as you did awhile ago. 
Bin Laden plotted deliberately, bombing American embassies, bombings 
the USS Cole, and killing 3,100 Americans, and his only regret was he 
didn't kill more. Now, he's not a Chinese dissident. [applause] 

You know, the analogy that Congressman Paul used was — was utterly 
irrational. A Chinese dissident who comes in here — a Chinese dissident 
who comes here seeking freedom is not the same as a terrorist who goes 
to Pakistan seeking asylum. 

Furthermore, when you give a country $20 billion, and you learn that they 
have been hiding — I mean, nobody in their — nobody believes that bin 
Laden was sitting in a compound in a military city one mile from the 
national defense university and the Pakistanis didn't know it. 
Now...[applause] 

We're in South Carolina. South Carolina in the Revolutionary War 
had a young 13-year-old named Andrew Jackson. He was sabred by a 
British officer and wore a scar his whole life. Andrew Jackson had a pretty 
clear-cut idea about America's enemies: Kill them. [applause] 

Brett Baier asks Romney if he believes that we should negotiate with the 

Taliban in Afghanistan. Romney reinforces the strong pro-military stance against 

our enemies in these countries, and agrees with Newt Gingrich whom also 

supported the same pro-military stance. It would seem so far that the pro-military 

and killing our enemies is very popular here in South Carolina as both candidates 

received applause for their remarks about the Taliban being strict enemies as 

you can see in his response below. 

ROMNEY: Of course not. And Speaker Gingrich is right. Of course you 
take out our enemies, wherever they are. These people declared war on 
us. They've killed Americans. We go anywhere they are, and we kill them. 
And the — the right thing for...[applause]  
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The right thing for Osama bin Laden was the bullet in the — in the head 
that he received. That's the right thing for people who kill American 
citizens. [applause]  

Now, the Taliban is killing Americans. This president has done an 
extraordinary thing. He announced the date of our withdrawal. He 
announced the date of the withdrawal of our surge forces based upon a 
political calendar, not the calendar that the commanders on the ground 
said it was based for our mission. That was wrong. [applause]  

And then he announced the day that we're going to pull out of the country 
all together. And now he wants to negotiate from a position of 
extraordinary weakness? You don't negotiate from — with your enemy 
from a position of weakness as this president has done.  

The right course for America is to recognize we're under attack. We're 
under attack by people, whether they're Al Qaida or other radical violent 
jihadists around the world, and we're going to have to take action around 
the world to protect ourselves.  

And hopefully we can do it as we did with Osama bin Laden, as opposed 
to going to war, as we had to do in — in the case of — of Iraq. The right 
way, Congressman Paul, in my view, is — to keep us from having to go to 
those wars is to have a military so strong that no one would ever think of 
testing it. That's the kind of military we have to have, and we have to 
pursue our interests around the world. [applause]  

Romney reinforces the pro-military ideals that are dominant within the 

Republican Party in this exchange and acknowledges that he follows Gingrich’s 

conservative ideals of killing the enemies who are killing Americans. He 

compares Obama’s decision to announcing the withdrawal date for the war and 

trying to negotiate as extraordinary weakness. What he does here is label the 

idea of pulling soldiers out of war when in combat with an enemy as weakness 

rather than having a strong military. He addresses Paul, but does a good job of 

not muting him, but basically reinforces a dominant ideal, by saying that in order 

to keep our enemies from attacking us that we have to have a military so strong 

that they wouldn’t be able to attack us. He is indirectly implying that Ron Paul 
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doesn’t support a strong military that is a key value amongst the conservatives in 

South Carolina and in America.  

Next let’s observe Senator Santorum’s response as Baier asks him a 

question regarding Santorum’s statement about the Libya operation, that Obama 

missed an opportunity to capitalize on the rebel offensives. He reiterates that 

5,000 people have been killed and the country appears to be going into civil war, 

and the Arab League peace monitors seem to be failing. He asks him what he 

would do in this situation? 

SANTORUM: Well, the — first off President Obama has dealt with it about 
as badly as possible. First he emboldened Assad by coming into office 
and establishing an embassy there, reestablishing diplomatic 
relationships, going through the process of trying to rehabilitate this tyrant. 
All, I'm sure, to the consternation of our friend, Israel who has consistently 
done the opposite, tried to step away and isolate Israel while at the time 
they're trying to negotiate in a very difficult situation in their country.  

With respect to — to — to Syria, look, Syria and Assad are a threat to 
Israel. I was the author of a bill when I was in the United States Senate to 
put sanctions on Syria. And in fact, they worked to get Syria out of 
Lebanon, which was — which was step number one. That's no longer a 
viable option. We need to rally the international community, work and 
cooperate with removing Assad and work in — in concert with the Arab 
League, work with others.  

As far as a military mission on our own, no I do not support a military 
mission into Syria, but we should be much more aggressive in following 
through with policies that effectuate the removal of Assad for the benefit of 
the Syrian people and for our neighbor — and for their neighbor, Israel. 
[applause]  

Santorum reinforces the conservative ideas of pro-military stance without 

necessarily going into a military forum, but still getting directly involved with other 

countries affairs and sanctioning their actions. He also reinforces that even trying 
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to negotiate with these countries is a huge mistake. He directs that the country is 

endangering Israel and it must be protected. Israel is an ally and seems to be 

popular among the candidates and the people in South Carolina as they applaud 

him for mentioning defending it.  

Baier next approaches Governor Rick Perry and asks him if Turkey still 

belongs in NATO after its prime minister has threatened military action against 

both Israel and Cypress. One could assume that Israel, an ally of the United 

States that was just defended by Rick Santorum would be a key Conservative 

issue to discuss. He mentions that the women murder rate has increased 1400 

percent there, and press freedom has declined to the level of another country, 

Russia. This has occurred since the Islamist-Oriented party took over in Turkey. 

PERRY: Well, obviously when you have a country that is being ruled by, 
what many would perceive to be Islamic terrorists, when you start seeing 
that type of activity against their own citizens, then yes. Not only is it time 
for us to have a conversation about whether or not they belong to be in 
NATO, but it's time for the United States, when we look at their foreign aid, 
to go to zero with it. [applause]  

And you go to zero with foreign aid for all of those countries. And it doesn't 
make any difference who they are. You go to zero with that foreign aid and 
then you have the conversation about, do they have America's best 
interest in mind? And when you have countries like Turkey that are 
moving far away from the country that I lived in back in the 1970's as a 
pilot in the United States Air Force that was our ally, that worked with us, 
but today we don't see that.  

Our — our — our president has a foreign policy that makes our allies very 
nervous and emboldens our enemies. And we have to have a president of 
the United States that clearly sends the message, whether it's to Israel, 
our friend and there should be no space between the United States and 
Israel, period. [applause]  
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Perry responds by generally defending the conservative ideals of a pro-

military stance as he reinforces not only his own experience in the military, but 

does emphasize that any countries that are receiving aid from the United States 

that have terrorists need to be stripped of their aid immediately. He gets quite a 

positive reaction. Then Baier asks him about why he really seemed like he 

wanted to get in when Congressman Paul was talking at the beginning of this 

exchange on foreign policy. To this Governor Perry responds as: 

PERRY: Well, I was just saying that I thought maybe that the noise that 
you were looking for was a gong. [laughter]  

His rather rude remark gets a humorous reaction from the audience 

hinting that they disagree with Paul’s policies as either squabble or rhetoric that 

is really just a joke. It shows that his non-interventionist strategies aren’t being 

taken seriously in this debate by either the candidates onstage or the audience 

that were in attendance in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina watching the debate. He 

also continues criticism of the Obama administration as the other candidates 

seem to have done as well for its handling of foreign policy.  

BAIER: Do you have any reaction to what Congressman Paul said? 
[applause]  

PERRY: Listen, as — you know, I volunteered to wear the uniform of our 
country. And what bothers me more than anything, is this administration 
and this administration's disdain all too often for our men and women in 
uniform. Whether it was what they've said about the Marines — now these 
young men made a mistake. They obviously made a — a mistake.  

BAIER: You're talking about urinating on the corpses?  

PERRY: They — they made a — a mistake that the military needs to deal 
with. And they need to be punished. But the fact of the matter — the fact 
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of the matter is this, when the Secretary of Defense calls that a despicable 
act, when he calls that utterly despicable. Let me tell you what's utterly 
despicable, cutting Danny Pearl's head off and showing the video of it. 
[applause]  

Hanging our contractors from bridges. That's utterly despicable. For our 
president for the Secretary of State, for the Department of Defense 
secretary to make those kinds of statements about those young Marines 
— yes, they need to be punished, but when you see this president with 
that type of disdain for our country, taking a trillion dollars out of our 
defense budget, 100,000 of our military off of our front lines, and a 
reduction of forces, I lived through a reduction of force once and I saw the 
result of it in the sands of Iran in 1979. Never again.  

Perry uses his military experience to reinforce his ideals that cutting 

defense spending is a huge mistake. Interestingly enough, he also emphasizes a 

dominant pro America ideal by saying that there is a difference between when 

disrespect happens to American soldiers rather than enemy soldiers. He 

criticized the president’s view that insulting the marines who taped themselves 

urinating on enemy soldiers as a negative view. He compares that the president 

finds that obscene, and reminds the audience of what the terrorist did to reporter, 

Daniel Pearl to a reaction of applause. Perry took the same stance as Governor 

Romney, Senator Santorum and Former Speaker Gingrich. Who received the 

most time? Those who supported the military spending and war and detaining 

seemed to receive much more time to speak than Ron Paul after his question. 

Also an interesting line was the moderator’s line to Ron Paul. He said since you 

were included in the question in the first place and offered him thirty seconds. It’s 

funny if Ron Paul hadn’t been asked that question if he would have been allowed 

to speak or answer the question. He was going to be cut off for a different 

question after the others had gotten an ample amount of time to speak. Ron Paul 
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was also given more time to speak during this debate when he was being 

criticized for his remarks and stance against military nonintervention and he 

wasn’t asked what he would do as president in those situations like the other 

candidates were. In this exchange it was evident that there was a much greater 

time given to those with the most positive and pro-military stances in South 

Carolina who reflected the mainstream conservative norm.  

How were his ideas muted? Paul received a decent amount of time, but 

when it was given, it was merely for him to defend a statement he had made 

rather than to take an actual stance on the issues that were being discussed by 

the other candidates onstage. Rick Perry received more time to provide a 

reaction to Ron Paul’s statement and the case could be made that it was 

because Perry had been so negative towards it the first time. Perhaps they 

wanted to further undermine Paul’s ideas. Each candidate spoke primarily from a 

pro-military stance on the issue except for Paul who held an anti-imperialist 

stance on intervening in other countries.  

It appears that the Libertarian stance on war is a very muted idea within 

the Republican Party judging not only by the way that the moderator addressed 

the question, but how the candidates like Newt Gingrich and Rick Perry greatly 

undermined it. The way Ron Paul was laughed off by Perry shows greatly how 

muted the Libertarian philosophy is within the Republican Party. He was treated 

like an outsider in which he didn’t belong because of his ideas that didn’t reflect 

the dominant pro-military ideas within the party. All the other candidates 

advocated for more war and intervention showing that Ron Paul didn’t really have 
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a place on this stage during this debate which could be why his ideas stood out 

the most and were heavily mocked the most by the candidates and some of the 

live audience.  

What values and ideas were most dominant? It certainly appears that any 

anti-militarism ideas are muted. It seemed like Ron Paul, the candidate who 

received the smallest amount of time to speak was the only anti-militarism 

candidate up there while any decrease in spending on this issue was out of the 

question for the rest of the groups. He also received more time to speak for this 

issue. However the question he was asked was clearly painting him negatively as 

it was worded in a way that singled out the subject of “Osama Bin Laden” as a 

terrorist and that Paul didn’t agree with the law that took out this man who was 

responsible for such a heinous crime. If Ron Paul is a muted candidate, than one 

could assume that by having him speak on this issue, they were trying to paint 

his ideologies as negative especially since the rest of the candidates had such a 

strong pro-military stance. It was used as a way to undermine him by giving him 

time to speak, but not necessarily to speak as he was credible, but just to 

undermine his views.  

An interesting note to make is Baier’s acknowledgement of Huntsman’s 

resignation. His line starts off like “Welcome back to Myrtle Beach, South 

Carolina. “That was a time lapsed video of a sand sculpture right outside the 

convention center here. It does still have Governor Huntsman on that sand 

sculpture. He's not here tonight.” It’s kind of interesting that he would send off 

Huntsman like that maybe he was trying to make a funny acknowledgement of 
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Huntsman’s departure or it could have been a snide send off after all the media 

publicity he had received when he left and criticized the Republican Party as 

being just a bunch of “ideas”. 

January 19, 2012 

Charleston, South Carolina 

Rick Perry dropped out of the race after receiving low poll numbers. It 

turns out that Santorum, not Romney, actually won the straw poll in Iowa. This 

put him ahead as the current frontrunner by votes in the presidential debates. 

The remaining participants were Former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich, 

Representative Ron Paul of Texas, Former Governor Mitt Romney, and Former 

Senator Rick Santorum. The moderator this evening is John King from CNN. It 

will be interesting to see how the moderator asks questions during this debate 

compared with the questions asked during the last debate hosted by Brett Baier 

of Fox news. This is the final debate before the South Carolina primaries.  

Example 1 

John King begins the debate by acknowledging the shake up in the polls 

with Santorum as the new frontrunner. However, he doesn’t begin by asking the 

candidates about their reactions or even about Santorum’s position of the 

standings. Instead he directs his attention to Newt Gingrich. He brings up the 

topic of his ex-wife’s claim that he had asked for an open marriage and asked if 

Newt Gingrich would like to comment on the scenario.  

Newt Gingrich responds by basically saying that the story is trash and it 

isn’t important in this debate. He also dismisses the media as following a “liberal 
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agenda” and defending Barack Obama. He says that the media makes it harder 

to find a good candidate by attacking someone’s personal life. He says that the 

media has gotten to attacking him, attacking the governor (Romney), and that it 

will eventually get to attacking Ron Paul and Rick Santorum.  

Rick Santorum is next and says that within he is a Christian and he thanks 

God for forgiveness. However he acknowledges that these are things that people 

did in their lives, and are important reflections of their character.  

Romney basically tells King to just address the real issues of the 

campaign. He doesn’t acknowledge the question but just tells the moderator to 

move on. 

Ron Paul acknowledges that the candidates onstage are too often on the 

receiving end of attacks from the media. He says that most of the time they aren’t 

based on facts, and the candidates suffer the consequences. He says that they 

need to get corporations out of campaigns, but also get corporations out of 

running the media as well. 

Who is the Muted Group? Rick Santorum is actually muted in this 

scenario. It’s ironic since he spent the last debate muting Paul on his ideas, but 

this time he is really muted here. Rick Santorum just came off being announced 

as the frontrunner of the debate, yet the opening statement was regarding Newt 

Gingrich and his open marriage scandal. Santorum and Paul are easily the two 

with the most conservative values with Santorum being a Social Conservative 

and Paul being a Libertarian. Perhaps the media is trying to keep the attention on 

the two most electable candidates the two being Gingrich and Romney. Also 
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Gingrich mentioned that the media will eventually get to trying to slander Paul 

and Santorum hinting that neither candidate hasn’t been attacked since neither 

candidate is a dominant candidate. It’s his way of saying that they are 

unelectable since the media hasn’t attacked them yet. Paul responded back quite 

brilliantly by pointing out the corporations running the media as well as the 

candidates and undermining them, however the question was directed right after 

to a question of what should be cut in the federal government and there was no 

response to Paul’s point.  

Who is the Dominant Group? The dominant group is the most moderate 

candidate. Since this debate started off with a character attack on Newt Gingrich 

rather than an actual question regarding the other issues that were happening 

such as SOPA, government spending, and healthcare, it shows that the media 

was drifting its attention towards Newt Gingrich in order to undermine him. He did 

an excellent job of burying Rick Santorum and Ron Paul in his speech by 

pointing out that they haven’t been attacked since they aren’t considered to be 

electable in the primaries unlike himself and Romney.  

How is muting attempted? It’s obvious that Paul and Santorum are the 

muted candidates here. Despite being within the top four, both are still being 

ignored or avoided by the media. Despite Santorum being considered the 

frontrunner, the main story as determined by the moderator was the scandal 

involving Newt Gingrich. The focus was completely directed away from who the 

people had voted as the most popular frontrunner, that being Santorum in favor 

of what was revolving around Newt Gingrich. Paul also brought up the point 
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about corporations campaigning for candidates and in the media as well, but that 

question was immediately changed to a question regarding how they would cut 

the federal spending by the moderator, John King. Paul’s point went completely 

unanswered, and Santorum didn’t a chance to sway in his momentum that he 

had earned from the Iowa caucus. 

What values and ideas are most dominant? The most dominant ideas are 

those held by the two top candidates being Newt Gingrich and Mitt Romney. The 

ideas that the media wants to tell in this case were the dominant ones and the 

ideas of the two less advertised candidates, Santorum and Paul, were unnoticed.  

Example 2 

John King brings up the next question regarding military spending on 

veterans. He starts the question with Congressman Paul who ironically is very 

vocal about cutting government spending on programs. King notes that Carolina 

is a very proud military state in a way to emphasize the importance of the military 

there. Since Paul is against so much defense spending, it seemed like John King 

is almost trying to set him up to get booed by the audience. 

Paul responds by saying that the government should really make the 

economy healthy for everybody rather than just a special group. Paul mentions 

that most of his donations come from veterans and active duty soldiers. He also 

mentions in history how liberals tried to make all these work programs, but they 

never got around to them because they couldn’t serve all the soldiers before they 

got back. He gets applause from the audience rather than boos which shows that 

the audience agrees with his opinion rather than the negative reaction he got in 
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Myrtle Beach. He mentions that the budget was slashed and taxes were cut in 

order to fix the budget. He also brings up the idea that soldiers are coming back 

unhealthy with lots of problems, including high suicide rates. Paul says that the 

Veteran’s Administration did nothing for them. John King redirects this question 

over to focusing about the economy and brings it to Santorum who King 

acknowledges is shaking his head.  

Santorum says its obvious that we need to care for our military members 

coming back. He mentions that the president is cutting our military during all of its 

tours and says that a lot of the problems with veterans is a high unemployment 

rate. Santorum says he’s lived on V.A. grounds for eighteen years and says he’s 

seen the damage done to the soldiers. He says that the president won’t cut the 

social welfare system, but instead will cut the military spending and hit our 

veterans.  

Romney says its wrong to balance the budget on the backs of the military 

and rather than focus the federal government on spending for the military, 

develop state programs in order for them to design programs to better help their 

own people. By doing this he emphasizes not a federal, but a more conservative 

return to state level spending.  

Gingrich replies by taking a shot at Paul’s history. He degrades Paul’s 

argument by mentioning that the GI Bill enabled millions of returning veterans to 

go to school. He also mentions that the government needs less regulations, more 

tax cuts, and more American energy so that the entire public can get back to 4% 

unemployment.  
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Who is being muted? Paul’s ideas generally seem to muted as they are 

directed at cutting spending within the military, and that the soldiers don’t need 

the programs in order to come back. Gingrich basically muted Ron Paul by 

mentioning the government intervention of the GI Bill in order to further bury Paul 

by showing that government has an important part to spend more money on the 

veterans. However, Gingrich did use Paul’s phrase of not just this group but the 

American public in general. In a way he muted his ideas, but also acknowledged 

an important point that Paul made. Santorum shook his head as if he thought 

Paul was a joke and mentioned his life on the V.A. base in order to emphasize 

the need for government spending on the military.  

Who is the dominant group? The dominant group is clearly spending on 

military benefits. Since the three candidates other than Paul all unanimously 

agreed that military spending should not be cut,, its obvious that this pro-military 

spending ideology is a dominant idea within the party and those who support it 

are in the dominant group. 

How is he being muted? Ron Paul is being muted by being mocked by 

Santorum shaking his head as if he’s a lunatic and Newt Gingrich mocking Paul’s 

history by reinforcing government’s influence and programs that are being used 

to help the veterans when they come home. When Paul brought up the problem 

of suicides in the military, the moderator John King simply avoided it and focused 

on the economic issues. He didn’t bring it to the table for the other candidates to 

discuss. This lowered the importance of Paul’s points.  
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What ideas and values are most dominant? The most dominant ideas are 

those that involved no cuts to military spending and an emphasis on government 

providing ways for soldiers to come back. It seems like this is an area where the 

dominant group is completely against cutting and almost entirely for further 

spending on military programs and on soldiers returning home. Since South 

Carolina is a key state with a high emphasis on military, they were more 

passionate about military spending than ever.  

Example 3 

 

John King goes to the live audience for the next question. A man named 

Sonny Cohen from Tennessee asks the candidates if they believe that 

Obamacare can either be repealed or reversed in its entirety. John King goes to 

Romney first and asks him about his promise to, on day one, repeal Obamacare 

with an executive order, and asks him what that would mean to people with a 

preexisting condition who had coverage under the president’s bill.  

Romney says his will end the Obamacare but for those who already have 

a preexisting condition that is covered by the bill will be able to keep their 

insurance. He then reinforces the Republican values of them being able to 

choose their insurance and not the government itself.  

Gingrich says the people don’t want a central government bureaucracy 

when it comes to healthcare. He says he agrees with what Romney says, and 

says that the government is giving people health insurance because it can’t 

provide them with the jobs that they need.  
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Santorum sees an opportunity to try to capitalize by noting that Mitt 

Romney’s healthcare plan in Massachusetts was the basis for Obamacare. They 

have a long back and forth exchange where they criticize each other based on 

the involvement of government in the health system. John King is trying to direct 

the attention to Ron Paul by getting the two of them to stop debating with each 

other. He cleverly mentions that the congressman is getting lonely over there, 

meaning at his podium. After a few more exchanges between both of them 

debate, it finally gets over to Ron Paul.  

Ron Paul responds with a joking thank you. The audience shows some 

applause for this response showing a sense of humor or acknowledgement that 

he had been ignored for most of the debate on this issue. Ron Paul says he was 

worried at first that they didn’t trust doctors or people who had actually practiced 

medicine. He says that in theory we could repeal Obamacare, but not likely. He 

redirects the spending of healthcare to why we are spending so much overseas 

rather than enough here in the United States on our soldiers with mental health 

issues. He mentioned how even when we had a Republican president and 

congress, we ended up expanding Medicaid and Medicare instead. He notes that 

Santorum supported the measure that was expanding the government. He draws 

huge applause from the audience for it clearly exposing a sort of hypocrisy on 

Santorum’s attacks on Romney for expanding the government measures to 

expand the healthcare that is not a conservative value. 

Who is being muted? Despite the fact that all the candidates were for the 

limited involvement of federal government versus state involvement in the 
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healthcare, Ron Paul received the most limited amount of time to speak. One can 

argue that perhaps they wanted to focus on Romney the most on this issue 

because he had initiated the program in Massachusetts that Obamacare was 

based off. However, Ron Paul made a good point that he acknowledged that he 

was the only one who had practiced medicine. This is ironic, since the entire 

debate is among bureaucrats arguing over healthcare and controlling it, yet Ron 

Paul is the one candidate who has actually practiced medicine was the last one 

to speak on the issue. Romney, Santorum, and Gingrich had never practiced 

medicine, unlike Paul, and were arguing that more government control over 

healthcare is a bad thing and were discussing how it should be controlled. Yet 

Paul, someone with actual medical experience, was left out for the most part until 

the very end before King moved on to the next question. Paul was also the only 

one to say that it was unlikely that Obamacare could be repealed. He was also 

the only one who brought up an area of spending for the people to look at to be 

cut in order to provide greater healthcare for the people in the United States. 

Who is the dominant group? Among all candidates the dominant set of 

ideas is one of limited government in the healthcare industry. However, the 

candidates who received the most attention during the debate were the ones who 

had enacted healthcare policies rather than the people who actually practiced 

medicine. This was also ironic because the whole argument was against 

excessive government intervention in the healthcare industry, yet the ones who 

got the most time to speak were the ones who were government leaders deciding 

how healthcare should be provided in society. The dominant idea really seemed 
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to be not cutting intervention in the healthcare system, but limiting it to the state 

level rather than the national level.  

How is Ron Paul being muted? Paul is being muted simply because he is 

being given almost a nonchalant focus of attention when compared with the 

amount of time that Gingrich and Romney were receiving for their statements. It’s 

funny that they wanted to claim that politicians shouldn’t be controlling what 

people do with their healthcare yet they didn’t bother to go to Ron Paul, who had 

actually practiced medicine in the United States and was the only one who had 

actual experience in the medical field. I understand that they started it off with 

Romney, Santorum and Gingrich and their comparisons of each others plan, but 

almost completely ignored Paul who probably had more knowledge of this 

subject than anybody else in this field.  

What ideas and values were dominant? It seems like the ideas of who had 

a better healthcare program seemed to be a more dominant ideal than somebody 

with actual work experience. Romney was targeted because of the healthcare 

program that he had implemented in Massachusetts. Romney has also won a 

caucus and was given more time since he is currently seen as the major 

frontrunner in the debate. Santorum wasn’t given as much time despite the fact 

that he had a victory since his social conservative ideals aren’t as moderate as 

Romney’s.  

January 23, 2012 Tampa, Florida 

There are still four candidates in this debate consisting of Santorum, 

Gingrich, and Romney. Tonight the debate is being moderated by Brian Williams 
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of NBC. Newt Gingrich has just come of a major victory in South Carolina. This 

means that now three candidates have enjoyed victories, except for Ron Paul, 

who hasn’t won a victory in the primaries thus far. Brian Williams describes it as 

a “wide open evening” probably hinting at the fact that the momentum has 

changed for the candidates as there are now three frontrunners with victories 

instead of one clear frontrunner for the Republican nomination. 

Brian Williams begins the debate by noting that three of the candidates 

onstage have three separate victories. He uses this to transition to the topic of 

electability of the candidates in the campaign. He begins with speaker Gingrich 

who just came off with a win after the South Carolina primary on the concern of 

electability. He notes that this week Mitt Romney had come out with an attack ad 

against him and questioned his electability and that he would damage the image 

of the Republican Party if elected. This is interesting as when Santorum was 

revealed to be the winner of the Iowa Caucus, the focus of the debate in 

Charleston was still on Gingrich and his “open marriage” scandal. Santorum was 

hardly mentioned despite being announced as the new frontrunner and a 

possible candidate. Brian Williams asks Newt Gingrich to respond to Mitt 

Romney’s comments. 

Gingrich responds on the issue of electability by saying all the negative 

comments made about Ronald Reagan during his campaign and that Reagan 

still cheerfully went out and won the presidential campaign. Williams brings up 

Gingrich’s record of how he left as Speaker of the House. Williams presses him 
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on how he can convince the American people that he has changed since then. 

Gingrich responds by saying that: 

GINGRICH: Well, first of all, the case I make is that, when I was speaker, 
we had four consecutive balanced budgets, the only time in your lifetime, 
Brian, that we've had four consecutive balanced budgets. Most people 
think that's good. 

We were down to 4.2 percent unemployment; 11 million new jobs were 
created. Most people think that's good. We reformed welfare. And two out 
of three people went to work or went to school. People think that's good. 

I left the speakership after the 1998 election because I took responsibility 
for the fact that our results weren't as good as they should be. I think that's 
what a leader should do. I took responsibility, and I didn't want to stay 
around, as Nancy Pelosi has. I wanted to get out and do other things. I 
founded four small businesses. And I'm very comfortable that my four 
years as speaker, working with a Democratic president, achieved the kind 
of conservative values that most Republicans want to have in a president. 
 

 Williams then forwards the question to Romney asking him about his 

electability. He brings up that Governor Chris Christie of New Jersey had said 

that Romney’s biggest challenge is going to be getting the people to be able to 

relate to him. Romney responds by saying that one needs to be seen as a good 

leader and note that Gingrich had the opportunity to be the party leader back in 

1994, but had to resign in disgrace because of his issues. He says that the while 

he was working at a low level at a consulting firm that Newt Gingrich was forced 

out of his position. Gingrich uses the examples that McCain and Huckabee don’t 

trust Romney either in his own party. Romney notes that Gingrich left the House 

with an eighteen percent approval rating and the Republicans had also suffered 

historic losses after he was in office.  

 Williams forwards the question to Santorum who has said that this election 

has become a choice between an erratic and a moderate. He says that the idea 
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that this election has become a two person race is completely wrong and has 

been wrong the last eight times it has been put out during the election. He says 

that we need a candidate with a strong contrast from the president of the United 

States. We needs someone who has a strong conservative voting record, 

someone who will make the president that issue in the race and not the 

Republican candidate, and someone with a bold vision to reach out to voters. He 

brings up his own track record in this ordeal showing his victories in the 

Pennsylvania state senate.  

 Williams brings up that he lost his state senate seat by eighteen points. 

Santorum says if he was the only guy who had lost, it would’ve been a big deal 

but he notes that Republicans suffered historic losses in that state. He also notes 

that he had a higher approval rating than the president at the time and he stood 

with what he believed in rather than stand with other issues in order to play 

politics.  

 Williams finishes with Santorum and then goes to Ron Paul and notes that 

while he has enthusiastic support from his base, when he was asked if while 

campaigning he could envision himself in the oval office to which he said, “Not 

really, but I think it’s a possibility.” Williams says this begs the question about his 

path and when he will give an honest answer about his possible third party plans 

going forward. He asks him if he’s in this regardless of his outcome on this stage.  

PAUL: Well, unlike others, maybe they sit around and daydream about 
being in the White House. I just don't sit around daydreaming about it, but 
I'm in a race, I'm in a good race. 

You talk about electability. Why don't we take on the first three states and 
take everybody 30 years and under? I'm doing pretty darned well. I'm 
winning that vote. 
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But what about if you compare my name to Obama? I do quite well, if not 
better, than the rest. 

So, to say that there has only been three races, and talk about not being 
electable, I think is a bit of a stretch. As a matter of fact, the delegates 
haven't even been appointed in Iowa yet. I mean, quite frankly, we have a 
pretty good chance of getting a good sum of those because of the 
organization. 

We only had a straw vote. I mean, this argument on who won, it was a 
straw vote. I mean, the delegates is what counts. 

But I do want to address the earlier discussion that you had about 1997. I 
had been out of Congress for 12 years, and I went back in '96 and arrived 
there in '97. It was chaotic, let me tell you. 

It was a mess, and it was a mess for 12 years. And Newt had a big job on 
his hands, but he really had to attack the conservatives. He did it boldly. 

And quite frankly, I think the reason -- he didn't not run for Speaker, you 
know, two years later. He didn't have the votes. That was what the 
problem was. So this idea that he voluntarily reneged and he was going to 
punish himself because we didn't do well in the election, that's just not the 
way it was. 

WILLIAMS: Let me come at it this way. If Newt Gingrich emerges from the 
GOP primary process as the nominee of the party, do you go your own 
way? 

PAUL: Well, I have done a lot of that in my lifetime. 

WILLIAMS: I should be more specific. Will you run as a third- party 
candidate? 

PAUL: I have no plans to do that, no intention. And when I have been 
pressed on it, and they asked me why, and I said, I don't want to. But I 
haven't been an absolutist. When I left Congress, I didn't have plans on 
going back, but I did after 12 years. I went back to medicine. So, no, I 
don't have any plans to do that. No. 

WILLIAMS: Would you support a Newt Gingrich as nominee of the GOP? 

PAUL: Well, he keeps hinting about attacking the Fed, and he talks about 

gold. Now if I could just change him on foreign policy, we might be able to 

talk business. [laughter] 
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Who is being muted? It is evident that Santorum and Paul are being 

muted within their respected groups. Santorum is being muted when you 

compare him to Romney and Gingrich. Simply put, Gingrich and Romney 

received more time to debate back and forth in this debate and Santorum had 

one opportunity to speak as well as Paul. Despite Williams acknowledging three 

candidates that were considered frontrunners at the beginning of the debate, the 

main two were Romney and Gingrich. They were both debating their electability 

and attacking each other rather than focusing on the other candidates in the 

debate. Santorum tried to distinguish himself as someone who votes based on 

what he believes and compared himself to Obama as a contrast to the amount of 

values that he had. He didn’t attack either Romney or Gingrich, but mainly 

focused on himself and what made him electable. Paul noted that for the thirty 

and under group he really stood out in all three of the states when compared with 

the younger vote, a key Democratic stronghold. He also notes that to say he’s 

unelectable is a bit of a stretch because his name compares to Obama incredibly 

well, and the delegates haven’t even been counted yet in those states where the 

votes were won. Williams, the moderator merely pressed him on if he would 

consider becoming a third party candidate. Paul expressed his problems with 

what it was like working in Congress with Newt Gingrich and all Williams did was 

press him on whether this meant that he would run as a third party candidate if 

the election didn’t work out as planned.  

Paul did express that he and Newt shared some agreement on the 

Federal Reserve and the Gold standard, but despite sharing these common 
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beliefs, Paul was merely grilled on whether he was running as an outside 

candidate if this election didn’t bode well for him. He wasn’t even really 

considered to be a part of the candidates onstage as he was simply an outsider 

running for office and the moderator was more concerned about his third party 

ideals and what he thought of other candidates rather than his plans for office.  

Who is the Dominant Group? It would certainly appear that the group that 

is most dominant are the Republican Party members that are the most appealing 

to party. These are the ones that necessarily have the support of the party and 

are the clear frontrunners. I’d have to say this is true for Romney, Gingrich, and 

Santorum. They were all listed as the frontrunner and therefore the most 

important part of this debate while Paul was just treated as an outside contender 

and was merely just asked about his plans to run as a third party contender 

rather than an actual contender in the Republican Presidential debates. He also 

asked him if he would support other candidates within the Republican Party as 

the presidential candidate against Barack Obama instead of what he believed 

would make him the most electable. Williams completely ignored Paul’s points 

about being able to attract the younger vote or that he is favored more when 

matched against Barack Obama. They simply moved onto a statement from 

Newt Gingrich and Paul never really got to answer any questions regarding the 

electability of the other candidates or even debate with others regarding their 

statements.  

How is Ron Paul being muted? He is being muted by being recognized 

just as a possible contender for a third party presidential run instead of just 
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running as a Republican Presidential nominee. He was asked if he’d run as a 

third party candidate if someone else in the party won the election, but he wasn’t 

focused on as a candidate who would be electable as a Republican in the debate 

either. He was merely just distinguished as another candidate running, but not as 

someone who be considered to be a legitimate contender in the election. When 

his time and his question is compared with the questions that Romney, 

Santorum, and Gingrich were asked during this excerpt. Romney and Gingrich 

the more dominant candidates were asked what they believe would make each 

other more electable than the other. Paul was simply asked to defend his 

comment on if he actually believed he could see himself in the oval office, and if 

his statement made him a third party candidate instead of an actual candidate 

running for the Republican Presidential nomination.  

What ideas and values appear to be dominant? The ideas and values that 

appear to be dominant are that the two main candidates are the ones that the 

party believes are the most dominant. From this debate, it clearly seems that the 

values and ideas among Gingrich, Romney and Santorum are the dominant 

conservative ideals. They are given more time and the questions they are asked 

is to respond to each other’s claims about what is considered to be electable. 

Ron Paul on the other hand is considered mainly a third party candidate who 

may have support among younger voters and may be able to have a more 

positive reception than Barack Obama, but his message doesn’t reflect what 

Gingrich, Romney and Santorum reflect so he is treated as a potential third party 
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candidate rather than an actual candidate for the Republican Presidential 

nomination.  

 January 26, 2012 Jacksonville, FL 

 This debate still has all four contenders and is now being hosted by Wolf 

Blitzer of CNN. We are now in the Florida caucus. This is very important as there 

is still no clear winner in these primaries and Florida is typically a key state in the 

presidential election. It is interesting seeing a change in network. The last time 

CNN hosted the debate it was during the debate where Newt Gingrich saw a 

surge in momentum after John King brought up a question regarding his ex wife’s 

comments about him wanting to enter into an “open marriage.” We can also 

make the assumption that CNN will use same tactic that they did during the last 

debate by picking people from the audience to ask the candidates questions.  

Wolf Blitzer, towards the end of this debate, has a member of the 

audience ask an interesting question. The member makes mention that President 

Obama had announced that he plans on liberalizing trade. He asks them if 

president, what would be their position as president towards the island of Cuba. 

Blitzer starts with Senator Santorum. 

Senator Santorum is quick to say he would oppose it. He says he is 100% 

in support of the Cuban people and their right to have a free Cuba and the United 

States should stand on the side of the Cuban people against those who are 

reigning terror against them. Santorum flat out says that these leaders are like 

Marxists growing and creating an enormous cancer and we shouldn’t be 
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rewarding a country that is working with other countries to bring in Iran and the 

terrorists to set up missile sites.  

Blitzer forwards the question to Ron Paul noting his stance on “being 

willing to talk to anybody.” He asks Paul to imagine he was in office and could 

talk to Raul Castro. He asks what he would do in this scenario. Ron Paul 

responds as follows: 

PAUL: Well, I'd ask him what he called about, you know? [laughter] 

What was the purpose of his call? No, I would ask him what can -- what 
can we do to improve relations? Because I wouldn't see them as likely to 
attack us. When I was drafted in October of '62, that was a different world. 
I mean there were nuclear weapons in Cuba. That was a different story. 
But -- but today to -- not to talk to them and take the call and see what you 
can work out, helps -- helps Castro. It hurts the people, the dissidents, the 
people who want to overthrow him have always had to be, you know, 
nationalistic and unified behind the leader. 

So as well intended as these sanctions are, they almost inevitably backfire 
and they help the dictators and hurt the people. [applause] 

So it's time to change. The Cold -- the Cold War -- the Cold War is over. 
They're not going to invade us and I just think that a better relationship 
and trade relationship, so many people -- I think -- I've noticed already 
since I've been talking about this issue the last four of five years, I think 
the people have changed their mind. It's very -- the American people are 
getting much more open. Not nearly as frightened. And people -- I don't 
think they see a Jihadist under the bed every night...[laughter]...and we 
have to worry about that. I think there's -- I -- I worry about overreaction, 
over concern and lack of ability to talk to them when they call you. 
 

 Paul explains that he would be willing to talk to these outside leaders and 

he reinforces his anti-imperialism and free trade foreign policy with other 

countries. He says that in order to help these countries we need to be more open 

with them and treat them not as jihadists. He believes we need to help these 

other countries by being willing to establish free trade to help them out. Wolf 
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Blitzer asks the other two candidates to weight in on this ordeal. He starts with 

Governor Romney. 

BLITZER: I want both of you to weigh in, Governor Romney first? 

ROMNEY: Two -- two major flaws with President Obama's foreign policy. 

[crosstalk] 

BLITZER: Well what about Ron Paul's policy? 

ROMNEY: Well, I'm talking about President Obama right now. We can get 
back to Ron Paul in a moment. [applause] 

First of all, I think the president has largely ignored Latin America, Cuba in 
particular, Venezuela, and other nations. I think we have to change that 
dramatically. 

I think we have to have economic initiatives to build trade throughout Latin 
America, particularly with Colombia and Panama, now part of free trade 
agreements. I want more of that throughout Latin America. But that's the 
first flaw, ignoring Latin America. 

And number two is reaching out with accommodations to some of the 
world's worst actors, whether it was Putin in Russia, giving him what he 
wanted, or Castro, saying we're going to let you have remittances coming 
from the U.S. to fund your future, or relaxed trade restrictions. Throughout 
the world, with Ahmadinejad opening an open hand, tyrants look for 
weakness to take advantage. That's the wrong course. 

The right course for Cuba is to continue to honor Helms-Burton. And if I'm 
president of the United States, I will use every resource we have, short of 
invasion and military action, Congressman Paul. I'll use every resource we 
can to make sure that when Fidel Castro finally leaves this planet, that we 
are able to help the people of Cuba enjoy freedom. 

They want it. It's a God-given right. And it is our responsibility to help 
share the gift of freedom with people throughout the world that are seeking 
it. [applause] 

BLITZER: Are you open -- Mr. Speaker, are you open to improving 
relations with Cuba? 

GINGRICH: Well, let me start with where the governor correctly pointed 
out. I was very proud as Speaker to be able to make sure that the Helms-
Burton Act passed, and I'm delighted that Congressman Dan Burton is 
here tonight and is campaigning with me, because it was a very important 
step towards isolating the Castro regime. 
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I think it's amazing that Barack Obama is worried about an Arab Spring, 
he's worried about Tunisia, he's worried about Libya, he's worried about 
Egypt, he's worried about Syria, and he cannot bring himself to look south 
and imagine a Cuban Spring. And I would argue that we should have, as a 
stated explicit policy, that we want to facilitate the transition from the 
dictatorship to freedom. We want to bring together every non-military 
asset we have, exactly as President Reagan and Prime Minister Thatcher 
and Pope John Paul II did in Poland and in Eastern Europe. 

They broke up the Soviet empire without a general war by using a wide 
range of things, one of which is just psychological, saying to the next 
generation of people in Cuba, the dictatorship is not going to survive. You 
need to bet to moving to freedom in order to have prosperity in Cuba, and 
we will help you get to that freedom. [applause] 
 

Both Romney and Gingrich address Barack Obama’s foreign policy but 

completely ignore Ron Paul’s foreign policy ideas. Romney is the most obvious 

as he basically says I’m talking about Barack Obama right now and I’ll get back 

to Paul in a moment. He not only completely muted Paul, but he even 

acknowledged that he was muting Ron Paul onstage and didn’t even really 

address his foreign policy ideas. He only focused on Obama which seems to be 

a key goal of the Republican Party and that is attacking and defeating Obama. 

However its plainly clear that Ron Paul isn’t even being considered in terms of 

his foreign policy ideas.  

Gingrich doesn’t necessarily mute Ron Paul. He just reinforces that he 

was one of the people who implemented the act that Romney was discussing. Its 

probably because Gingrich is trying to remain in that high conservative image 

that he is just focusing on arguing with Romney rather than Ron Paul. Not even 

the moderator could get Mitt Romney to discuss Ron Paul. He was treated with 

as little importance as ever.  
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Who is being muted? Ron Paul is clearly being muted in this scenario. He 

came up with an interesting point, but was largely ignored even when the 

moderator tried to encourage the other candidates onstage to discuss his foreign 

policy. The only thing that was discussed was the difference between the 

candidates and Barack Obama, but they failed to even acknowledge Paul as 

having any ideas worth noting. Paul was the only one who discussed free trade 

with these countries while the others talked about avoiding negotiations with 

them because they were considered to follow Marxist policies and were 

suspected Jihadists. Ron Paul stood out with his ideas, but the others simply 

muted him and reinforced their dominant ideals to the audience.  

Who is the dominant group? The Pro-American and no free trade with any 

other countries that operate under different rules is easily the dominant group. 

This is the group that won’t acknowledge the leader of another country if it 

doesn’t have the same beliefs as one’s own. It’s the dominant “Americans don’t 

associate with other countries that don’t live up to its values” party. It certainly 

appears to be dominant as all three candidates agreed with it with the exception 

of Ron Paul, who seemed to be the only candidate willing to negotiate with these 

countries, and at least try to discuss what could better help their trade relations.  

How is Ron Paul being muted? Mitt Romney’s rebuttal to Wolf Blitzer says 

it all. He undermined Ron Paul’s foreign policy by ignoring it to discuss Barack 

Obama’s foreign policy and didn’t even treat Paul like he was a candidate during 

the debate. Mitt Romney just left out any discussion of Paul’s ideas and just 

continued on with rhetoric of his conservative ideals and denounced Barack 
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Obama’s ideals. Gingrich also focused on Barack Obama and didn’t talk about 

Paul’s foreign policy. This further undermined the debate as they merely retorted 

the same ideas, but didn’t bring any new discussion to ideas about Paul’s 

policies.  

It seemed like Romney was more interested in distancing himself from 

Barack Obama, that he believed that he didn’t need to even discuss Paul or his 

policies. Gingrich merely reinforced the conservative ideology, by siding with 

Romney without mentioning Paul at all. This left these ideas absent of any 

discussion and therefore muted within the Republican Party.  

What ideas seemed most dominant during the debate? The ideas that 

seemed to be the most dominant were the ideas of refusing to negotiate with 

these countries or even bother to listen to those that operate under different 

governments. This belief appeared to be held by all three candidates except for 

Ron Paul who believed in the free trade with any country and at least hearing 

them out to negotiate. Since Ron Paul was the only candidate who shared a 

different belief system and was basically muted by the other candidates who 

were in the majority, its easy to compare them and see the ideas that were 

dominant and the ideas that weren’t dominant in the debate.  
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V. Conclusion  
 

Based on my findings, there is indeed evidence of Muting strategies being 

used. For each debate there were moments where Ron Paul’s ideas were either 

muted by the questions he was asked by the moderator, the way the other 

candidates responded to him onstage when he speaking about an issue, and the 

way he was addressed when he was onstage.  

For example, during the debates Ron Paul was asked to explain himself 

concerning his ideology rather than take a stance on a specific issue. He was 

asked if he would consider running for a third party despite the fact that he had 

made it into the top four final candidates during these debates. He was even 

asked if he would support one of the other candidates in office rather than what 

he believed would make him most electable in the oval office.  

What does this mean for democracy? It’s hard to tell that there is free 

discussion and an open discussion of ideas when candidates with truly different 

ideas are being muted not only by the other candidates in the political party, but 

by those who are moderating the debate as well. If certain candidates with similar 

ideas are receiving much more time to debate others on those ideas, then they 

are ignoring the ideas that are less represented in the party itself such as Ron 

Paul and his Libertarian views. This means that the main ideas are being 

distorted by a majority group as the dominant ideas or opinions, while someone 

like Ron Paul is completely ignored despite his key popularity among his 

supportive base and lasting until the final four of the presidential candidates 
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during the debates. One would think that making it to the final four would make 

him a serious contender, but he was always downgraded by questions of his 

ideology rather than what he would do to help the country.  

It also seemed that within every debate, strong ideas that were muted 

were supposed left wing ideas. It seemed like they often used concepts of large 

government to try to put each other down. When it came time to focus about 

what they would do in office, they redirected questions to Barack Obama and all 

agreed that they disagreed with his policies. However, Ron Paul was one of the 

very few to talk about his own policies and why he was putting them in place. 

Thought even in that case, Paul wasn’t even discussed as they just redirected it 

to discussing Barack Obama and the policies that they believed had failed. There 

was hardly any discussion of ideas, but rather just ways for them to look better 

than Barack Obama. It shows that the party is concerned about having 

candidates that simply are different from the other party by reinforcing dominant 

conservative ideas as determined by the dominant group within the Republican 

Party. 

The questions that I asked allowed me to identify who was being muted in 

the debates and who was dominant in relation to the ideas of the party. 

Determining the candidates that were most muted allowed for me to see what 

ideas that the candidates had that were most muted. The two candidates who 

were most muted were Rick Santorum and Ron Paul, but between the two of 

them, Ron Paul was easily the most muted candidate onstage. Ron Paul’s ideas 
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were ignored if they were from the Left wing, especially with regard to particular 

ideas within the party.  

The ideas that Paul had were an early indicator of why he was muted. His 

ideas were very anti-military with an open foreign policy in terms of negotiating 

with free trade. His very strong anti-government stance was completely different 

from the Republican Party platform. It’s ironic that the party with its ideas of 

limited government spent much time defending large-scale government programs 

that spent huge amounts of money, but didn’t specify exactly how much they 

would cut from each program. Ron Paul on the other hand was completely clear 

on what he would cut, what programs he disagreed with, and he told it as it was. 

When Ron Paul proposed his cuts, he was often mocked by the other candidates 

because his proposals seemed illogical and anti-government compared with the 

Republican Party’s idea of limited government. His ideas were so clearly different 

that it made sense that he didn’t share the same ideas as the dominant group, 

and it also showed how all the ideas of the other candidates were so similar. This 

made it obvious that Ron Paul was the muted candidate in this debate.  

This discovery that Muted Group Theory can offer an explanation of how 

the political process works helps to show that this theory can be heuristic in many 

different fields. In my literature review I discussed how it had already been used 

to offer an explanation of how the language is written so third party candidates 

are considered to be any other political party besides the two dominant being 

Democrat and Republican. This is evident that the language has been written to 



 80 

ultimately undermine parties with different ideas in an effort to try to make the 

election process work more “efficiently”.  

It explains why candidates like Ron Paul are in elections running for the 

Republican nomination. He is trying to translate his message into one that the 

Republican Party can use and that the constituents would be willing to support. 

He is trying to influence the dominant group within his respected party to adopt a 

Libertarian ideology or at least new ideas. Perhaps the language of our elections 

needs to change in order to allow third parties to have their voices heard. 

Based upon the results of my analysis, I believe that there is more to 

Muted Group Theory within the political process, as it can be applied to 

presidential debates to see who has been muted. It can also show the ideas 

during the debates that are most often muted or not taken seriously by the other 

candidates onstage with a different set of ideas. This study shows that it is 

important to find ways to allow for a free and open discussion of ideas rather than 

recycling the same ideas that dominate the Republican Party. Muted Group 

Theory reveals that when certain candidates with specific ideas are muted in 

favor of other candidates who reflect the dominant ideas, then candidates aren’t 

getting a fair shot at the election. Ideas are undermined that probably deserve 

greater discussion.  

Libertarian ideas were muted when compared to the conservative ideas 

within the party. By comparing Ron Paul, a Republican with Libertarian views, 

against mainstream conservative candidates like Mitt Romney, Newt Gingrich, 
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and Rick Santorum, it is obvious to see why he wasn’t given a fair chance 

because of his ideas. His ideas didn’t match with the dominant group’s ideas.  

Since my analysis justified my hypothesis that muted group strategies do 

have an effect then one can draw the conclusion that if I were to observe this in a 

different event, like the Democratic primaries, then we could also see the groups 

that were muted within the Democratic Party. It shows that this is an important 

tool that can be used to see a big problem within the political parties that 

dominate our elections. The problem is that if there are candidates whom are 

being muted and aren’t given legitimate questions, aren’t given serious credibility 

onstage by either their opposing candidates or the moderator then one doesn’t 

really have a voice for their opinions on issues. In every debate there was clear 

evidence that Ron Paul was given less time to either speak and when he was 

given time to speak, it was to defend himself rather than getting involved with an 

important issue being discussed with the other candidates.  

It seemed like the moderators used the issue of time during the debate in 

order to justify changing the topic of discussion from candidate to candidate. 

They would say that they wanted to bring a new candidate into the debate, but 

usually start them out with a different issue thus only allowing certain candidates 

to have their voices heard during the exchanges on particular issues. If we are 

too have a legitimate democratic exchange of ideas then there shouldn’t be 

candidates receiving more and less favorability from the moderators. Candidates 

should be able to speak their ideas without just being ignored or muted by the 

moderator and the other candidates around them.  
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Based on the transcripts, it is clear that Ron Paul isn’t being given a fair 

shot with the questions he is receiving and how the debates are being run for him 

to get mocked by the other candidates onstage. It’s obvious the ideas that are 

dominant within the party such as the pro-military that received the most 

favorability onstage from the audience and the opposing candidates. Ron Paul 

was mocked by the candidates onstage and was questioned more on his 

ideology than where he actually stood on the issue. It was easy to see that all the 

candidates shared the same dominant ideas, but Ron Paul was the only one who 

really stood out because of how different his ideas were.  

In order for us to move forward as a society, we need to be aware of the 

blatant muting in the political process. Muted Group Theory allows us to see it 

happening among candidates. It allows us to see the candidates that are the 

dominant group and the groups that are the muted groups as well. This analysis 

proves that this application can work for debate scenarios when it comes to 

primaries. This is because one is comparing candidates who share ideas and are 

trying to receive the nomination of the party and are trying to represent the 

dominant values that the party believes in. Muted groups like the Libertarians 

have difficulty because their ideas aren’t in particular a reflection of what the 

party is looking for. 

 However, if this is supposed to be a fair and democratic exchange of 

ideas then all candidates need to be treated like they have good points that they 

have to make. Candidates should not be going onstage and being treated like 

they aren’t members of the party because of their ideas. They should all be able 
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to freely comment on an issue so that the people who are listening to what they 

have to say will learn about the ideas and decide for themselves rather than just 

not hear the idea at all. Muted Group theory allows us to understand and see this 

happen in the political process. The evidence of Ron Paul’s treatment during this 

debate is enough to justify that this is happening.  
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