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ABSTRACT

This study reports a portion of a series of
investigations designed to determine to what extent credibility
scales can be generalized. The investigation data was collected in
six phases, representing six subject populations. All of the subjects
were either college students or non-student adults. Subjects were
asked to respond to one of four political figures, each representing
a wide range of political viewpoints. Semantic differential-type
scales, representing dimensions of source credibility reported by
varicus researchers, and Likert~type statements on an eleven-step
continuum bound by bipolar adjectives were used to measure potential
communication behavior and response to communication behavior. The
results suggested that researchers should not expect exactly the same
dimensionality of source credibility for all subject populations.
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This paner reports a portion of a series of inv.-tigations designed to
determine generalizability of source credikility stu:.s across various types
of sources and various types of subjects. Semantic ifferential-scales that
have Lecn found to load on factors of source credibiiity in previous investi-
gations were combined to provice an item pool for this Stucy. Six aroups of
subjects were asked to respond to public figures on the scales. Subiacts
included a random sample of adults in Bloomington-fiormal, I11inois, « random
sample of adults in Peoria, I1linois, college students in basic communication
and speech ciasses at I1linois State University, the University of Southern
California, Hampnton Institute, and ilihon Unjversity in Tokyo, Japan. Results
of the investigation indicate that the factor structure for source credibility
for public figures varies from one subiact ~znle to eaother. The implica-
tions of this variability for reseav - on uuurce cred ility are discussed
aiG suggestions are provided for researchers concerned with this variable.
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GELERALIZABILITY OF SOURCE CREDIBILITY SCALES FOR PUBLIC FIGURES

tlhether source credibility is an important variable in rersuasion is no

1ongLr a real question. An extensive bocy of Titerature has developed over

e past two decades indicating that source credibility may be the single
most important variable in deturm1n1ng persuasive effects of communication.
Researchers in tie arca of persuasion have become 1ncreas1ng1y aware that
source credibility must Le controlleu and/or measured in persuasion studies
in order to account for either main effects of cred1b1]1ty, interaction
effects of crodikbility, or contamination due to the credib? lity variable.
Similarly, source credibility as a terminal effect of persuasion has
received increasing attention from researchers in the field.

This increased recognition of the importance of source credibility in
rescarch on persuasivc communication has created a demand for measuring
instruments which can reliably tap the crcdibility variable. Two sets of
scales have been the precominate choice of researchers in the field of
speech communication. These are the scales developed by i'cCroskey (1966)

nd by Berlo, Lemert, and flertz, (1969). Use of either of these scales
presumes the multi-dimensionality of the source credibility construct.

Both sets were developed utilizing the methodology of factor analysis.

Both include dimcisions concerning the cempetence and thie character of

the communication source., In addition, the Berlo instrument includes scales
to measure the cdynamism of the source. The Berlo instrum°nt employes the

semantic differential approach to measurcment. Uhile {icCroskey reports
both Likert-type and semantic u1ffLrent1cI-typa sca]es, tho 9mant1c
aifferential-tvo~ scales are e ones whici 'zvs  .on rred © nal’lr chrsen
for use.

These ..  :2%ts of ~.cal:7 &~ virtual w9 =nticz. ovoth o 1z me -od
f their ueve aziu and in o cales tiherselver wi-a the - zpton of
the ayiiamism znsion being  esent in the Beric instrunent. The only

important difference in the develonment of the scales is that one (iicCroskey)
was based on research with undergraduate students while tho other (Berlo)

was based on the sample of adults in the Lansing, ‘ichigan area. The
development of both sets of scales was predicated unon subjects' responses to
public figures. Since tie scales are so similar and were based on two
diffarent subject populations, many people have assumed that these scales

are highly generalizable and, as a result, have used them to measure many
tynes of cor.:nication sources.

Tucker (1271) has noted the error in assuming that these scales are
universal. He notes that varying subject-type or source-type may cause the
dimensionality of source credibility scales to change. i{lcCroskey, Scott,
and Young (1571) provided a direct test of the generalizability of these
scales. Their results indicated that the use of cither nf these sets cf
scales to measure the credibility of sources vho wvere either spouses or

neers, when the research subjects were adults, would be undefendable. They
a]so found that scales developed by :iorman (1963), ilarkham (1“68), and
vhiitenead (196G) did not ceneralize to sources of this type. It is clear
from the Tucker critique and the ilcCroskey, Scott, and Youna research that
resaarchers concevrned \tith source cred1b111ty shou]o be advised to factor
analyze their source credibility scales prior to their use as either



dependetit or independent variables. Unfertunately, that advice is nuch
casier to give, under some circumstances, than it is to follow. Some

writors concernac with factor analysis suggest that there is a need for at
least £J0 subjects for a factor analysis to be justified (e.q., Guilford,
1354). It is very common to find siudies concerned with source credibility
that do not have this size of sample. In addition, many studies -include only
a single scurce. Factor analysis of data provided by subjects all vespond-
ing to the same source is of very questionable value. Unless there is
considerable variability in the subje.t population, the resulting factor
structure way La meaningless, as in the case of the Mhitehead (1968) study. -

An alternative to the "factor analyze everytime" advice is a series
of investigations designed to determine just how far credibility scales .
can be generalized. The current paver is a report of a portion of such a
series of investigations. This series of studies assumes that three
elements may contribute to a lack of generalizability of factor structures
and source credibility measuring instruments. The first, and most obvious
element which may contribute to the lack of generalizability, is in the
scales enployed. " The major factor analytic studies concerning credibility
have all used different item pools. Consequently, the ob:tainad differences
in factor structures could be simply a function of the differcnce in items
employed. The second element thet may cortr bute to the iack of ceneraliz~
ability is aifferences in researca subjects. !fith thz excepntion of the
rescavch by Borlo (19G2), the rescarch sub_ ccts in al™ of the factor
analytic investigations have been zollege - .ucents, more snecific:ily, white

colluge students. Even the novice behavior-:z “n corrunication < .1 learns
o questionable it is to generali e from c- iege stu.ents to =« .1t
ponulation. But beyond that, with n either : student popuiat: . = an adult
nopulation there are many.sub-cultural groupings. Te employ p -..:nately

wiite colleqe students as subjects and then to generalize even to college
stuaents as a whole is dangerous. There has been no research examining
non-vhite grouns within our society and their responses in terms of source
credibility dimensions.

The third and possibly the most important element which may contribute
to the lack cof generalizability of source credibility instruments is .
differences ir source-type. Do e respond on the same psychological dimensions
to all types of sources? The research reported by licCroskay, Scott, and
Young (1271) indicates that we may not. The subjects in thair s tudy
resrondea to peers on four dimensions wnile responding to spouses on six
dinzisions. It would appear, therefore, that if we are to obtain source
cradicility measuring instruments which have any generalizability at ail,
these instruments must be based upon specific source-types. The current
series of investigations is involvad with the following catagories. of
source-type. public figures, peers, spouses, mass meédia, organization
sources, teachers, superiors in an organization, subordinates in an. '
organization, and members uf a small group communication task-group. Other
catagories of source-type may be added later as the need becomes apparent.
Tiie present rapcrt is concerned with the source-type most often considered
in previous investigations--public figures.

f equal and possikly greater importance than the question of factor
structure is the question of factor importance. Just because a given
dimension appears i a number of factor analytic studies, this does not
mean that that dimension has any social utility. The primary reason for



the development of measures of source crewibility is so that researchers

may use !teasures of credibility to predict variance in communication or
other uenavior. Consequently, the current serics of investigations took
additional measurces relating to potential communication behavior and
resnonscs to conmunication behavior from each subject for each source.

The do*a were then analyzed to determine the ability of obtained credibility
aimensions to predict these variables. '

(ETHED

Thne current investigation employed as its initial item pool 53 semantic
differential-type scales representing the dimensions of source credibility
reported by dorman (13G3), licCroskey (19€€), Harkham (19G3), thitehead (19G8),
and berle, Lemert, and Mertz (1969). A11 of the scales with hign loadings
on given factors in these studies were included, but because of several
duplications of items, the item pool was reduced to 53. After the first

(pilot)phase of this study. "% items ia the original data -col were omitte .
The first phase of the study involved four source-types. The 11 items
omitted failed to have satisiactory factor loadings on an, factor for any
source~type. Four additional items were added to the item pool after this
investication. Tiese items werc added for the purpose of ctrengthening
obtained factors in the first nvaestigation that anreared to he ciear
dironsions of resnonsz hut which had only 2 or 3 items with satisfactory
loadings. For phases ¢ thru 4, therefore, the item pool was compcsed of 4€
semantic differcntial-type scales. (See “pnendix /.

:jrasures o7 pot-ntial commurication nLehavior zwd response to communi-
¢ tion pehavor were Likert-type statements with :wsnonse options falling on
an eleven-step continuum bound by bipolar adjectives. 1In the first (pilot)
phase of the investigation only four of these items were included. This
number vas expanded to nina in the subsequont phases. (See /ppendix A.)

SOURCES

The public figures employed with the /merican subjects in this
invastigation were President Richard MNixon, Vice President Spiro Agnew,
Senator Tod Kennedy, Senator George licGovern,'layor John Lindsey, Governor
George /allace, Governor Ronald Feagan, anc¢ Senator Edmund PFuskie. These
sources were selected Lecause it was believed that the overwhelming
majority of ti subjects in the study would be familiar with the sources
and because these individuals reprasent a wide range of political viewpoints
vinich should fnsure consicerable variability in subject response. Each sub-
ject was asked to respond to only one public figure. lhich public figure the
individual was asked to evaluate was determined randomly.

In the nhase of this investigation which employed Japanese college
students. tae American sources were not included. Rather, the subjects were
asked to salect a public figure vell known in Japan (of their choice) and
then respond to that individual. As in the other phases of the study, each-
subject responded to only one public figure.




SUGJECT TYPE

The data for this investigation were collected in six pnhases, represent-
ing six subject populations. A1l of the subjects werc either college students
or a random samnle of non-student adults. Phase one of the investination
(thz pilot stucy) involved 212 randomly selected adults living in either
Bloomington or iormal, I1linois. These individuals were contacted directly
by 12 graduate student interviewers. This phase of the study was completed
during the spring of 1971. Phase 2 of this investigation involved 558
randonly selected adults in Peoria, I1linois. These individuals were
contacted directly by 18 graduate student interviewers. Phase 3 and 4 of
the investigation involved predominately vhite college students. Phase 3
was composed of 434 undergraduate students at 1. 1ois State University.
Phase 4 involved 130 undorgradue - students at ti. University of Southern
Caiifornia. Phaze 5 of the inve: Zigatic~ involvec 107 black undergraduate

stucenis from hampton Institute. -~hase = of the i -vestigation involved
54 undergraduate students from ! o Univarsity in Tokyo, Japan. All of _
the -=wdent samnles vere compose of undergraduates enrolled in bLasic speech”

or ccomunication classes. The irz<ruments were adrinistered during
requiar class time.

DET.. / {BLYSIS

—-= cz-a from the six ~n-ses F this “nves—:zzi were analyzed

sepc nizly  Tie data vare cuo St o prinzipe. components factor analysis
ar¢ varime rotation. Unit, was inserted in the diagonals. fin eigenvalue
of 1.0 was established as the criterion for termination of factor extraction.
For an iteri to be considered loaded on a resulting factor, a loacding of

.GO cor higher uas required with no loading of .4C or higher on any other
factor. For a factor to be consicered meaninaful, the a priori requirement
~as set that at least two scales must be loaded on that factor. All data
analyses were performed with the cooperation of the computation center at
I11inois State University.

Where sample size permitted (in excess of 400) the data were divided
into 2 sub-sets and analyzed to determine whether internal weplication was
possible. In phase 2, the Peoria adults, subjects were randomly assigned
to tie two sub-sets. In phase 3, the Itlinois State University students,
the data were divided by the sex of the respondent.

Tie sccond phiase of the data analysis employed step-wise multiple
reqression analyses. Scores were computed for each obtained dimension of
credibility for each subject ample based on all of the items with
satisfactory factor loadings on the given dimensions. So that the scores
on the various dimensions coutd be piaced on the same continuum for com-
parison, the obtained score for each dimension was divided by the number
of items loading on that dimension. These scores vere then employed as
nredictor variables in multiple rearession analyses. The critarion
variablass for the analyses uwere the measures of potential communication
betiavior and responses to cosmunication behavior. Each criterion
measure vas analyzed separately.

The criterion established for termination of the step-wise multiple
regression and analyses was when an entering variable in the analysis had
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a nonsignificant (pc .05) nartial corialation with the critericn variable or
wnen extraction of an additicnal step would account for iess than a one
par cent increase in variance accounted for from the analysis.

Thue first multiple regression analyses conducted vere based on the factor
structure for the data sample under consiceration (e.g. the Peoria factor
structure for tne Pcoria data). Subsequently, analyses were conducted
employing the factor structure for other data samples on the data under
consideration (e.q., the Janan fac:tor structure on the Penria data.) The
wata frc. phases 2-6 'ere examinec in. this msnar.

RESULTS

“actor Analyses

ractor analysis of the data f-om phase 1 of the irvest 7ation (Blcomington-

aormet; inuicated a Dur -factor sc ution which account=d fo- 73 per cent of
@ t.tal variance o° the satisfar-or scales. Thesz sur va: ~rs were
selec "comnatence,” "extrovers. oo "sociw ity anc Lo asure
1o 1 renorts the factor loarin~ v the o omine - ifems 7 2277 TICTOr.

Toe rosdalts of i analysss vor oiase 2 of the investigation (Peoria)
huicate tie preseince of five factors in cach sub-set of the data. These 5
factors were labelod “comnetence,” “extroversion," ‘“sociability,"
"comnosire,” and “character." These factors accounted for 72 per cent of
the total variance of the satisfactory scales in one sub-sample and 69 per
cent of the total variance in the other sub-sample. A&s is noted in Table 2,
almost perfect replication between the two sub-samples was obtained.

Phase 3 (I1linois State) analyses indicated four factors for both male
and female subjects. These four factors vere labeled ' competence," "compsoure,”
“extroversion,” and “character." These factors accountec¢ for 64 per cent
of tiie total variance of the satisfactory scales for male subjects and 63 ver
cent of total variance for femalc subjects. Again, as was found in phase 2,
almost perfect replication was obtained between the tuo sub-sets of the
sanpla. Sex dic not have an observable impact of the factor structures.

The aualyses of the phase 4 (Southern California) data indicated the
prasence of on]y three cred1b111ty dimensions. The three factors o“tained
were labelaed “General Evaluation,” "Extroversion," and "Composure." These
factors accounted for 63 per cent of the total variance of the sat1sfactony
scalus. (See Tablée 4).

Thi: cata for phase U (Hampton Institute) indicated the presence of five
crecibility dimensions. Tne five factors were labeled ""enera] Evaluation,"
"Extroversion,” "Composure," "Dynamism," and "Socialility." These factors
accounted for G7 per cent of the total variance of the satisfactory sca]es.
(See Tabile 5).

The final factor analysis, that for phase & (Japan), resulted in a
four-factor solution which accounted for 64 per cent of the total variance
of the satisfactory scales. (Sece Tabie G). The four factors were labeled
"Character-Sociability," "Composure," "Competence," and "Extroversion."
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Taken as a group the results of the factor analyses suggest the nresence
of different factor structures for the populations in the samples : @ oyed in
this study. However, it would appear trat approximately five esser :iaily
similar dimensions of response are associated with the source cradicility of
public figures across several ponulations. The "Competence" dimension is
similar to factors found in a numier of orevious studies. This dimension has
£o do with the expertness or qualifications of the individual. The "Character"
dinernsion obtained in these analyses is similar to the “"Character" and
"Trustorthiness" dimensions observed in previous research. This dimension
appcars to relate to the honesty and essential goodness of the public fiqure.
The "Sociability" dimension, which was ohserved as an individual factor in
three -phases of the study, should be considerad a "new dimension." It is
principally comnosed of scales reiating to the personality of the public

figure. ‘hen this dimension did not appear as a separate factor, *h~=n items
tenced to combine with aither "Character" or "General Evaluat” » = fourth
consistert fzct - ot. =~ . in this '~ =stigation was "C-mposure.” ..iis factor

appearec in all six puaszs of the study. The scales representing this dimension
appeared to tap a response to a public figure's exhibited anxiety level. The
Final factor observed vas "Extroversion," which appeared in all six phases of
the investigation. This factor seems to represent the aggressiveness or
talkativeness of the public figure.

In two of the analyses "Competence" and "Character" combined to form a
ngeneral Evaluation" factor. In the Hampton Institute sample "Extroversion"
divided into two facter ' which were labeled “Extroversion" and "Dynamism."

The reasons for these differences in factor structure are not clear. However,
the comparatively small samples in phases 4, 5, and C inay be important.

There was considerably more consistency among the results from the samples in
the first three phases of the study. In each of these samples, the sample
size was substantially larger.

negression Analyses

The regression analyses provided data with regard to three important
questions. The first of these was "Can the dimensions of credibility predict
substantial variance in potential communication-related behavior?" The second
questicn was "Do differences in factor structure among six populations affect
the ability of source crediiility dimensions to predict communication-related
hehavior?® The final question was "that is the comparative importance of
observed crecibility dimensions in the precdiction of potential communication-
relatod bahavior?”

Table 7 reports the multiple correlations obtained for the regression
analyses that were based on the individual samples own factor structures.
As is indicated in Table 7, it was possible to predict substantial variance
on the nine criterion variables on the basis of the scores on the credibility
aimensions. For most of thc samples on most of the criterion variables the
obtained multiple correlations ranged from .5 to .7. The main exception was ;
observed with the Japan sample, where substantially less variance was -predictable.-
Tiis is suggestive of a cultural difference between Japan and the U.S. The
other excention related to the ability of source credibility to predict the
fourth criterion variable for all samples. This criterion variable was
concernad with the subjects' behavior in seeking commurication with the public
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ficure. A comparitively smail pcetion of the variance in this behavior was
found to be predictable. A possible reason for this relatively noor predict-
a.ility is that mest of the subjects in all of the samples would never have
direct interpersonal communication with any of the pub11c figures studied.
Pather, the subjects would probably only Le receivers of mediated comnun1cat1on
from these sources. Consequently, responses to this criterion variahle ma

nave nad suistantially higher error variance associated with them than
responses to the other criterion variables.

The answer to our first question, therafore, is a qua11f1ed 'ves."
vimensions of credibility can predict substantial variance in potential
communi cation-related behavior.

Tables 8 « 12 report the rnultiple correlations obtained from both the
primary and supplementary regression analyses. The primary analyses employed
the factor structure for the predictor vdriables that was generated by the
same subjects who provided the responses representing the criterion variables,
Thie supplementary analyses used factor structures based on the other data
samples. These results give some indication of the relative importance of
- using a ponulation's own factor structure for the predicticn of their
comaunication-related behavior as cpposed to using a factor structure generated
for another population. An examination of the results reported in Tables
8 - 12 strongly suggests that the source of the factor structure is relatively
uninportant. Roughly equivalent multiple correlations were obtained on all
of the criterion variables regardless of which factor structure sarved as the
basis of the predictor variabie. The only exception to this was the comparitively
Tower multiple correlations generated when the Southern California factor =
structure was useu io predict the criterion variable data supnlied by the
Pcoria and I1linois State samples. The reason for this deviation is unclear.

The answer to our second question, thercfore, appears to be "no."
Differences in factor structure among the six pooulations investigated in this
study did not substantially affect the ability of credibility dimensions e
predict communication-related behavior.

The third important question to which the regression analyses vere directed
vas concevrnca with the comparitive importance of obtained credibility dimensions
in tie prediction of potential communication-related behavior. Tables 13 - 21
report the regression equations obtained for the criterion variatles for each
saaple. An examination of these equations indicates that all of the dimensions
of credibiiity obtained in this study contributcu, under certain conditions,
to tie prediction of potential communication-related behavior. However, the
two dimensions Uh1ch rcgularly accounted for the most variance vere "Competence"

d "Character." In several instances, these were the conly two credibility
uimens1ons indicating significant predictive power.

Conclusions:

The current investigation was designed to test the generalizability of
source creaibility factors and scales for public figures across diverse
subject populations. In addition, the study was designed to generate 1nforwat1on
concerning thz importance of any observed lack of genera11zab111ty

The results of this investigation suqgest.that researchers should not expect
exactly the same dimensionality of source credibility for all subject populations.



Substantial differences in factor structure uvere observed. filot only uvaore
Gifferent numbers of dimensions obtained from different nopulations, but even
viien the same dimension appeared for more than one subject ponulation the
scales representing that dimension were not always identical. On the surface
these results suqaest a severe problem for the develonment of mcasures of
source crecibility of public figures that can be used across a variety of
subjoct populations. However, further examination of the data sugaests that
such a conclusion is probably unwarranted. The resuits of the rearession
analyses indicated that the observed variability in factor structure does not
seriously affect the ability of those factor structuraes to predict the same
potential communication-related behavior. Conseauently, the scales reported
in Table £2 ara suggested for use across populations. These scales can be
expected to tap all of the dimensions observed in the six phases of this
study. thile in some instances an investicator may obtain more information
from these scales than he needs (the behavior which he may wish to predict

may not be related to ong or inore dimensions beina measured), the use of these

scales ought to provide reasonable assurance that nacessary information will
Le available. '

It should be stressed that the scales recommended_in. Table 22 are
recommended¢ only for the measurement of the cradibility of public fioures.
Their use for other types of sources may be totally inanpropriate. It should
also be stressed that as extensive as the current investigation was, these
results shouid not be considered representative of all potential subject
ropulations. UWhile thera may {2 comparatively lass need for.replication
resoarch with general fmerican populations, there is clearly a need for research
Jith other sub-cultural populations within the United States and cultures
represented in other nations. In adc¢ition, there is need for research vhich
employs these or similar credibility scales and obtains more direct measures
of actual (ratner than potential) communication-related behavior. This and
nrevious research strongly suggests that source credibility plays a major
role in communication behavior. The need now is for research that can
specify quantatively the degree of that relationship.
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TRBLE 1

Rotated Factor Loadings for Bioomington-Mormal Sample

Scale Factor
Competence Egtrggersﬁon Sociabi]ityw_r"_Egﬁ?osure

Ta]kativg~511ent -.17 .74 .13 -.06
Attractive-Repulsive .36 .10 .73 05
Good natured-Irritable .23 .0} .52 .07
tnqualified-Qualified -.91 .00 ~-.12 -.13
Inexpert-Expert -.84 -.09 .17 -.15
Valuable-Horthless .81 RV 37 .08
Gloomy-Chcerful -.17 -.07 -.77 -.16
Unfriendly-Friendly -.36 -.16 -.63 -.1
Comnosed-Excitable .23 01 .13 .90
Calm-/wixious .26 .01 31 .G2
Headstrong-:¥ild -.1E .76 -.19 -.06
fctive-Passive .23 .70 .24 .06
iieck-fgaressive -.25 -.71 -.11 .13
Incompetent-Competent -.83 -.16 -.24 -.17
Undependabie-Responsitle  -.87 -.08 -.19 -.13
Bold-Timid .18 72 .03 21
Extrovertad-Introverted .12 71 A7 .09
Inexperienced-Experienced -.76 -.33 -.02 -.05

| Total
Eigenvatue 4,89 3.35 2.73 .70 12.67
Percent of Variance 27 19 15 709 70




JLE 2

Rotated Factor Loadings for Subsets of Peoria Sample

Scale Character Extroversiggcggaposure Competence Sociability
Subset A B A B A B A B I B
Sociable-uUnsociable 30 17 27 27 -13 -13 -12 =22 -74 -76
liervous-Poised -12 -22 =05 -10 4 77 18 35 12 08
Cihicerful-Gloomy 25 39 17 18 -11 -14 -13 -11 -84 -71
Tense-Relaxed -27 -15 -0¢ -0¢ 33 88 05 12 05 16
Dishonest-Honest -82 -79 07 -09 14 22 19 22 66 -10.
Selfish-Unselfish -77 -170 03 00 20 15 11 26 03 -03

Inexperienced-Experieinced -31 -32 w715 =10 16 17 76 75 cs5 14

Verbal-Quiet -02 04 78 77 -12 07 -16 -1 03 -09
Unirainea-Trained -25 =28 -13 -03 06 12 83 01 14 13
Beful-ilice -79 -67 -03 08 13 12 28 34 23 30

Extroverted-Introverted 12 -02 72 75 -11 -1¢ -04 -09 -05 00

Just-Unjust 87 75 12 -02 -10 -10 12 -08 -14 -3¢
Good-Bad '87 82 12 05 -04 -01 -18 -08 -19 -2
Uninformed-Informed -33 -22 -17 -0C e 16 65 77 09 Q2
Cruel-Kind 78 -76 02 06 12 14 30 3 20 M
Talkative-Silent -06 -07 77 82 10 -06 =11 -03 -15 ~-11
Adventurous-Cautious 0% 06 72 64 00 00 -09 06 -25 -13
Reliable-Unreliable 80 82 15 10 -07 -05 =20 -15  -14 -17
Eigenvalue 5.18 4.52 2.49 2.43 1.60 1.63 2.15 2.40 1.57 1.5
Percent of Variance 29 25 14 13 09 00 - 12 13 09 08
Totals: Eigenvalue Subset A = 12.99 Subset B = 12.46

O

Percent of Variance  Subset A = 72 Subset B = 69




TRBLE 3

Rotated Factor Loadings fo. ilale and Female Subjects
in I1linois State University Sample

Scale - Factor
' ' Character Extroversion Composure Competence
Sample Sex M F- i F i F i F
inte]]fgent-uninte]1igent -39 -35 12 12 -11 -13 73 60
nervous-poised 26 19 -22 =35 78 63 =11 -17
tense-relaxed 18 12 -16 -39 82 65 -11 00
belicvable-unbelievable -75 -80 02 =~02 -17 =07 22 09
good natured-irritable 60 =65 18 22 -2 39 00
coonerative-negativistic -65 =76 -03 02 -20 -19 39 1
meck-aggressive 14 -14 =68 -71 =04 12 -D1 -22
valuable~worthless -77 =83 08 0¢€ | -04 -11 32 20
varbal-nuict 03 13 77 78 -19 =12 10 00
heads trong-mild 02 02 66 71 -16 10 -19 -10
untrained-trained 36 31 ~25 =22 ng 20 -72 =72
adniirable-contemptable -75 -83 16 | 05 -17 -16 29 10
awful-nice 76 62 -04 08 21 16 -16 -26
just-unjust . =72 -80 07 1 -16 =07 27 1
encrgetic-tired ~26 ~36 61 62 -03 -23 27 12
good-bad -77 -83 02 N -10 -10 32 10
ﬁuinfornmd—informed 36 21 -33 -18 03 05 -69 -81
talkative-silent ce -12 79 77 -02 05 | 17 06
impressive-uninpressive " .58 -76 19 16 -16 -22 31 18
reliable-unreliable -77 -84 -01 07 -13 -13 22 13
Eigenvalue 5.84 6.55 2.84 3.07 1.60 1.20 2.58 1.85
Variance 29 33 14 15 08 06 13 09
El{i(j Totals Eigenvalue iiales = 12.86 Females = 12.67

Percent of Variance ‘lales = 64 Females = 63



Rotated Faciu.

TRELE 4

tuauings For University of Southern California Samole

Factor

Scale General Evaluation Extroversion Composure
nervous-poised -28 -0& -G6
tense~-relaxed -34 -01 ~62
sinful-virtuous -70 14 -06
believable-unbelievable 71 G3 09
intellectual-narrow 80 ~-11 24
cooperative-uncooperative 75 -14 11
outgoing-withdrawn 07 €0 15
dishonest-honast -87 -04 -03
meek~-aggrassive 08 -6€ -12
valuable-worthless 87 -01 17
calm-anxious 22 -03 70
verkal-quiet -03 c7 o1
logical-illogical 88 -06 16
undapendable-responsible ~-76 -22 . -08
admirable-contemptable 81 -05 17
ariful-nice -81 06 -11
qualified-unqualified 82 00 Q9
extroverted-introverted 03 75 11
Just-unjust 84 -02 07
unpleasant-pleasant -76 01 -11
timid-bolu 03 -75 04
enorgetic-tiroed 28 71 -03
good-had 87 01 11
composed~excitable 039 -09 79
incompetent-competent -81 ~08 -01
cru2t-kind ~-76 08 -03
taltkative-silent -14 71 00
expert-inexnert 75 16 18
impressive-unimpressive 84 15 10
reliable-unreliable 78 10 04
0 T o “Total
Eigonvalue 12.82 3.69 2.25 18.76
Percent of Variance 43 12 08 63




TASLE 5

Rot Factor !oadings for Hamnton Institute Sampie
Scale General Factor
Evaluation Extroversion Composure Dynamism_Sociability
intelligent-unintelligent 65 07 33 -03 -28
sociable-unsociable 39 02 30 0z -€3
nervous-poised -15 -33 -72 -10 12
tense-ralaxed -2C =01 -70 -12 14 -
believable-unbelievable " 81 00 09 25 =17
intellectual-narrow 74 05 23 -01 -34
outgoing-withdrawn ch 39 c8 16 -64
dishonest~honest -73 nc 05 -27 05
valuablae-worthless 78 09 14 25 -27
selfish-unselfisn -75 _ 20 =17 -02 - 14
calm-anxious . 16 -12 66 -12 =17
inexperienced-experienced  -75 -20 -26 03 10
verbal-quiet -03 79 -10 20 -07
logical-illogical G7 14 09 19 -37
undependable-responsitle -75 ~12 -23 -15 11
untrained-trained -C7 -12 =03 =20 10
unsympathetic-sympathetic  -74 18 04 -03 37
acmirable-contemptaiie 43 ~-14 12 07 -20
aful-nice -75 26 -09 -20 07
qualificd-unqualified 84 10 25 04 -05
just-unjust 86 -11 02 07 -29
timid-bold 04 -07 ) -1 -77 05
good-tad 33 -10 -01 20 -1¢
repulsive-atiractive -78 GC -10 16 36
incompetent-competent -73 C1 -16 =21 17
crual-kKind -72 14 el -34 26
talkative-silent -06 78 -10 03 0¢
expert-inexpert 73 -03 22 37 07
passive-active -13 -06 29 -69 05
impassive-unimpressive e0 06 30 09 -13
adventurous-cautious 12 =07 19 62 -05
cruie~-refined =71 13 -04 ~-11 26
reliable-unreliable a0 -05 17 -20 -26
Eigenvalue 13.59 1.82 2.38 2.30 2.08
Percent of Variance 42 06 07 07 07
Totals: .
‘Eigenvalue 22.17

Parcent of Variance 67




TABLE 6

Rotated Factor Loadings for Jananese Sample

Factor

Scale Character/Sociability Composure Compotence Extroversion
intelligent-unintelligent 11 25 G3 07
nervous-~poised -C4 67 00 11
tanse-relaxed A 06 - 83 17 02
sinful-virtuous -G1 - -09 -28 15
believable-unbelievable 71 0c 17 24
good-natured-irritable 85 06 0)%) 25
intellectual-narrow . 07 -05 02 2C
dishonest-hionest -82 12 07 -03
valuable-worthless 75 20 15 31
unden2ndable-responsible -63 1€ 12 -29
confidant~iacks confidence 21 -61 -04 20
unsympathetic-sympathetic  -61 ~30 -28 -3°
admiralle-contemptible 81 10 27 14
awful-nice -74 14 -15 -12
extrovertaod-introverted 0¢ -33 -19 70
just-unju-t 85 03 : 04 15
unhleasanu-pleasant -39 -06 -03 -16
energetic~tired - 30 -09 11 76
a00g-i.ad 71 09 37 18
repulsive~attractive ~73 3N -09 05
incompetent-competent 38 : 22 ~67 -02
cruel-kind -86 C1 -02 62
talkative-silent 17 05 -06 73
expert-inexpert 01 ~12 64 . 12
nassive-active -38 17 03 =71
adventurous-cautious 15 19 21 G4
reliable-unreliable 69 21 -06 17
Eigenvaluc 9.13 2.18 2.61 3.28
Percent of Variance : 34 08 1C 12

Totals:
Eigenvalue 17.20

 Percent of Variance 64




TABLE 7

lultiple Correlations of Credibility Cimensions with Criterion Variables

sata Criterion Variable
Sample 1 2 3 4 5 € 7 8 9
Bloomington-

ilormal 56 56 54 24 -- - - -- -
Peoria &7 67° 61 4 52 51 4 6 6l
ISU G2 0 59 40 54 48 53 G957
US<e 72 GG 70 16 64 60 55 74 50
Hampton 70 63 61 5 G5 61 04 73 66
Japan 42 33 45 22 39 31 a7 46 4 .

TABLE 8
iultiple Correlations of Correct and Incorrect Factof Strucfures
with Criterion Variables for the.Peoria Sample

Source of Criterion Variable
Factor Structure 1 2 3 4 5 € 7 8 °
Peoria 67 67 61 40 b2 51 46 69 61
ISu G8 67 - 63 40 53 52 47 73 c4
usc 50 48 51 25 37 32 32 52 48 -
Hampton 71 67 65 VA 52 52 47 7 63
Japan 63 67 62 40 52 52 47 71 62




TABLE ¢

(ultinle Correlations of Correct and Incorrect Factors Structures
with Criterion Variatles For the I1linois State Sample

. Source of | Criterion Variables

. Factor Structure 1 2 3 4 5 c - 1 8 9
ISU 62 59 59 40 54 43 53 69 57
Peoria 58 56 56 38 on 46 50 - 65 52
usc 46 43 48 30 39 35 39 52 45
Hampton 63 59 cC 33 54 42 52 67 56
Japan 62 58 61 38 b4 49 53 68 55

TABLE 10
ultiple Correlations of Correct and Incorrect Factor Structures
with Criterion Variables for the Southern California Sample

Source of Criterion Variables
Factor Structure 1 2 3 4 5 e 7 8 9
usc 72 66 70 16 64 60 55 74 50
Peoria 71 G5 71 22 67. 60 53 72 52
ISU 69 66 63 22 67 61 56 74 47
Hampton 72 606 73 20 63 59 57 75 50
Japan 72 67 69 15 65 59 55 74 49




TASLE 11

lultiple Correlation of Correct and Incorrect Factor Structures
*{th Cr1ter1cﬂ Var1ad1°s for the Hampton Institute Sample

Source of Criterion Variatle

Factor Structure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 e)
liamrton 70 GG 61 45 65 61 54 73 66
Peoria 64 66 55 43 63 GO 52 69 64
ISu G5 68 58 a5 Gh 61 49 72 66
7S¢ G7 “7 59 42 63 59 51 - 72 65
Japan 68 . &0 45 64 62 4 71 €5

TABLE 12
siultiple Correclations of Correct and Incorrect Factor Structures
with Criterion Variables for the Japanese Sample

Source of Criterion Variatles

Factor Structure 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 3 9
Japan 42 33 45 22 39 31 47 A6 41
Peoria 47 48 55 L3 39 34 49 A2 49
ISy 35 29 50 29 35 24 45 40 42
usc 41 34 47 47 39 24 4c 45 45
Hamnton 49 40 £) 51 45 35 52 48 51




TRBLE 13

Rearession Equations for Criterion Variahle 1:
"then I need information on an issue, I consider
this person as a source of information, to be"

Sample Equation

1.30 + 1.44 (Competence)

Bloomington-iiormal Y

Peoria Y = .10 + 1.18 (Character) -.24 (Extroversion)
. + .38 (Competence)

Isu Y = .06 + .25 (Competence) -.19 (Composure)
+.].29 (Character)
usc Y = -.79 + 1.57 (General Evaluation)
Hampton Y = -2.78 + 1.76 (Ceneral Evaluation)
+ .38 (Extroversion) - .30 (Sociability)
Japan Y = 3.05 + .54 (Character/Sociability)
+ .36 (Competence)

TABLE 14

Pegression Equations for Criterion Yariable Z:
"when I am faced with making a decision,.I
consider this person's opinions to be"

Sample Equation

R1pnmington-Normal Y = 4.64 + 1.38 (Competence) + .47 (Sociability) -
+ .41 (Composure)

Peoria Y = -0.73 + 1.27 (Character) + .15 (Competence)

ISu Y = .17 -.24 (Competence) + 1.46 (Character)

usc Y = 0.37 + 1.48 (General Evaluation)
-.29 (Composure)

Hampton Y = -2.74 + 1.50 (General Evaluation)
+

.22 (Dynamism)

Y = 5.47 + .52 (Character/Sociability)
~.18 (Composure)




TABLE 15

Reqression Equations for Criterion Variable 3:
"As. a communicator, I consider this person to

bell
Sample Equatfon
Bloowington-ilormal Y = -1.60 + 1,27 (Competence) + .39 (Sociability)
Peoria Y = .05 + 1.09 (Character) + .28 (Competence)
ISU Y = -1.23 + .32 (Competence) + .27 (Extroversion)
+ 1.07 (Character)
usc Y = -2.83 + 1.20 (General Evaluation)
+ .55 (Extroversion) + .22 (Composure)
Hampton Y = .97 + 1.32 (General Eva]uation)
Japan Y = .67 + .23 (Character/Sociability)
+ .42 (Competence) + .61 (Extroversion)
TABLE 16
Regression Equations for Criterion Variable 4:
"I seek opportunities to communicate with
this person"
Sample Equation

R looming ton- tormal

Pzoria
ISU
usc
Hamp=on
Q
EMC Japan

Y =-1.87 + .63 (Competence) + .68 (Sociability)
Y = 2.10 + .88 (Character) -.29 (Extroversion)

Y = -.38 + .45 {Competence) -.22 (Composure)
+ .70 (Character)

Y

= 2.93 + .25 (General Evaluation)
.35 (Comnosure)

Y =-2.6 + .66 (General Evaluation)
+ .20 (Composure) + .38 (Dynamism)

Y =6.10 + .45 (Character/Sociability)
-.18 (Competence) -.31 (Extroversion)



TABLE 17

Regression Equations for Criterion Variable 5:
"If this person asked you to change your opinion
on something, how likely would you be to do so?"

Sample Equation
Peoria Y = .80 + 1.06 (Character) -.21 {Extroversion)
ISU | : Yy = -.31 -.18 (Competence) + 1.25 (Character)
usc Y = 1.12 + 1.41 (General Evaluation)
+ .29 (Extroversion) -.57 (Composure)
Hampton Y = -2.96 + 1.06 (General Evaluation)
+ .39 (Cynamism)
Japan Y = .51 + .61 (Character/Sociability)
+.24 (Composure) + .23 (Competence)
TAGLE 18
Regression Equations for Criterion Variable &:
"If this person asked you to do something you
had not done before, how likely would you be
to do so?"
Sample Equation
Peoria Y = .81 + 1.06 (Character) -.23 (Extroversion)
ISu Y = .13 -.22 (Competence) + 1.12 (Character)
uscC Y = -.02 + 1.28 (Gencral Evaluation)
-.33 (Composure)
Hampton Y = -2.558 + .96 (General Evaluation)
+ .38 (Cynamism) o
Japan Y = 2.04 -.26 (Composure) + .60 (Competence)
+ .20 (Extroversion)




TABLE 19

Regression Equations for Criterion Variable 7:
"If this person said something vias false that
you believed was true, how Tikely would you be
to change your mind?"

Sanple ' Equation
Peoria Y = -0.38 + .94 (Character)
ISU Y = -.31 -.26 (Competence) + 1.24 (Character)
USC ' Y = -.66 + 1.05 (General Evaluation)
Hampton Y = -1.55 + 1.C2 (General Cvaluation)

-.27 (Sociability) + .45 (Dynamism)

Japan Y = 4.69 + .75 {Character/sociability)
-.75 (Composure) + .19 (Competence)

TABLE 20

Regression Equations for Criterion Variable 8:
- "How well do I 1ike this person?"

Sample Cquation

Peoria : Y

-1.51 + 1.48 (Character)

15U Y = -.63 -.21 (Competence) + 1.53 (Character)

usc Y = -1.C1 + 1.53 (General Evaluation) -
-.25 (Composure) -

Hempton

+ <
]

-4.85 + 1.33 (General Evaluation)
.30 (Extroversion) + .34 (Dynamism)

Japan Y = 1.92 + .89 (Character/Sociability)




TRELE 21

::_RegressionfEduations for Criterion Variable 9:

- "How well would you Tike to work with.this nerson?"

Sampla - ' Equation
Peoria Y = 2,07 + 1.36 (Character) + .19 (Composure)
ISu Y = -.65 -.23 (Composure) + 1.56 {Character)
usc Y = -.79 + 1.24 (General Evaluation) -
+ ,31 (Extroversion) -.32 (Composure)
Hampton .. Y = -4.15 + 1.50 (General Cvaluation)
+ .37 (Extroversion)
Japan

Y = .43 + .73 (Character/Sociability)
+ .38 (Competence)




TABLE 22

Suggested Scales For the ileasurement of the Source Credibility of Public Figures

Dimension Scales

Competence expert-inexperﬁ

- competent-incompetent
~ responsible-undependable
qualified-unqualified
experienced-inexperienced .
trained-untrained )
intelligent-unintelligent
~intellectual-narrow o
Character honest-disnonest
nice-awful
just-unjust -
-good-bad. o
kind-cruel L
~ reliable-urreiiable "7
" believable-unbelievable - -
" admirable-contemptable
Composure - - calm-anxious
poised-nervous
- relaxed-tense

Extroversion ' - - ~talkative-siient L
' " —axtroverted-introverted .
- verbal-quiet
. aggressive-meek . .
‘bold-timid o
adventurous-cautious- -
energetic-tired S
Sociability . attractive-unattractive, .
good-natured-irritable.“~"’“‘J-
cheerful-gloomy
. .sociable-unsociable .....” "7




L
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APPEADIX A

Semantic Differential Scales

Intelligent-Unintelligent
Sociabla-Unsociable
Jdervous-Poised
Cheerful-Lloomy
Tense-Relaxed
Sinful-Virtuous
Believable-Unbelievable
Good-natured-Irritable
Intellectual-iarrow
Cooperative-ilcgativistic
Qutguing~Yithdrawn
Jishonest~Honest
coak-hggressive
Valuakle~ilorthless
Selfisn-Unselfish
Calm=-/nmxious
Inexperienced-Experienced
Vorbal-Juiect
Logical-I1logical
Uncependable-Responsible
Heads trong-.i1d
Friendly-Unfriendly
Confident-Lacks confidence

Untrained-Trained
Unsymnathetic~Symnathetic
Mmirable~Contemptatie
Purful-itice

Nualified-Unqualified

Extroverted-Introverted
Just-Unjust
Unpleasant-Pleasant
Timid-Bold
Energetic-Tired
Good-Bad
Repuisive-Attractive
Uninformed-Informed
Composed-Excitable
Incomnetent-Conpetent
Cruel-Kind
Talkative-Silent
Expert-Inexpert
Passive-Active
Impressive-Unimpressive
Adventurous-Cautious
Crude-Refinad
Reliable-Unreliable

Potential Communication-Related RBehavior Scales

When I need information on an issue, I consider this person as a source of
information, to be:
torthless - Extremely Valuable

then I am faced with making a decision, I consider this person's oninions to
be: © lorthless - Extremely Valuatle

fis a coomunicator, I consider this person to he:
Inferior - Superior

I seek opportun1t1es to communicate with this person
ilot at all - Very often

If this person asked you to change your epinion on somcthing, how likely
would you Le to do so? Very Unlikely - Very Likely

If tiis nerson askad you to do something you had not done before, how
Tikely would you be to do so? Very Unlikely - Very Likely

If this person said something was false that you believed was true, how
likely would you be to ciiange your mind?

Very Unlikely - Very Likely
How well do you like this person? Very Little - Very much

How wall would you like to work with this person?
Very Little - Very much



