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. . * The importance of source credibility is at least twenty-
N ’ . ' .
three centuries old. The Aristotelian dictum that a source's

"character may almost be called the most effective means

of persuasion he possesses," (Aristotle, 1941, 1356a, lines

"12;1&) has been expanded reéently in experimental studies -

which have attempted to determine more precisé informdtion:

about source credibility. A prevalent view in such studies is

-~

that source credibility is a perceptual variable in which the
< . ¢ Sy
source serves as a stimulus and the receivers serve as respondents.

In line with this view, the multidimensionality of the construct
£ “

has been examined. The number of dimensions and the names of

! »
those dimensions varies among studies (cf. Berlo, lLemert, & .Mertz,

1969; McCroskey, 1966; and McCroskey & Wheeless, 1976). One

-

of the most recent studies sﬁggests that creéibility consists

of four dimensions: competence, trustworthiness, dynamism, and
'coor?eﬁtation (Tuppens, l975): Competence refers to a receiver's .
Rerc?ption of 'the source's exper;ise,‘knowledge, and background

information; trustworthiness is a dimension that focuses on honesty,
1

i sincerity, and consistency; dynamism involves the source's energy

apd ethusiasm; and coorientation is the extent to which the source

Y

and the receiver can establish and maiﬁtain_a similarity of ideas
beliefs and experiences (Nelson & Pearson, 1981).

” . The lack of staQ&litv among the factor analytic studies

that have been performed may be a result of a number of causes.
»

i

First, researchers have generated items based on previous literature




which has suggested a particular theoretical, orientation and "

.

has limlted the number and kinds of factors that could be generaced
* \ ’

For instance, McCroskey (1966) selected adjectives for his

-

study from a review of the litérature in which expertise

i . N

and trustworthiness had been identified as theé two primary

[} N

components of credibility. Not surpfisfngly, McCroskey found
J .

two factors: authoritativeness and character. A second

’
”

cause for differences among the factors that have been generated
i) , ’. .

, lies in the lack of freedom that subjects have to select

' ‘criteria by which sources will be judged3 In other words,

subjects are constrained to use the descriptors selected
. : . A

-

by researchers. Finally, subjects are not asked to respond .

to an imdividual source, but rather a complex set of variables
. N Vi
that includes a source at a particular point in time, with

’

a ‘particular topic, "a specific message, in a unique communication
. . R .
situation. ;The variability in subjects' responses may be
a result of any of these factors. Attributions of source .
credibility may, in fact, be in error as subjects are respondlng
\~ £O other variables in the communication proces .

Equivocal findings coneernlng female/male 1fferelces

appear to occur in the source credibidity literature. In

- v 1
: . general, persons with high status, including "Wex and aBglo-

Americans, have been shown'to be moFe effective as persuagders
€ ) -

| : ! :
J. i \‘ : ’
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a \> And as writers 4and have becn favored for high' status- positions -

.

s while persons with low status, including women,. Mexican Amﬁricans.

~

A . . R
and blacks, have been viewed less favorably (cf. Ramirer-,
' pat

1977; Noel & Allen, 1976; Wheeler, Wilson,.& Tarantala, ,1976;

¥ .

. : ) & . ’ -
& De La Zerda & Hopper, 1975)., Such conclusjons have been
"drawn even when messages are identical which have led researchers

~ o o cysqs
to speculate that women,; Zmong other groups, have lower credibility

<« ¥ . <
\ than have men. ' A freqently Eited'study demgonstrated that -

. ‘ . ’ .
audiences responded more favorably to messages attributcd

0
v

to a male communicator than to a female communicator ( Goldperg,
. *.:. .
1968). Male sources of mecssages also received higher competence *

ratings than did.female sources ih an investigation of persuasive
- discouﬁse (Miller & McReynolds, 1973). HoweQer,:in anotﬁer

studf. femalés received higher scbrgs on three dimengions:

pf credibility that were examined1~trustworthiness; dyném&sm,

apa competence (Vigliano, 1974). In-addition, whilg male - |

newscasters were shown to_be more effecte than female newscasters

]
'

in producing reteytion of newscast materials, there yete = -
no significant differences between male and femaletnewaca;%ers
. on believability (Tan, Raudy, Huff, & Miles, 1980). -,
™~




One possible explanation:for the différgnces in the attribution
- . ~ ‘
of credibility to femglc and maldé sources may lie'in the difference

between extrinsic and intrinsic credibility. Extrinsic credibilitv

refers, to that view of the source Lhat‘a receiver holds prior

v

to’ dlscourse, intrinsic credibility arises out of the communication

1 -

event. The characterlstlcs of an individual including his or
her personality, sex, or, prior reputation may affect afreceiver'& 5
view of his or her credlblllty before the communication event. ,

For example,'ln the examlnatxon of persuasive discourse which

was cited above, the topic of the message was expanding the A.

- . )
B. M. missile system and the source was identified alternatively

-

as' a man or a woman'with a Ph. D. in nuclear pﬁysics'(Millef

~ /
& McReynolds, 1973). Respondents in thlS study may have been

H

reactlng to the, sex of the source of the message (extrinsic credibility

or ito the comb1nat10n,of~the sex of ther source and the hypotheticul

.

academic degree and topic of the message. In ofther swords, receivers

may view men as more competent when they are presenting messages
7 .
which are consistent with a stereotypical role, but may view .

. ° g 3 ' ‘{\_ M =
women as more competent when they are speaking on traditionally

female topics. Fo% instance, if the message concerned thldcare

Oor a nurturing role, a female may have been viewed as more i
competent. ‘L <
/
N %
1)
t
o .
’>'¢
“ 7/
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The llterature on the differential gradlng of female -,
and male squdent speeches further compounds the problgm '
"An examination of the. evaluation of the messages of women :

[4

.and men con51stently demonSQrates that females receiver: higher

’ .
scores on clgssroom speechesl(cf. Pearson, 1980; Pearson I
& Nelson, 1981; Barker, i966); In addition, female students /”A\
réceiye proportionately-more positfve comments than negative A
comments than-do malé‘sFudents (cf. Pearson, 1975; Sprague,
1971) . However, other studies demonstrate no difference
in the public héeéying of:female‘and malé speakers: one
study showed that sex did not éorrelate significantly with
public speaking ability ratings but ;hat women did receive
Pa higher grades in the basic speech ¢communication classroom
(Hayes, 1977), and another study yielded. RO dlfferencg in
the persuasiveness of female and male speakers (Sloman, }974).
It has been suggested thit|w;hen may be uniquely suited for
.+ the public speaking setting or that women @%y be especially
responsive to the cléssroom setting. Stereotypical character-
istics such as sensitivity to the needs of others, understanding,
compassion, and warmth which are associated with women moy
;ssist them in the public speaking setting while feminine
‘personality traits inclyding compliance, yielding, and re-
sponsiveness may assist women in achieving'higher grades in
the classrogm. - .

The literature on differential grading of female and

, . ( y .
, male sources in the classroom does not offer conclusive evidence,
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but it clearly suygests that-intervening variables
5 ]

[} M \ . . . .
can 'alter the perception of men and women engaged in communication

’

behaviors in‘Hiffefent’ie;pings. One of the purboses of

the current stud% was to examine the credlblllty of men and

women, without regard to context. Based® on previous literature

A
and inferring that the Superiority)of women in particular

N

" contexts of communication was a result of the context rather

]

)

than the gender of the séurce, we hypothesized that

>

Hi: Men will be pérceived to have more credibility ~

- -

than women. ’

.
t e mam -

asvamm oy

Similarlyﬁhwe felt that men would perceive that their credibility
would be loder }f they were of'theboppesite sex while women
would perceive that their credibility would be-higher if
they were of the opposite sex. ' In other words, holding other
characteristics constant, meh,end'women would respond that
their credlblllty wpuld\;e altered by the 51ngle change of
gendor We therefore hypothesized that
Hz: Men and women will respond differently to the question
of having more credibility if they were of the
opposite sex.
Both female and male interviewers were involved in conducting
this stu&y. Earlier studies suggest that the gender ol the
interviewer or the experimenter may affect the results (cf.: v

Bock & Bock, lgsz Brooks, 1974) while other studies conclude ;

that the gender of the interviewer is not a significant factor

¢




.

(cf. Chelune, 1976: Hoffman-Graff, 1977; Vondracek & Vondracek,

1971; Hoffman &hSpéﬁcer, 1977). As a result of these conflicting

.
findings, we examined the sex of the interviewer and included

\ the research question, ) - - . i

Rlz Does the sex of the interviewer affect the selection .

of men or women as more credible? _ o '

L4
]
. .~

In addition to intervening variables, another explanation
for the differences -in the findings of previous research

that has considered the credibility of female agd male sources

may lie in the different dimensions which have been examined.

- )
For instance, some of the studies have examined competence, N
M,

, )
others have used three dimensions of credibility as predictors, . -

’ ) . .

while others have simply measured global favorability toward

the message. The persuasibility of a message or the favorability

of a message for a receiver may be an inappropri?te dependent
’ . Py .

.measure in studies which ekamine source credibility. 0vera11‘

source_credibility is apbropriate and studies which further

N analyze credibility into its various dimensions provide more |

useful®results. : .S

An additional purpose of this study was to exXamine the

—

extrinsic crcdibili.ty of female and male sources-by comparing

subjects' response’ to women and men oh the four dimensions) -

of credibility *hat have been identified Research in areas . - .

. out51de the source credibility area allow hypotheses concerning
.

~

the differences that might be found on the dimensions of
. C . B
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competence, trustworthlness, dynamlsm, and coorientation.

A - e

We q;ll rev1ew the,relevant literature in each of these areas

before offering specific hypotheses.

.

Competence. Men appear to be perceived as more compctent

>

than women as we examine the literature in psychology, sociology,

>

and wommunication. Bem found that characteristics like analytical,
1eaé§éship abilities, makes decisions easily, self-sufficient,
and .acts as a leader were identified with a masculine sex ro}e
_;in her deveiopment of the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem,\1974). \
.6thers hgye concluded, as wellf that men ‘are considered co be -

objective, acrive, competitive, logical, worldly,’and self-confidént
4]
whlch suggests a picture of competency (Glllen % Sherman, 1980).

\

Soc1a112at10n processes seéﬁ to encourage 1nd1v1dua1¢ to perceive

men as more competent than women. For example, one. study demon-

-~

strated that in childhood there is greater pressure toward_self:
S
rellance and str1v1ng for achievement for boys than for girls

(Barry, Bacon & Chlld 1957). 1In a second study, two rusearchers

-~

demonstrhted that, even at the presghool age, ‘boys perceive that
i - * .

rhey belong to:a differént sex cetegory\téan do their mothers -

én@/are highly motivated not.'to become feminine, hut rather to
acquire masculine.characteristics. Their results'showed that’

pre-school age girls do not have the -samd strong moLivuLion Lo
acquire feminine sexlrole fharactefastice (Lynn & DePalma-Cross,

1974). Finally, another author concludes that despite all of.

the advances .for women, their self-images are challenged in a

!
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number of ways. She suggests that womeg*may feel incompetent

for a variety Jf reasons: parental disanointmént over having -

a girl ratMar than a boy, §ociebil°pre53ure which mitigates against

a woman'"s perception of an ideal jbody type, the threat that women -
I

provide to men in many arenas, and the, competitive nature of v

-

~

"+ our ellture ‘(Deutsch, 1970). | . f

Communication research tends to support the’notion that
) . . v .. . .
men are percelv?d to be more competent than women, but the resubts

R . . Y
provide some conflicting evidence. ‘Male .sources of messages

received higher competence ratings than did female sour&es in

.

an investigation of persuasive discourse (Miller & McReynolds,

1973) . Another researcher found that male sources were judged

slightly superior on competence, but .not, significantly so (Widgery, .

¥

1974). Finally, one study. dgmon§trapeqethat female sources obtained

significantly higher scor'es on competence than did male sources
. -EHb A

»
v

(Vigliano, 1974). AIthough there is some confusion with régard

<

to sex differénces with this dimension of‘credibility, it is

——

hypothesized that . o ' T
. . Le
37 Men will be perceived to be more-competent than ,

[}

H

will women.

)

Trustworthiness. In a summary of psychological sex differences, -

ld -

1

Shermdn concludes that "older girls and women are more depcndént,

p) ' }
conforming, and less willing to p?ke risks" (Sherman, 1971, p. ‘
g . / ¢
14). Similarly, the Bem Sex Role Inventory includes items like
I’ N C \ ) i .
loyal, gullibl%, childlike, and gentle for women which supgests
) N . . . , . -

1]

/‘

"
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"of different skllls and abllltles (Ball, 1938). One potential:

- . .
) -~ 10 - . ‘ S

a kind ‘of crustworthlness (Bem, lg74).‘.ﬁennett eud Colien (1959)
A\ 3} '
contrast the personallty patterns of men and women and note that

men think that personal success-is better proof'of their ability

to survive unpleasant social conditions while feminine thinking

finds more value in freedom from restraint in'a friendly and pleasant
/ . . s
. . . . . S
environment.. \Socialization may explain why women appear to be

more trust%orthy than men: In childhood women have more préssure
- ?

toward nuréurance, obedience, and respofisibility while stresses

Al

" for self rellance and str1v1ng for achievement exist, for little

‘e N ~

boys (cf. Barry,. Bacon & 'Child, L957)

-

Research in the speech communication elassroom has provided - )
- . \ .
o . Cov . ) .
results that _are consistent with' psychological sex differences
. . , S
and socialization processes. In two studies, female sdurces were

shown to receive higher scores on trustworqhiﬁess, Qr safety, .

) then were male séufﬁes (Vigliano, 1974; Widgery, 1974). One

) . ) N
researcher has suggested that while men are judged in their public

~ . , \ o )
speaképg in theﬂclassra%m on Such characterlst1c§ as vé%bal~cqmpre-

hension and general reasonlng, women may be judged highly because
2

i

-
”

explanatlon fay 11e in the character&stlc of trustworthiness.
'3 ) N . 1\/ v
It is therefore hypothosxzed that ' * ' -
~ ‘ * »

¥ >
.

4
v

HA’- Women will be perceived to be more ttustworthy
. r .

than will men. .
b . . . »
Dynamism. When Bem was'’'creating her sex rolesinstyumeng,
- ~ . N . \
she found that characteristics like athletic, assertive, forceful,
' ~ » . (]
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L.. ‘ 1{ - '
and aggressive Were used by 1nd1v1duals to de scrlbe men. (Bem, g%“

-

1974) . Inlgnothqr study, children identified’ ﬁale:sharacters
by«éubh'descriptors‘as aggressive; stroné,'adventurous,gdoMinaﬁt,
coarse, and ambf;ious (Cicone;'l978). 'In a study on ;eéchgrfs
perceptions df the acdéptabi&ity of stereotypicaliy ﬁasculine

) )
and feminine traits, both male and female teachers demonstrated
- s, - - .
a preference for stereotypically feminine traits imcluding gentle-

- L ’ . . N .
ness, obedienceg, ?ﬁétness, being quiet, plqasant, and cooperative

(S .der & Coutts ~1979). .

Womeh are less physically active and more sedentary from .
birth onward (Sherﬁan, 1971). Men are more active in interpersonal

communication exchanges., They talk more frequently, they talk &

for longer periods,of time when they have the floor, and ;héy

~

.interrupt others more than do women (cf. Kester, 1972; Zimmerman

LY

.& West, £§75).‘.Men order, command, interrogate and declare
while women comply, acdquiesce, reply and agree (cf. jlhklns . i
& Eaklns‘ 1978). While male~§ources are determined to be

rated higher on dynamism than are fémale sources (Widg ery g
1974), females tend to 01ew _themselves as more animated th;£
agg%?afbs in their cofmunication style (Talley & Rlchmond-a P
1980). We may thérefore hypothesize that ‘ j
Hé: Men will be pefceived to be more dynamic than are"?
woment - o L '

Coorientation. WomJ are characterized as sympathetlc,

~

sensitive to the needs of others, understanding, LompaSSLonntc

Il
oy

_ *

a3
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‘eager to séOthe hurt féelings, and warm (Bem, 1974). In general,’

feminine traits have been found to reflect warmth and expressive-

'ness (Gillen, 1980). Females Eend to be more loving toward dther
& ' _

females while males tend to ‘be ‘least loving toward other males

(Small, Gross, Erdwins & Gesgsner, 1979). In interpe;sonal;communii

s -

-~

_ cation, men tend tq pro-act while women tend to react (Strodtbeck

~

& Mann, 1956). Women perceive themselves as more attentive

.

in }ntérpersoqal commuﬂ;cation (Talley & Richmond, 1980).
Co-orientation may be another fa;tor on which female aéurces
are judged highly, buévwhich has not been specifically identi-
fied'(Béll, 1958). IE is therefore hypothésiéed that -

Hg: Women wild be perceived to be higher‘in coorientation

than will men. _ : . o
=

~

:Angther variable whichAmay be confounding the differences
in attribution ofnsource credibility to women and men may
be the sex of the receiver. Returning to the litéracurc
on classroom criticism, cﬂe sex of the evaluator appears
to have some prediht}ve_value in the determination of grades.
A number of studies suggest that femaies are more lenient
as evalyators (cf. Pfister, 1955; Sikkink, 1956; Bock,; Powell,
Kitchens, & Flavin, 1976)'while other research could démonstrate
no'differenée.in the evaluation offered by female and male |

evaluators (cf. nyan & Wilke, 1942; Ruechelle, 1958; Boscroﬁ

o~ . . .
& Kemp, 1968; Sloman, 1974; Pearson, 1930a). " Studies in

L the,clagsroomnwhich have focused on specific critiquing behavior
B )

have demonstrated that females are more generous than males

'

1.4
'k

/

v

<
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in rating _the ethos of a‘ﬁpeaké? (Héiman, 1949), that females

tend to score speakers, regardless of ng, higher‘than mal;; :
on trustworthiness ang dynamism, but not on competence (Vigliano,’

.

1974); and that females ﬁrite more delivery, pbsiti&e‘and
personal commenbs than do males in their written spegch criticism
(Sprague, 1971) . Flnally Lynn (1974) found that 1) females

tend to percelve highly c*edlble ‘sources unassoc1ated trith- K

any message more favorably than do males, while males tend
‘ ¢ -

to perceive pobsitive communicatiop from highly credible sources
more favorably th;n do females; 2) _females tend to.pe;ceive .
source-less subjective messages more fayérably ' than do males,
while males tend to perceive,sourcé-lesé oBﬁeEtive messages
more favorably than do females;, and 3) males percei&% subjective
messgges more favorably when the source is specifically identiiied
than when the source is unknoﬁ%,ighile females perceive subjective
messages more favorably when the source is not identified.
The interaction between the gender of the -evaluator
or receiver, and the gender of :the speaker, or source, has
also been examined in classroom criticism. It appéars that .
women tend to grade men Qigher than they grade women (Pfister,
1955) and that men tend to grade woméhrhigher than they grade
men (Pfister, 1955) in, some research, but ether studies have 4{

not.replicated these findings (cf. Pearson, 1980b). B

Research on similarity between sources and receivers

»

'is useful in examining source credibilicy. Individuals tend
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to extend more pdsitive ‘affect for those whom they dege

-

o* to be 51m11ar to mhemselves than for those whom thev oercelve

to be d1551m11ar Trom toemselyes (cf: Heider, 1958) and p031t1ve
aIfect leads to perceptlons of - perceived 51m11a:1t/ (cf.
Byrne & WOng,,196233 Simila¥ity results in anerpersonal
. atttaction (cf. Newcomb, %961; Byrne & Nelson, 1965 Byrne ‘
‘ & CIOre, 1966) 'Receiver source similarity has been shown, : .

[3

. co produce attltudéfchange (cf. Berscheio 1966 Brock 1965
MlllS & Jellison, 1968). Further, percedived 31m11ar;ty 1s
relate& to attraction and some of the dimensions of tredlblilty
(Rogers & Bhowmlk 1971 Rogers, 1973; Alpert & Anderson,

1973). Consistent with che5t fiddings, perceived source competence

was shown to be consistently the best predlctor of seleqtlve

. . . . Lb !
exposure behavior with honlophily and attitudinal involvement

¢ '

- adding to the predictioe model (Wheeless, 1974). Finally,
persons have been shown.to be more easily persuaded by peers than
by non-peers (Cantor, Alfonso, & Zillman, 1976) and preschool male

»
- . S
., .

children demonstrate a, preference for their fathers over cheir

mothers in pLay\aotiVities (Lynn & DePalma-Cross, 1974).

In light'of the ooﬁﬁiicting findiqgs between the classroom

¢

t

setting and the research on similarity, we offer the following

four research questions.

LY )

. Ré: Do 1nd1v1duals perce &e that they will have higher' 0

credlbllltv w1th persons of the same sex of with

2

persons of the opposite sex?
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. R3: Does the sex of the subject™aifect the selection
) : - )
of the same sex or the opposite sex with whom she

"or-he would have more credibilgtf?.

RQ: bo individuals'percei@é that others will have more
credibility with them 'if they are of the same sex -
than if'they are gé-the QPposite sex? |

RS: Does the sex of the subject affect qﬁ:\gélectioﬂ ,

¥+ of a-person of the same sex or the opposite sex

who will have more credibili:y‘with.them?

METHOD

Data Collection" . ' i -

0
.

The subjects in th;s study were randomly selected from the
lééal teleéhone directory of residents of a middle-sized midwestern
uﬁiveréity town. The final subject pool consisted of 305
individuals; 145 men and 160 women; 209 students and 96 non-
saidents; 205 individuals were 25 years of age or youﬁger and

140 individuals were over 25 years of age. Each.subject was

contacted by telephone by a.trained interviewer. Twelve of the

'

interviewers were male and eight of the interviewers were female;

h ]

each interviewer completed about 15 interviews. The interviewers,
. . - N .

! K/ .
were trained and supervised by the investigator to insure that l

~

they conducted the interviews consistently. TInterviewers were

instructed to redd questions verbatim and were yadvised on tesponses

b ' - . L) N
to particular questions. The telephone interviews were conducted
» i ' L ox . .
* 1]
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between February 2 and February 5, 1981, in the late afternoon

and early evening hours. -

Questionnaire
The,queét{onnairé that provided the basis for the tglephone
interviews was based oi the research questions and hypotheses
~ that were develgpéd in this study. Ihterviewers reconged ‘reir
own sex, thé sex of the interviewee, whether the interv}ewee
was a student'ér a nonstudent, and pla;é& t?e.inyerviewég in
-an age category. Interviewees then answered t@elve questfpds.
.FOQ; questions had dichotomous responses: 1) Inﬁéour vie&%
which have more credfbility with oghers: a) Men or b) Womép?
2). If‘zgg were the oppos{f€>géx, would you be viéwed as n
having a) Mofe credibi;ity or b) Less credibility? 3)- Do
you feel you have more\&redibif%ty with the a) Opposite sex ~
or b) Same sex? 4) Do others have more credibility with,

[y

yoy if they are of the a) Opposite sex or b) Same sex?

- '

Eight 8f the questions were meésdred by the use of Zive-

) point likert-type scales which ranged from very J;gh, high,
_ .o S
moderate, low, and very low. These eight questions included

1) How would you rate the overall competence of women? 2)

[

How would you rate the overall competence of men? 3) How

.
kY

would you rate the overall’ trustworthiness of men? 4) llow'

would you rate the overall trustworthiness of women? 5)
- :

How would you rate the overall dynamish of women? 6)__ How

would  you rate the overall dynamism of men? _7) How would

-

[y
14
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you rate the overall coorientagion of women? and 8) Hows

would you rate the overall coorientation of men? Thése ten
questions were organized in ten different random ways to

help conttol for order effects. .
b . t.
[}

Data Anelyses
o) 2
Hypothesis 2 and research questions 1, 3,.and 5 were

examined using regression analysis and the general linear

‘models procedyne from the Statistical Analysis System (SAS)
. ] o .

.. which provides Type IV Sum of Squares,, a conservative estimate

of difference. The dependent wvariable for hypothesis 2 was

- the credibility assvgped to a person of the opposite sex and

’

'the 1ndependent variable was the sex of the resgbndent. The
! .

dependent vafiable for research question 1 was the credibility

S~
- score a551gned to fien and women and the lndependent variable

was the sex of the 1nterv1ewer The dependent variabBle for _ = .
research questions 3 and 5 was the ¢ edibili;y éssiéned to

" same sex or opposite sex persons.and ghe independent variable
was the sex of the respondent. Hypotheses 1,.3 thféugh 6,

and research questions 2 and 4 were examined with t-tests.’

) * RESULTS .
;*’ . )\
HYPOEhESlS lh-%en w1ll be perceived to have- more credibility

that women--was verified. ”Two hundred and thirteen subjects
' ¢ . /
selected men as Higher in credibility than women, 85 selected

‘women over men, and 7 subjects asserted that they could not select

“

)
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either men or women as more_crqdibilg which ac®wunted feor a sig-

nificant difference ¢t =.15:30, 298 d.%., p< .0001). .

Hypothesis 2--Men and wcmen will respond differeﬁtly
P .
$, - 1 sy . . .
to tle question of having more cradibility if chey were of

the oppOSLCe sex--was verlfled\ Thb varlable of sex prov1ded
a SLgnlficant dirrerenpe (F(1,297) = BA.SS; p< .0001). In

general, men felt they would Have less credibility if they
‘ . .

were Qf the opposite sex and*women felrt they wduldfhave more

LS . > oo -\ .
credlollify-lz they were of the ovposite sex.

s

. T4 T s .
Research Question l--Does the sex of the experimenter affecct

the selection of men or women as more credible-~-was answered/

N

ol

affirmatively.n Subjects who responded to femals experimenters
selected males as mofe credibile at a Bignificantly higher [1bvel

[}

than they selected females as more c*edlble (F(l, 293) = 4.1l4;
p = .0429). b

Hypothesis. 3--Men will Be perceived to be higher in com-
¢ ] ’ Y
petence than will women--was verified. This significant finding

T

(t = 5.99, 304 d.£f., p<.001) demonstraces that men are ‘viewed as

more competent than are women.

, / .
Hypothesis 4—~Womln will be perceived to be higher in trust-

worthiness than are men--was affirmed. Women we;e judged to
Jbe.significantly higher im trustworthiness than were men (t =
5.28, 304-d.f., p<.001). - -
’ .
Hypothesis.s--Men will be perceived_to be Bigher in dynamism

" than are ‘women--was verified. Men were judged to be significantly

higher in ‘dynamism tHgn were women (t = 11.15, 303 d.f., p<.001).
/ . ‘e e L
‘ _ : et

. TRY | o
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Hypothesis 6--Women will bé pcrceivcd to be higher in
coorientation than w1ll men--was afr}rmed Women were judgeﬁ

to “be significantly higher in coorientation .than were men,

(t = 7.32, 302 d.f., p=<.001)' .

4

Research Quéstion 2--Do individuals erceive: that cthe:
P b4

will have higher credibility with persons of the same sex / -
4

or with persons of the opposite sex--was answered afflrmatlvelr
[}

One hundred and nlnety four subJects selected the same se<

. 103 subjects selected the opposite sex, and g subjects chose

nelther the same nor the opposite sex Wthh accounted for
a 31gnlf1@nnt difftrenct (T =.59.76, 297 d.1., p<i.000l).
Rtsearch Questlon 3--Does the sex of the subject affect

the selectlon of the same sex'or the, oppos1tér/e< wrthdwhom

(S

she or he.would'have.more credibility--was not answe;@d in
' \

the affirmative (F(1,295) = 1.51; p = .2195). : \\' ]

Research Question 4--Po individuals perceive that others

will have more credibility with them if they are of the gsame

sex than 1f they are of the Spposite. sex--was answered afifirmatively.

vao hundred and two subJects selected the same sex, 98 subjects

\

’selected the opposite sex, and 5 subJects chose neither th

same nor the opposite sex which accounted for 4 significant

difference (t =61.32, 300 d-£., p<.000D).
[}
' Research Question 5--Does the sex of the subject affect
o

‘the selection of a person of the same sex or the opposxte

séx who w1ll have more credlblllty with then--was answered

,affirmatively (F(l 292) = 6.97; p .0087).

‘g/ l ¥ ] ] s \
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w* than' do women, women appear to recognize that they would have

.
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" DISCUSSION. A
The results of this study support the view that both

the gender of the source and the Similarity of gender between

the source and the receiver affect the_receiver 's perception

<

Méh appear to have more oveéall credibilicy

~.

of souxce credibility.
more credibility if they were men, and men appear to recognize
&hat they would’h%ve less credibility if they wére women.

Men are significantly hhigher than women on the dimenSions .

A

of credibilitthhat have been labeled competénce and dynamism.

Women, on théother hand,

on the dimensiongsof trustworthiness and

[

are viewed as si

ficantly higher

s

oorientation.

Indi-

--viduals perceive that they will have higher credibility with

.

others of the same sex than with others of the opposite sex,

[y

.

regardless of their own gender.

Individuals perceive that

others will have more crédibilMty with them if they are of

the same sex than if they are of the\opp051te sex; however,

-

a gender difference on this variable also exists which suggests
that men find that others of\the same sex.are significantly

more credible. than do women find that others o?/the same sex

.
.

arescredible.

- -

Previous equivocal findings in this area may be due to

.

the treatment of source credibility as a unidimensional construct

_or as the contamination of source credibiiity w1th other com-rs

-

unication variables including message topic, context, or

[ L0 R

5] s,

N b
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éudiende expectation.. A large number of ;tudies on soﬁrce
Egsﬁibility have fécused on the criteria of source credibiiity
and on determining the dimensions of the’cdnst;ﬁct. Additional
research'migﬁt Sg posed which utilizes the criteria or dimen- .
sions that have 5ee£ estabii;hed to determine the functions
that .¢redibility éerves in the general process of communication.
~N

Further gochptualization in this area may consider the impact
of source gender on. such variébles asecontext, attribution,
and fécéiver‘;xpectations in the communication procegs:‘

This study suggests some additional avenues for future

research. On the one hand, it appears that men and women
are perceived to exist in superior-subordinate roles with
regard to source crédibility. The power relationship thag

l

exists between men and women in our culture affects the nature

P

- ™ $

of the perceptions of credibility. Stereotyping may be operative
as individuals make agé%séments of the credibilitf of persons

on the basis of known power situations. On the other other
hand, individuals appear to rely on principles such as homophily,
psychological propinquity, and similarity in drawing cong¢lusions
of their ownfcredibility with others. éubcultural gréhps may
find that their credibilitv is enhanced when communicating with
members of their own subculture regardless of the dominant

power structure:in thé larger culture. At any‘rate} it does

not ;ppear_that the overriding asymmetrical power relationship
which currently exists betweern men and women is the only

influence in determining the soumce credibility of individuals

in our culture. s -
~ J *
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