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Abstract

This paper reports the development of a measure of perceived homophily.
In both an initial investigation and in a replication, four dimensions of re=
sponse were observed., These dimensions were labeled Attitude, Value, Appear=
ance, and Background. Additional results indicated that opinion lczders are
perceived as more homophilous than non=-opinion leaders on the dimensions of °
Attitude, Value, and Background., The scales found to measure these dimensions
are suggested for consideration by researchers concerned with homophily or
interpersonal similarity in human communicatiom.
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: Towvard the Mecasurcment of Perceived
llomophily in Interpersonal Communication

One of the most basic principles of interpersonal communication 1s that
source~-receiver s'milarity (homophily) increases the likelihood of communication
attempts and promotes communication eifectiveness (Rogers and Bhowmik, 1970;
Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). .Tile this general principle has been supported
in numerous studies, rccent research indicates that the principle must be modi-
fied to account for the fact that certain modecrate dissimilarities between geil=
erally homophilous communicators appear to cnhance effectiveness even to a
greater degree (Simons, Berkovitz, and Hoyer, 1970; Kins and Sereno, 1973;
Alpert and Anderson, 1973). DRozers and Shoemaker (1971) refer to this relatione
ship as '"optimal heterophily.' The bhest example of this relationship between
communicators is the opinion leader-follower relationship commonly observed in
mass communication and diffusion vesearch.

lleasurement of communicator homophily has taken a variety of forms in pre=
vious research. Host field investigators have judged communicator homophily on
the basis of observer coding of the characteristics of the individusls studied
(for an excellent summary of this resecarch, sce Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). Some
laboratory investigations have also employved this approach. Othewrs have asked
subjects to complete various scales concerning themselves so that the investigator
can estimate the degree of homophily present (Byrne, 1961). 35till others have
asked subjects to complete various scales on themselves and on other persons so
that the investisator can estimate the subject perccived homophily present (Alpert
and An-erson, 1973). Each of these approaches has led to weaningful reeccarch
results vhich have led to the present theoretices?! formulations. TEach, houever,
includes an clement which can introduce error in.. Lhe rescarch and reduce the
value of the rescarch results. In cach case, the investigator, not the subject
is the determiner of the degree of homophily present, Thus, subtle, but impore
tant dissimilaritics among subject:s can be overlooled, and the resultant theory
may have reduced validity.

The assumption underlying the current investigation is that peoplets perw
ceptions ol other people determine to a major extent vhether ' .nre iIs a communi-
cation attempt made and have a wmajor impact on the results ¢! any communication
cncounter. The results of the research on source credibility and interpersonal
attraction strongly support the validity of this assumption (Littlejohn, 1971;
iThecless, 1973; Dersheid and Talster, 1969). Consequently, it is important that
an approach to the mecasurcment of homophily be developed that is based on sube
ject perceptions without the imposition of investigator interpretation. The
current study was undertaken as an initial step toward that goal.

Generation of Research Instrument

The number of ceclements of similarity-dissimilarity betueen two people ape
proacis infinity. It was recognized at the outset that 2 single investigation
could not hope to isolate zll of the possible similaritiesedissimilarities
that subjects could perceive in one another, Thus, it was important to recduce
to manageable proportions this initial effort by excluding some known areas of
similarity-dissimilarity vhich could be investigated later. The primary areas
excluded were the dimensions observed in previous rescarch on source credibility,
“hile it was recognized that these perceptions of communicators are vitally
important to interpersonal communication, currently available instruments for

the measurement of source credibility (see, for example, llcCroskey, Jensen, and
Q
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Valencai, 1973) can be converted casily to measure perceived lhiomophily on the
various dimensions. Tor cxample a scale uscd to measure Competence in the lcw
Croskey,  Jensen, and Valencia (1972) instrument would appzar as follous:

Competent 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 Incompetent
This could be converted to the follouing form :o measurc perceived similarity:
I
lluch ilore Compectent 1 23 4 11 67 8 9 liuch Less Competent

An alternative method would be to have the subject complete the scale on a tare
cet person and also on her or himself. Difference scores betwuecen the target
pcerson and the self could then be computed as an estimate of perceived homophily
on the various credibility dimensions. : ‘

& second group of similerityedissimilarity variables that were cicluded were
variables that arc essentially dichotomous, sexz and race being prime ciamples.
The concern of the present investigation wvas with the developwment of scales which
would provide continuous measures of perceived similaritics and dissimilarities.,
Such non-continuous elements as sex and race, therefore, werc considered beyond
the scope of the present study.

Because of tlie extensive, successful usc of the semantic differential tech=
nique for the measurement of other communicator perceptions, such as source
credibility, a .odification oZ this technique was chosen for this study. The
extensive litecvature on diffusion of innovations and interpersonal attraction
vas reviewved in order to identiiy elements of similaritysdissimilarity that have
been found to have an impact on interpersonal communication. £4s a result of
this survey, a &7-item research instrument was developed (sce Appendis: A)s The
rescarch vas conducted in two phases. :

Phase 1

Procecure

The first phase of this investigation vas concerned with the identification
of the dimensions of perceived homophily present in our research instrument. In
order to obtain this information it was decided that a subject sample was needed
that had at least twvo characteristics. Tirst, the subjects had to lknow one an=
other and have interacted for more than a brief period of time so there would be
a clear basis for perceptions of homophily. The sample needed to be reasonably
heterogeneous so that there would be suificient variance in responses for statise
tical analyses (particularly factor analysis) to be meaningful. GSince previous
rescarch has indicated that hetcrophilous individuals tend to avoid communicating
vith each other (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971), it was decided that the subject
populatlon to be used should be one that inciuded people wvith considerable
diversity but that, because of unusual circumstances, were put in a position
vhere they wvere forced to interact vith each other over a period of time and
became reasonably well acquainted. The sample sclected included 224 students enw
rolled in a lower~division course in small group communication. The subjects inw
cluded students from all of the colleges and schools in the universiiy, represented
several states,-and a wide variety of social and family bacligrounds. Limitations
of the sample that should be Zept in mind vhen generalizing from our results
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irclude the fact that the subjects tyere homogencous with respect to ame (17-25),
race (predominately white), culture (ceneral [merican), and intellectual level
(all college students).

At the time the data vere collected the subjects had pereicipated in several
aroup discussion assignments over the period of a monthe The data vere collected
while the subjects uvere scated in fiveenerson aroups that had just completed a
tventy-minuie interaction, Each subiect completad the rescarch instrument for
"the nerson or my left,' "the person on ny rlghL,“ and ”an person to vhom I
most often tuin for advice, other than a member of my Ifomily.'t In cach case the
subicct recorded lhiis or her oun and tiwe other person'!s scit. The data collected
on ihe tuo sroup members vere considered the primary data for this study. The
dnta concerning the nerson turned to for advice wvere believed to be related to
oninion leadershin,

Data ‘inalvses

Thae data for the group members on the left and risht vere trected as indep=
endent data sets., Zach vas submitted to princinle comnonents factor analysis and
varima: rotation. Tor a factor to be considered meaningful it wvas established
that at least three items had to have satisfactory loadings (.00 or higher) on

o ;')
that Tactor vith no sccondary loading of above .%3. The data for the opinion
leaders were scored according to the resulting factors in order to provide an
cstimate ol the degree of ncrc01vpd homophily of opinion lzaders on cach
dimcnsion.
Desults

The Cactor analyses of the two data scts (left and right) vielded highly
imilar resultse. In both cases four interpretable factors were obtaineds These
actors were labeled Attitude, Value, fAppecarance, and Dackground. “Bince the
tivo datn scts provided such highly similer results, they wverc combined znd re-
znalyzed togethers. The rvesults, virtually identical to the tvo previous analyses,
are summcrized in Table 1,

S
r
L

Since opinion leadeo=s, on the basis of previous rescarch, are presumed
to be more homophilous with their followvers than non-opinion leaders, if the
presoent scales have any validitv as an index of homophily they should reflect these
diflercnces. Consecquently, the scales were scered by factor for the opinion
lecaders and for the people in the subjectst small group (left and wight). These
scores, converted to a seven-step scale base, are reported in Table 2, The scores
on three oI the [actors clearly weflected the eupacted distinction betwcen '
opinion leaders and non-opinion leaders. Scores on the fppearance factor, hovw-
cver, did not. Only a smﬂll difference in the expected direction was observed.
Since it was suspected that sex of subject and sex of opinion leader would be
1iliely to confound the scores on this factor, a tvo-vray analysis of wvariance wvas
periormed on the data for the suhjects vho had rccorded both their ovm and their
opinion leadei's sex (i=136). /4 significent interaciion (I'=1%.4n, p<.0001) wras
observed, Opinion leaders of the same scit were perccived as more homophilous on
this iactor by the subjects than vere opinion leaders of the opposite sz (ilale
subjects, Male OL=3.3%, Temale OL=2,47; Temale subjccts, Male OL=2,33, TFemale
OL-3.%44), Gimilar analyses of the data for the other factors indicated no signi=
ficant interactions.
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/. supplemental finding was thai sex of source and receiver may interact in
the selection of opinion leaders (32=%.)\, d,fe=1, p(i 25)s “Thile male subjects
sclected almost an equal number o male (n=32) and female (n="9) opinion lecaders,
female subjects showed 2 strong prefercnce for females (n=00) over males (n=£45)
for opinion lcaders.

P‘\

DPiocedure

sn important step in the development of a factor-based instrument is establishe-
ing that the lactors obscrved in one setting can be replicated under other cire
cunistances, Consequently, 13 items representing tlc four factors obtained in
the {Irst phase of this investigation were combined with scales for source credi-
»ility (licCroskey, Jensen, and Valencia, 1973) and interpersonal attraction
(iicCrosliey and licCain, 1272) and administered to a second group of subjects cn=-
rolled in basic communication courses. In this instance, the subjects were given
minimal information zoncerning the person about vhom they vere to complete the
scales. They were told only that the person vas in a four-member group discussion
and that he or she talked a certain percentase of the time., That percentage vas
systematically varied IZrom O to 95 percent.

Data /malysis

The 519 completed instruments were submitted to factor analysis and varimea:
rotation employing the same criterio as in the first phase of this study.

Results

The results of the factor analysis indicated that the four dimensions pre-
sumed to be present in thie data wvere 1) independent of one another and 2) indew-
pendent of measurcs of cither source credibility or interpersonal attraction.
Table 3 reports tie obtained factors and item loadings, excluding the factors and
itoems related to the other measures. 1lo homophily item had a loading above .30
on any credipbility or attraction factor. Similarly, no credibility or attraction
item had 2 loading above .30 on any homophily dimension.

Conclusions

Althoush generalizations from an initial iavestigation such as this one must
e made vith extreme caution, the obtained results point to some possible con-
clusions wvorthy of consideration in later resecarch. Tirst, it is reasonably
clear Ixom the present results that perceived homophily is 2 multi=dimensional
construct., There arc at least {our replicable dimensions, which we may label

_Attitude, Value, Appcarance, and Baclkground., Seccond, these nerceptions of

potential cormunicators are Ifactorially independent of perceptions of souwxce
credibility and interpersonal attraction.

Some tentative support is presceni: for the concent ol optimal heterophily.
Although opinion leaders wvere perceived as substantizlly more homenhilous than
other students by thesz student subjects, on at least three dimensions, the abso=
lute scores on the dimensions were substantially below the point of marimum
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homophily (7.0). ‘hether this reflects & real difference or only an artifact of
measurement must be cunlored in later rescarch.

There is some indication from thesc results that scit may be an important
factor in the sclection of opinion leaders, particularly for females. This pos=
sibility should also be ciplored further in later rescarch,

Althoush the present investization ras only oan initial attempt to refine
the homonhily construct, the results provide a [irstegeneration mecesure vhich
should nrove uscful to rescarchers concerned with this important communication
variable.

noon™ waQ
REFEREIICES

l1pert, ii I. and Andersen, /e T., Jr., "Op-imal llecterophily and Communication

Zffcctiveness: Some Empirical Findings,' Journal of Communication, 23 (1973),
320=343,

Berscheid, T. and "Jalster, Z. 1l,, Interpersonal /ttraction, Reading, Haoss.:
Addison~TTesley, 1959,

Byrne, D., "Interpersonal ‘teiaction and /ttitude Similarity," Journql'ég Libnormal
and Social Psvycholosgv, 62 (1951), 713-715.

King, S. 7« and Secreno, K. K., "Attitude Change as a TFunction of Degree and Type
of Interpersonzl Similarity and llessage Type,' “lestern Spcech, 37 (1973),
213-232,

Littlejohn, 5. "¢, "A Bibliography of Studies Related to Variables of Source
Credibility,' Bibliographic Annual in Speech Communication, 2 (1971), 1-40.

licCroskey, J. C., "The licasurcment of Intcrpersonal Attraction,' paper presented
at the 'estern Spcech Communication 4ssociation Convention, llonolulu, 1972,

lcCroskey, J. C.o, Jensen, T., and Valencia, C., '"licasurcment of the Credibility of
Peers and Spouses,' paper presented at the International Communication fssociaw
tion Convention, llontreal, 1973,

Rogers, LE. M. and Shovmilk, D, K., '"llomophily=ileterophily: Relational Concepts
for Communication Research,' Public Opinion Quarterlv, 34 (1970), 523538,

Rogers, E. il. and Shoemalier, F, F. Communication of Innovations, llewv Yorks
Trec Press, 1972,

Simons, H. 7¢, Derlowitz, il. 1., and lloyer, R. J. "Similarity, Credibility and
Attitude Chances A Review ond a Theory,' Psycholopical Dulletin, 73 (197),
1-15.

“heeless, L. R.y, "The Effects of Attitude, Credibility, and Homophily on Selec=
tive Exposurc to Information,' paper presented at the International Communi=-
cation Association Convention, llontreal, 1973,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 1

Items 'Vith Satisfactory Loadings
in First Study

Factor
Item Attitude Value Appecarance Background
Doesn't thin!: lilie me = thinks like me o 72% «20 .12 .00
Behaves like me = Doesn't behave like me e GO% -.l7? .03 21
Similar to me = Different from me e O3 -, 21 .14 .03
Liltc me = Unlike me e 10% -. 25 =21 -.10
Perceives things like me -
Doesn't perceive things like me - 76% =22 .03 .19
Personality similar to mine =
Personality different from mine e 53% =23 .10 .01
Does things unlike I do =
Does things lilke I do .83 .38 -.19 =.03
Shares my beliefs =
Doesn't share my beliefs , = 00% - «,23 .07 .03
Shares myv attitudes =
Doesn't share my attitudes -, 6% =20 .03 .11
Dislikes things I dislike=
Likes things 1 dislike -o 50 -.31 .16 -.01
Morals unlike mine -~ HMorals lilke mine .09 « 70% - 14 - 14
Sexual attitudes different from mine =
Sexual attitudés like mine .09 e 07% .03 .05
Doesn't share my values = Shares my values .24 J10% -.07 -.12
Treats people like I do =
Doesn't treat people like I do ~e31 e H2% .11 o 13
Doesn't share my emotions =
Shares my emotions .28 . 50% =e03 .01
Politics different from mine =
Politics like mine .07 « 50% =21 -.09
Looks different from me - '
Looks similar to me . .03 -e 15 «07% =.006
Different size than I am =
Same size I am -e 17 -.15 «65% =e 04
Same weight I am = .
Different weight than I am .21 «20 «.61% .02
VJears like I do =
"lears hair different than I do « 14 .11 - 71% -.11
From social class similar to mine =
From social class different from mine .07 S .23 -.10 - 6O%
Culturally different=-Culturally similar =15 -e11 .09 «O1%
Economic situation like mine =
Fconomic situation different from mine «23 <07 -.008 - . BB%
Status different from mine =
Status like mine E . -1l =.14 “a17 «O1%
Family lilke minc = :
Family different: from mine o .03 =07 -.12 0.63%
Backpround different from mine =
Dackoround similar to mine . ~ .00 . .11 .07 o 52%
Eigenvalue 4,93 3.42 2.07 2.60
Variance 19 13 8 10

[:R\f:rimary loading




lican Scores on Factors for

Opinion Leaders and llon-Opinion Leadcrs¥

Factor ilon=-Opinion Leaders Opinion Lecaders
Attitude 3.08 5.11
Value : 3.%1 5.23
lJppearance 2.25 3.01
Dackground 4,33 5.13

*Gcores on 7=point scale, higher scores reflect greater homopvhily.

O
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Table 3

Factor Loadings for Second Study

, Tactor :
Item Attitude Value Appearance Background
Dehaves lilite me - Doesn't bchave like me « SO¥ -.01 .12 -.13
Similer to me = Different from me YL »00 .12 -, 15
Docsn't think like me =
Thinks 1like me -, 50% .16 -.01 .15
Perceives things like me «
Doesn't perceive things lilke me $50% =25 -.01 -,19
Personality different from mine =
Personality similar to mine -7 2% .02 el 15
Like me ~ Unlilie me «73% -.15 .15 -1l
Morals 1li'tc mine - iforals unlike mine «29 -o12% .13 -.25
Doesn't share my valucs =
Shares my values ~.17 o 70% -.13 .27
Sexuzl attitudes like mine =
Sexuzal attitudes different from mine 15 | =.00% .13 -.29
Looks diiferent from me = ' -
Lool:s similar to me 25 1 =.23 -, 70% W09
Same size I am : .
Different size than I am S -3 . 73X L0/
Different weight than I am =
Same veight I am -0 =03 .. 70% ~ .01
‘lears hailr different than I do =
Tears hair like I do ~.11 .05 - 03% .05
Status like mine - - ) - A '
Status different from mine .19 27 .09 N Yk
From social class similar to mine =
From social class different from mine «15 -.13 .0t VAL
Culturally similar =
Culturally different ' .14 =23 .05 -, 01l%
Lconomic situation like mine =
Economic situation different from mine .00 -0 .01 -, 35%
Family 1like minc -
Family different from mine . « 27 “, 1l .07 -.65%
Eigenvalue 3.70 1.C1 2.50 3.31
Variance 21 10 14 16

*Primary Joading
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Rescarch Instrument

Person's Sex:s M r

Stetus different Irom mine
Nesembles me

Doesn't share my attitudes
Dresses dif{fcrent from me
Education similar to minc

Looks dillerent I[rom me
Occupation different from mine
Beliaves like me

Similar to me

From social class similar

to minc

I'as had cuperiences similar

to those I have had

Trcats people different than I do
Different sizec than I am

Religion same as mine

Thinks like me

Docs thinas unlike I do
Culturally different

Sharcs my heliefs

Age different from mine

Same wveight I am

Perceives things lilke me

ifears hair like I do

Like me

Zthnically similar

Dacliground dilferent from minc
Zconomic situation

lilte mine

llorals unlilie mine

Doesn!t share my cmotions

Doesnt't share my values

Likes people I like

Docsntt likke environment I like
Likes entertainment I like

. hssociates vith my friends
Dislilkes things I dislike

Sces things different than I do
Posture lile mine

llouse (apartment, room,

etc,) like mine
different from mine
different f{rom mine
different from mine
different from mine
different from minc
differcent from minc
different from mine
attitudes diflerent
from mine
like mine

llair is
Asnirations
Health
Habits
Complestion
I'olitics
Accent
Serzual

Q Family
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Status lilie mine

Doesn't resemble me

Shares my attitudes

Dresses similar to me
Education different from mine
Looks similar to me

‘Occunation like mine

Behaves diffcrent f£rom me
Different from me

From social class dif:ierent
firom mine

llas not had exneriences similar
to those I have had

Treats pcople like I do

Same size I am

Religion different from mine
Doasntt thinl: like me

Does things like I do
Culturally similar

Doesn't sharc my beliefs

Age similar to mine

Different weight than I am
Perceives things different from me
‘Jears hair different than I do
Unlike me

Sthnically different

Background similar to mine
Tconomic situation different
from mine

llorals like mine

Shares my emotions

Shares my wvalues

Doesn't like people I like
Liltes environment I 1lik

Doesn't like entertainment I like
Doesn't associate with my friends
Likes things I dislile

See things like I do

Posture different from mine
llouse (apartment, room, ctc.)
different from mine

Hair 1is like mine

Aspirations lilte mine

llealth like mine

lTabits like mine

Complexzion lilte mine

Politics like mine

Accent lilie mine

Sexual attitudes like

mine

Family different from mine



