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ABSTRACT

This thesis examined the effect of cigarette smoking on
perceptions of source credibility. Twenty-five bi-polar
adjectives were used to measure five dimensions of
credibility (competency, character, sociability, composure,
and extroversion) developed by McCroskey and Jenson.
Subjects recruited from students enrolled at the University
of Nebraska at Omaha (n = 272) were assigned one of four
versions of a photograph depicting either a male or female
model holding a cigarette, or those same models in identical
photographs with the cigarette removed. Subjects were then
asked to complete the credibility scales, based upon the
person depicted in the photograph.

Results from the study indicated that overall, the
models shown holding the cigarette received significantly
lower credibility ratings than when photographed without the
cigarette on the dimensions of competency, character, and
composure. Smoking models received significantly higher
credibility ratings on the extroversion dimension.

Data collected from subjects who smoked and subjects
who did not smoke were then analyzed separately. Results
indicated that nonsmoking subjects rated nonsmoking models

significantly higher on the dimensions of competency,

iii



character, and composure and rated smoking models
significantly higher on the extroversion dimension.Smoking
subjects assigned the nonsmoking model higher credibility
ratings than the smoking model on all of the dimensions
except extroversion. Of the four remaining dimensions which

favored the nonsmoker, only composure showed a significant

difference at p<.05.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The effect of cigarette smoking on the attitudes of
others has generally been limited to studies examining the
effect of smoking on perceptions of attractiveness. This
research has indicated that nonsmokers are perceived to be
more physically and interpersonally attractive than smokers
(Bleda and Sandman, 1977; Polivy, Hackett, and Bycio, 1979;
Dermer and Jacobsen, 1986).

Aside from a person's sexual identity, his or her
physical appearance is the most easily observed
characteristic accessible to other during social interaction
(Dion, Berscheid, and Walster, 1972). The characteristics
that people ascribe to others based upon their physical
appearance has served as the focus of numerous studies which
have indicated that physically aétractive individuals are
judged more positively than physically unattractive
individuals (e.g., Byrne, London, and Reeves, 1968; Stroebe,
Insko, Thompson, and Layton, 1971; Dion, et al., 1972).
These judgements often affect how people are treated.

Physical attractiveness and its effect on source .

credibility has rarely been studied in the social science
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research (Patzer, 1985, p. 185). Despite this, there exists
both theoretical and empirical support which suggests that
certain elements of source credibility may be influenced by
physical attractiveness (p. 185).

The lack of research examining the effect of physical
attractiveness upon source credibility make this a viable
area for study. The purpose of this thesis is to explore
the relationship between cigarette smoking (which influences
perceptions of attractiveness) and its effect upon source

credibility.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A. Research on Attitudes Toward Smoking

Within the last twenty years attitudes toward smoking
and smokers have undergone a dramatic change (Dermer and
Jacobsen, 1986, p. 702; Gonzales and Edmonson, 1988). Once
thought of as socially acceptable behavior, smoking is now
seen as deviant, especially among upper-middle-class people
(Gonzales and Edmonson, 1988).

\‘»

Ve Despite the shift in attitudes toward smoking, due in \\

large part to the Surgeon General's report on the health %

risks associated with it, the tobacco industry continues to !

peddle its wares, spending over $2 billion a year on

T i i e

advertising alone (Altman, Slater, Albright, and Maccoby,

. 1986, p. 96). While surveys show that overall, Americans ;j
are smoking less, smoking among the less affluent and less
educated appear to be on the rise (Gonzales and Edmonson,
1988, p. 36). Contrary to what the tobacco advertisers
would have one believe, that smokers are socially affluent
and well educated, the average cigarette consumer is

oftentimes neither of these (Gonzales and Edmonson, 1988).



Nonetheless, public opinion has definitely shifted
against smoking. This is evident by increases in the number
of organizations, airlines, and restaurants which have gone
"smoke-free."

The shift in public sentiment against smoking has
produced what appears to be a certain amount of prejudice
against smokers by nonsmokers (Bleda and Sandman, 1977; Shor
and Williams, 1978; Polivy, et al., 1979). This prejudice
may be due in part to the adverse physical reactions many
nonsmokers experience in the presence of smokers (Jones,
1978).

Nonsmoking subjects who are exposed to secondary smoke
show significantly greater anxiety levels than when exposed
to clean air conditions (Jones, 1978, p. 126). Subjects
report feeling more worried, tense, high strung, and easily
rattled when exposed to smoke-filled conditions (p. 126).
Coupled with this, many nonsmokers feel at an interpersonal
disadvantage in the company of smokers because they fear
that smokers will become angry or perceive them as social
oddballs if asked to refrain from smoking (Shor and
Williams, 1978, p. 271).

While research exploring the physical effects of

smoking upon both participants and those exposed to it



second-hand is plentiful, research that looks at attitudes
toward smokers themselves is somewhat limited (Polivy, et
al., 1979, p. 401). The research that has been done,
however, indicates that nonsmokers are perceived more
favorably than smokers (e.g., Bleda and Sandman, i977;
Hofstra, 1978; Polivy, et al., 1979; Dermer and Jacobsen,
1986) .

Attitudes toward smokers were initially studied by Bleda
and Sandman (1977). In staged encounters with both smoking
and nonsmoking partners, nonsmoking subjects rated their
nonsmoking partners to be more attractive than their smoking
partners. Conversely, smoking subjects rated their smoking
partners to be more attractive than their nonsmoking
partners (p. 455).

These findings were later supported by Polivy and his
associates (1979). In identical photographs depicting
models once with a cigarette and again in the same pose
without a cigarette, nonsmoking subjects rated models
without cigarettes significantly more attractive than those
with cigarettes and visa versa (Polivy, et al., 1979, p.
402).

Similar results were obtained in a study employing like
methods (identical photographs with and without smoking’

material) conducted by Dermer and Jacobsen (1986). In their



initial study using college students as subjects, the
researchers found that models previously judged to be of
average attractiveness were judged to be less attractive
when photographed with smoking material (p. 712). 1In
addition, the college student participants also judged the
smoking models to be less considerate, calm, disciplined,
honest, healthy, well-mannered, and-happy (p. 719). It
should be noted that these attributes are similar to those
used to measure source credibility (i.e., calm - anxious,
reliable - unreliable, believable - unbelievable, sociable -
unsociablé, cheerful - gloomy) (Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz,
1969, pp. 568, 569, & 571; McCroskey and Jenson, 1975).

A follow-up experiment was later conducted using
subjects recruited from a municipal airport in order to
gather data from subjects who were older than the subjects
used in the university study (Dermer, et al., 1986).
Results from the airport study indicated that differences in
attractiveness ratings for smokers and nonsmokers were
considerably less significant than those obtained from the
university study (p. 719). Dermer and Jacobsen posit that
this difference may be because the subjects used in the
university study have had more exposure to anti-smoking
information, while many of the subjects who participatecd in

the airport study may have been exposed to more advertising,



etc, which has glamorized smoking. (p. 720).

Dermer and Jacobsen recognized the "handicapping
effect" of smoking in that it reduces the positivity of
interpersonal evaluations on the part of nonsmoking subjects
(1986, p. 720). The researchers findings support those of
their predecessors who concluded that the presence of
smoking material has a detrimental effect on nonsmoking
subject's evaluations of smokers. Similar results were.
obtained by Delaney in his study looking at childrens'
perceptions of adult smokers (1978). Delaney found that
children also perceive smokers less positively than they do
nonsmokers (p. l539—B).

B. Research on Physical Attractiveness

Physical attractiveness is one of the most visible
traits easily accessible to others during social
interaction. Often, people use physical attractiveness as
an informational cue in formulating judgements about others.

The effects of physical attractiveness has been a
popular area of research since the mid-1960's (Patzer,
1985). Developing out of this research has come the
physical attractiveness stereotype--that "what is beautiful
is good" (Dion, Berscheid, and Walster, 1972). Generally,
the more physically attractive a person is, the more

positively he or she is perceived.



The importance we place on physical attractiveness
influences many aspects of our daily lives. Certainly it
influences our buying habits when we succumb to advertisers
who influence us to use the products that will make us
"beautiful." If we are dissatisfied with our appearance,
plastic surgeons are there to give us that change which will
make a difference in the way we feel about ourselves. The
influence of physical attractiveness can even be seen in the
partners we choose to date and marry or the people we hire
to work for us (Walster, Aronson, Abrahams, and Rottmann,
1966; Bardack and McAndrew, 1985; Dipboye, Arvey, and
Terpstra, 1977; Snyder, Berscheid, and Matwychuk, 1988).

Walster and her associates examined the importance of
‘physical attractiveness in dating behavior and found that an
individual's level of attractiveness played an important
role in the selection of partners he or she chooses to date
(1966). Their data suggests that the more attractive and
personable a person is, the more attractive he or she
expects his or her date to be (1966, p. 511). Additionally,
they concluded that physical attractiveness appears to be
the overriding determinant of liking. This was later
corroborated by Stroebe, Insko, Thompson, and Layton (1971):
Green, Buchanan, and Heuer (1984); and Krebs and Adinolfi

(1975) .
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The influence of physical attractiveness not only plays
an important role in who we choose to spend the rest of our
lives with, but also who we choose to spend an 8-hour
workday with as well. In a study designed to access the
influence of physical attractiveness in personnel selection,
Bardack and McAndrew found that an attractive person was
hired significantly more often than an unattractive person
(1985, p. 778).

Prior to the study conducted by Bardack and McAndrew,
Dipboye, Arvey, and Terpstra examined the effect of physical
attractiveness on resume' evaluations, and subsequently job
selection (1977). The researchers found that a certain
amount of discrimination against unattractive individuals
seemed to emerge as attractive individuals were preferred
over unattractive ones in personnel selection (p. 293).
Heilman and Saruwatari, however, found physical
attractiveness to be more advantageous for men than women
especially when seeking nonmanagerial positions (1979).
Dipboye, et al., proposed that this discrimination may be
partly caused by the tendency for subjects to attribute more
favorable personality traits to attractive people (1977).

The effects of physical attractiveness on interpersonal
attraction has been widely accepted by the scientific

community. Byrne, London, and Reeves took this one step
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further (1968). Their initial finding, that interpersonal
attraction was greater toward unattractive strangers, is in
line with the findings of many of their colleagues. 1In a
second experiment, Byrne, et al., found that both attitude
similarity~dissimilarity and physical attractiveness
influenced interpersonal attraction. This was later
supported by Stroebe, et al. (1971). Their conclusions
suggest that we are more attracted to individuals with
attitudes similar to our own.

The work by Byrne et al. and Stroebe, et al. is helpful
in understanding the research dealing with attitudes toward
smokers discussed in the previous section. The research
indicated that smokers tend to perceive other smokers more
favorably than nonsmokers and nonsmokers favor other
nonsmokers over smokers. If one has a negative attitude
toward smoking it may influence his attraction to people who
smoke. |

The tendency for people to make judgements about others
based upon certain visible characteristics has been
addressed in much of the social science literature. Thorton
originally explored the effect of eyeglasses on perceptions
of personality traits (1943 & 1944). He found that subjects
rated people wearing eyeglasses to be more intelligent,

dependable, industrious, and honest than when they were not
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wearing glasses (1943, p. 146, 147). Nearly fifty years
later in a related study, Edwards found that people who wore
eyeglasses were still perceived to be more intelligent but
‘less attractive (Edwards, 1987, p. 590).

A study by Kenny and Fletcher looking at bearded men
showed that men with beards were judged more favorably than
those without beards. Men with beards were judged to be
more enthusiastic, sincere, generous, extroverted,
masculine, inquisitive, and stronger than nonbearded men
(1973, p. 413). Additionally, men who sport beards were
described as being more intelligent, individualistic,
outspoken, sensitive, and concerned about social problems
than those without beards (p. 414).

Physical attractiveness is yet another characteristic
often used to attribute personality traits to others.
Research by Dion, et al., provided support for the physical
attractiveness stereotype--the "what is beautiful is
good" (1972). They found that physically attractive
individuals were perceived to possess personality traits
which would make them socially desirable and were expected
to lead more fulfilling lives (p. 288). They were also
perceived to be more successful (Dion, et al., 1972; Barnes
and Rosenthal, 1985). Additional support for the "what is

beautiful is good" phenomenon can be found in research



12
conducted by Saladin, Saper, and Breen (1988). Results from
this study indicate that subjects rated unattractive
individuals as more likely to commit murder and armed
robbery than attractive individuals (p. 251).

Physically attractive persons are perceived to be more
sexually warm and responsive, sensitive, kind, interesting,
strong, poised, modest, sociable, intelligent, and outgoing
than those of less attractiveness (Berscheid and Walster,
1977; L. Berkowitz [Ed]). Miller found that the physically
attractive were judged to more likable, friendly, confident,
sensitive, and flexible than the physically unattractive
(1975). Many traits attfibuted to the physically attractive
are similar to those used in scales to measure source
credibility. [See Appendix A].

C. Research on Source Credibility

Source credibility and its effect upon communication
has been an area of frequent study by researchers in the
fields of psychology, speech, sociology, and education
(Anderson and Clevenger, 1963). Source credibility is
thought of by many to be the single most important element
in communication because, in many cases, an individual's
acceptance of information is based in part on his or her
impression of the source (Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz, 1969;

McCroskey, Larson, and Knapp, 1971).
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The term source credibility is used to represent the
attitude of the receiver toward the source (McCroskey, et
al., p. 80, 1971). Because attitudes are often subject to
change, it is important to note that perceptions of
credibility may also change over time, from receiver to
receiver, or from topic to topic (p. 83, 84).

Source credibility has been recognized to be a
multidimensional attitude, and thus, attempts to pinpoint
the elements which comprise it have often been
controversial. One of the earliest attempts to isolate the
dimensions of source credibility can be traced to
Aristotle. Good sense, good moral character, and good will
were qualities that Aristotle felt could help enhance a
communicator's persuasiveness (Whitehead, 1968). Hovland,
Janis, and Kelley proposed that credibility was the product
of two different components-~-a source's expertness and his
trustworthiness (1953, p. 21). Still, attempts by other
researchers to index the components of source credibility by
using a series of semantic differential scales have yielded
somewhat different results. McCroskey identified
authoritativeness and character as the two significant
components comprising source credibility (1966). In an
extension of Hovland's earlier work, Berlo, Lemert, and

Mertz isolated the dimensions of safety, qualification, and
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dynamism as the elements that comprise source credibility.
Currently, researchers who study source credibility often
use the credibility scale developed by McCroskey and Jenson
which isolate the factors of competence, extroversion,
composure, character, and sociability as the components of
source credibility (1975).

Factors which affect source credibility have been
studied in a variety of different contexts across a wide
range of disciplines (Anderson and Clevenger, 1963). Much
of the credibility research has concentrated on factors
which affect initial credibility, or the credibility of the
source before any communication occurs. McCroskey and his
associates distinguish.initial credibility from either
derived or terminal credibility. Derived credibility is the
credibility of the source produced during communication.
Finally, terminal credibility is the source's credibility
once the communication ceases (McCroskey, et. al., 1971, p.
84, 85).

The literature dealing with physical attractiveness
shows that a person's level of attractiveness has an effect
on certain aspects of his or her perceived credibility.
Very few studies, however, have used scales designed
specifically for measuring credibility to examine the

relationship between physical attractiveness and perceptions
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of credibility overall (Patzer, 1985). What limited
research there is generally does not link physical
attractiveness and "credibility."

In a study designed to look at the effects of physical
attractiveness on persuasive communication, Aronson and
Mills found that an attractive communicator who openly
states his or her desire to influence the views of the
audience actually increase the effectiveness of his or her
communication (1955, p. 175). Aronson and Mills suggest
that the attractive communicator may be perceived as more
exuberant, vivacious, and lively which may increase his or
her perceived attractiveness and thus, increase his or her
influence over the audience p. 177).

Attire is often used as a means by which receivers make
inferences about others. Judgements about our age,
socioeconomic status, occupation, group affiliation, social
and political attitudes, religious beliefs, and cultural
identification are often made on the basis of the clothes
and artifacts we adorn ourselves with. Recognizing the
impact that clothing has upon others' impression of us,
Basset examined the influence of source attire on
perceptions of credibility (1979). Both male and female
sources dressed in high status clothing scored higher on the

competency factor than when dressed in low status clothing.
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Ratings on the composure factor, however, were unaffected.
The results of Basset's study indicate that judgements about
a source's credibility are often made on the basis of dress
(1979). While much remains unknown about the effect of
physical attractiveness on source credibility one study by
Patzer suggests that a sources level of attractiveness may
affect how he or she is perceived by receivers (1983).
Patzer hypothesized that communicators of higher levels of
physical attractiveness would be perceived to be more
trustworthy and of higher expertise, as well as better liked
by receivers (p. 231).

Results of Patzer's study indicated that indeed,
physical attractiveness did have an effect on a
communicator's perceived trustworthiness and expertise.
Additionally, the attractive communicator was better liked
by receivers than was the unattractive communicator (p.
238).

Statement of the Problem

While Patzer's research provides a very worthwhile
beginning for research studying the effect of physical
attractiveness upon source credibility, much more research
in the area is still needed. Because source credibility is
based upon receiver impressions, a relationship between the

two appears plausible.
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The physical attractiveness literature clearly shows
that physical attractiveness has an impact on impression
formation. The more physically attractive a person appears,
the more positively he or she is perceived by others.
Research by Byrne, et al., however, indicates that
impression formation is oftentimes not based upon physical
attractiveness alone, but is a product of both physical
attractiveness and attitude similarity-dissimilarity
(1968). Thus, a person's perception of a smoker may be
influenced by his or her attitude toward smoking as well as
his or her perception of the smoker's level of physical
attractiveness. If a person who does not smoke and has a
negative attitude toward smoking were to compare a
non-smoker to a smoker, he or she may perceive the smoker to
be less physically attractive than the nonsmoker. Likewise,
a person who smokes and has a positive attitude toward
smoking may perceive other smokers to be more physically
attractive than non-smokers. The literature which has
examined the effect of smoking on perceptions of physical
attractiveness has indicated that smokers will indeed be
judged less attractive than non-smokers. Perceived
attractiveness plays an important role in impression
formation. The physically attractive are perceived to

possess more positive personality traits than the physically
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unattractive. Many of these traits are similar to those
used to measure source credibility. Thus, a connection may
be drawn between smoking, which influences perceptions of
attractiveness, and its effect upon perceptions of
credibility. Based upon the research presented up to this
point, the following research questions are proposed:

Statement of Research Questions

1. Will subjects rate nonsmoking models higher than
smoking models on each of the five dimensions of source
credibility (competency, character, composure, extroversion,
and sociability) as developed by McCroskey and Jenson?

2. Will subjects who smoke rate smoking models higher
than nonsmokers on each of the five dimensions of source
credibility?

3. Will subjects who do not smoke rate nonsmoking
models higher than smokers on each of the five dimensions of

source credibility?
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

A. Scales for the Measurement of Source Credibility

Because source credibility is a multidimensional
construct, attempts to measure it have often been
controversial. Throughout the years several different
scales to measure credibility have been developed. As
McCroskey points out, however, many of the dimensions of
credibility identified in some literature may correspond
with those labelled differently in other literature
(McCroskey, 1966, p. 66). For the purposes of this study,
the semantic differential scales used to measure credibility
employed by McCroskey and Jenson will be used. The
McCroskey and Jenson scales use 25 bi-polar adjectives to
measure five dimensions of credibility: compeiency,
character, sociability, composure, and extroversion (1975).
. [See Appendix A]

B. Subjects

The subjects used for the present study were recruited
from a sample of students enrolled at the Uni§ersity of
Nebraska at Omaha. Because of easy accecss to a college

student population, this sample was selected primarily as a
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matter of convenience. A total of 272 subjects were used in
order to insure an equal distribution of subjects for each
experimental condition. The sample used in the study
consisted of both smokers and nonsmokers. In the initial
pool of subjects the number of nonsmokers severely
outweighed the number of smokers.

As a result, additional smoking subjects were needed.
These subjects were solicited from the smoking section of
the school cafeteria where the subject's smoking status was
clearly visible and the researcher did not have to inquire
about it.

C. Instrument and Procedures

For the experiment, four 3 x 5 black and white
photographs of one male and female model were used. Models
were photographed with a 1it cigarette in their hand. As a
control there were identical photographs of each model with
the cigarette remqved. Both models were well-dressed in
conservative, business-like attire (i.e., dark suit, tie,
hair neatly combed).

Prior to the experiment, the investigator introduced
herself as graduate student in the communication department
conducting research for a thesis. Participants were then
allowed to ask questions regarding the experiment. Once

this was completed, students were asked to refrain from
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talking until all subjects had completed the scales.

Twenty-five semantic differential scales using bi-polar
adjectives measuring the five dimensions of source
administered to the 272 subjects. The scales were later
given a numerical value between 1 and 5 with "1"
representing the lowest rating and "5" representing the
highest. [Appendix B]

Each scale was set up so that the highest wvalue
alternated between the "high" and "low" position. For
example, on question #1 the "high" position was located on
the far right end of the scale while on question #2, the
"high" position was located to the far left of the scale.
This was done to prevent subjects from simply going down the
set of scales and assigning either all high or all low
values based only upon their position on the scales.

unqualified gualified

expert inexpert

Each participant in the study was given one of the four
versions of the photograph. [Appendix 3] The subjects were
then asked to complete 25 semantic differential scales based
upon the person depicted in the photograph. Each
participant was allowed as much time as needed in order to

complete the scales.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

The scales completed by subjects who looked at one of
the two photographs depicting non-smoking models (male and
female) were compared to those completed by subjects who
viewed one of two photographs depicting the same models with
a cigarette in their hand. [Appendix C] T-Tests were used
to determine significant difference between the ratings for
the nonsmoking models and the smoking models. For the first
research question, "Will subjects rate non-smoking models
higher than smoking models on each of the five dimensions of
source credibility?," mean scores were significantly higher
for the non-smoking models on the dimensions of competency
(p<.01), character (p<.0l), and composure (p<.001). On the
dimension of extroversion, mean scores were higher for the
smoking model at a significance level of p<.0l. Smoking
models were also rated higher on the sociability dimension,

however, the difference was not significant. [TABLE 1]
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TABLE I

Group Perceptions of Female and Male Nonsmokers (FMNS)
' and Female and Male Smokers (FMS):
Mean Values and F Values as Measured by
Scales Constructed From McCroskey and Jenson
Bipolar Adjectives

Scales x F Value
Competency FMNS 31.8% 2.40
FMS 30.3
Character FMNS 13.1%%* 3.13
FMS 12.0
Sociability FMNS 12.2 -.19
FMS 12.3
Composure FMNS 14.7%%% 4,67
FMS 13.0
Extroversion FMNS 16.3 -3.10
FMS 17.6%%
*p<.05 **p<.01 **k*p<,001
FMNS n = 138
FMS n = 134

Little support was obtained for the second research
question, "Will subjects who smoke rate smoking models
higher than nonsmoking models on each of the five dimensions
of source credibility?" Mean scores taken from smoking
subjects were higher for the smoking models on only 2 of the
5 dimensions--sociability and extroversion. Neither of the
differences were significant.

Mean scores on the remaining three dimensions,
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competency, character, and composure, remained higher for
the nonsmoking model, with composure the only dimension to
show a significant difference at the p<.05 level. [TABLE 2]

TABLE II
Group Perceptions of Female and Male Nonsmokers (FMNS) and
Female and Male Smokers (FMS)
by Smoking Subjects as Measured by

Scales Constructed by McCroskey and Jenson
Bipolar Adjectives

Scales X F Value
Competency FMNS 31.3 1.13
FMS 30.2
Character FMNS 12.8 .53
FMS 12.6
Sociability FMNS 12.3 -.69
FMS 12.7
Composure FMNS 14.5* 2.25
FMS 13.3
Extroversion FMNS 16.8 -.92
FMS 17.4
*p<. 05 **p<,01 *%*p<.001
FMNS n = 64
FMS n = 54

The third research question, "Will subjects who do not
smoke rate nonsmoking models higher than smoking models on
each of the five dimension of source credibility?" was
partially supported. Mean scores by nonsmoking subjects
were higher for the non-smoking model on 4 of the 5

credibility dimensions. The dimensions which showed
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significant differences were competency (p<.05), character
(p<.001) and composure (p<.001).

Nonsmoking models were assigned a higher mean score
than the smoking models on the sociability dimension,
however, the difference was not significant. On the
extroversion dimension, nonsmoking subjects rated the
smoking model higher than the nonsmoking model with a mean
difference of p<.00l1. ([TABLE 3]

TABLE IIT
Group Perceptions of Female and Male Nonsmokers (FMNS)
and Female and Male Smokers (FMS) by
Non-smoking Subjects as Measured by

Scales Constructed by McCroskey and Jenson
Bipolar Adjectives

Scales x F Value

Competency FMNS 32.3% 1.13
FMS 30.4

Character FMNS 13.2%%% 3.67
FMS 11.6

Sociability FMNS 12.2 .25
FMS 12.0

Composure FMNS 14.9%%* 4.19
FMS 12.9

Extroversion FMNS 15.9 -3.25
FMS 17.8%%%

*p<.05 **p<. 01 *%k*p<.001
FMNS n 73
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Summary

The effect of cigarette smoking upon perceptions of
source credibility was the focus of this study. Twenty-five
bi-polar adjectives were used to determine the effect of
smoking on each
of the five dimensions of source credibility as developed by
McCroskey and Jenson.

The results indicate that overall, nonsmokers were
perceived to be more credible than smokers on the dimensions
of competency, character, and composure. Smokers, on the
other hand, were rated significantly higher on the dimension
of extroversion.

When data collected from nonsmoking subjects were
analyzed separately from that collected from smoking
subjects, nonsmoking subjects rated nonsmoking models
significantly higher than smoking models on the dimensions
of competency, character, and composure. Once again,
however, nonsmoking subjects rated smoking models
significantly higher on the extroversion dimension.

Like their nonsmoking counterparts, subjects who smoked
rated nonsmoking models higher on 4 of the 5 dimensions of

credibility. Only one dimension, composure, showed a
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significant difference at p<.05. Smoking subjects also
rated the smoking model higher than the nonsmoking model on
the dimension of extroversion. The difference, nonetheless,
remained non-significant.

Conclusions

Cigarette smoking appears to have an effect on
perceptions of credibility. Based upon the findings of this
study, people who smoke cigarettes are perceived to be less
credible, overall, than people who do not smoke. 1In light
of increasing negative public sentiment against smoking and
smokers, the results do not appear surprising.

Little support was obtained for the second research
question which proposed that smoking subjects would perceive
the smokers to be more credible than the nonsmokers.

Smoking subjects assigned hiéher credibility ratings to the
nonsmokers than they did the smokers. This particular
finding appears surprising when one considers the theory by
Byrne and his associates which proposes that impression
formation is a product of both perceptions of attractiveness
and attitude similarity-dissimilarity (1968).

Prior studies have indicated that smokers perceive
other smokers to be more physically attractive than
nonsmokers. Likewise, nonsmokers perceive other nonsmokers

to be more physically attractive than smokers (Bleda and
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Sandman, 1977; Polivy, et al., 1979; Dermer and Jacobsen,
1986) . Subjects who identified themselves as smokers were
expected to assign higher credibility ratings to the smokers
because they would judge the smokers more physically
attractive than the nonsmokers and perceive the smokers as
possessing attitudes similar to their own concerning
smoking. Surprisingly, this now not the case as the
subjects who smoked assigned higher credibility ratings to
the nonsmoking models.

Nonsmoking subjects, nonetheless, did assign higher
credibility ratings to the nonsmoking models as expected.
In light of the theory posited by Byrne and his associates,
one might speculate that the nonsmoking subjects assigned
higher credibility ratings to the nonsmokers not only
because they found them more physically attractive, but also
because they identified more with the nonsmokers due to
perceived attitude similarity toward smoking. The
differences in credibility ratings they assigned to the
smokers and nonsmokers may be reflective of this.

Smoking models received a higher rating on the
extroversion dimension. In the November/December 1989 issue

of Phillip Morris Magazine, a reader writes, "A coupie of

years ago, we [my wife and I] booked passage on an Alaskan

cruise. Shortly after we made the reservation, we received
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a questionnaire asking for our preferences as to size of
dining table and whether we wanted smoking or nonsmoking
accommodations. When we arrived at our first dinner, we
noticed that one of the four couples was not engaged in
smoking, so we asked them if an error had been made in their
table location. We were highly amused at their response:
‘We made reservaﬁions at a smoker's table, because smokers
are much more interesting conversationalists than
nonsmokers, '"

" This example represents one view of what might be
considered an "extroverted" smoker--that of an interesting
and outgoing conversationalist. The bi-polar adjectives
that McCroskey and Jenson use to measure extroversion are:
meek-aggressive, quiet-verbal, introverted-extroverted,
timid-bold, and silent-talkative. It is difficult, however,
to determine which of these adjectives represent the
"positive" and which represent the "negative." While some
subjects may have had a positive image of an "extroverted"
smoker in mind, similar to that of the reader, other
subjects may have had a more "negative" image in mind, more
along the lines of overbearing and "pushy." Thus, it would
be difficult to draw any conclusions from this particular

finding.
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Implications for Future Research

The results of this study support that of past research
which has indicated that many of the non-verbal artifacts we
carry with us (in this case, cigarettes), as well as our
level of attractiveness, impact on how we are perceived by
others. Sometimes the impact is felt greater by one sex
than it is by the other (Dipboye, et al., 1977).

In light of this, further research could study the
effect of cigarette smoking on perceptions of credibility
between men and women. By doing so, it may be possible to
determine whether cigarette smoking has a greater or less
impact on one sex than it does the other.

Another area for future research might examine the
differences between credibility ratings of smokers by
subjects over the age of 40 and those under the age of 40.
Taking into account that people under the age of 40 have
been exposed to a barrage of anti-smoking material preaching
the dangers of tobacco, a difference might exist between the
ratings given by subjects over 40 who grew up in an era when
the dangers of smoking were virtually unknown.

////” There seems to be a gap in research dealing with the
// psychological effect of cigarette smoking. Future research
/ could explore areas that this study has only brushed

L against. With many organizations now going "smoke-free" and
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smokers and nonsmokers battling it out over their "rights"
the controversy will probably continue to escalate until one
side becomes exhausted. If those who speculate that we will
be living in a smoke-free environment by the year 2000 are
right, the time for research is now, for who knows, in 10

years, smoking may be a thing of the past...
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APPENDIX A

McCroskey and Jenson Bipolar Adjectives
Used in the Scales

Competency
unqualified-qualified
inexpert-expert
unreliable-reliable
unbelievable-believable
incompetent-competent
narrow-intellectual
worthless-valuable
uninformed-informed

Character

cruel-kind
unsympathetic-sympathetic
selfish-unselfish
sinful-virtuous

Sociability
unfriendly-friendly
gloomy-cheerful
irritable-good natured
unsociable-sociable

Composure
excitable-composed

anxious-calm
tense-relaxed
nervous-~poised

Extroversion
meek-aggressive
quiet-verbal
introverted-extroverted
timid-bold
silent-talkative




1. unqualified

2. expert
3. unreliable
4. believable
5. incompetent

6. 1intellectual

7. worthless
8. informed
9. cruel

10. sympathetic
11. selfish
12 virtuous

13. unfriendly

14. cheerful
15. irritable
16. sociable
17. excitable
18. calm
19. tense
20, nervous

21. aggressive
22. verbal

23. introverted

APPENDIX B
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qualified
inexpert
reliable
unbelievable
competent
narrow
valuable
uninformed
kind
unsympathetic
unselfish
sinful
friendly
gloomy

good natured
unsociable
composed
anxious
relaxes
poised

meek

quiet

extroverted
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25.

bold

silent

timid

talkative
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