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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION
Over the past 30 years the representation of minorities in advertising has evolved from stereotypical roles such as Uncle Ben, Aunt Jemima, and the Frito Bandito to present day "slice of life" advertisements showing African-Americans, whites, Hispanics, and Asians enjoying each other's company in various business and social settings.
Two major events have helped contribute to this change. First, the civil rights movement of the late 1950s and 1960s sparked a decade of racial tension and signaled the rise of minority groups as voting blocks. This in turn led to legislation that made it illegal to discriminate and sent corporate leaders scrambling to show the world samples of their new found liberalism. Second, the dawn of segmented marketing in the 1970s led to increasing recognition of minorities as a large and growing market (Westerman, 1989).
According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census, African-Americans currently comprise 12.1% of the total U.S. population. Asians (including Pacific Islanders) constitute 3.4% and Hispanics 10.5% (Calvacca, 1996). By the year 2050, the national population is expected to reach more than 390 million, of which blacks are projected to account for 13.6%, Asians 8.2% (the fastest growing segment in terms
of percentage), and Hispanics 24.5%, the largest minority population (Table 1). The growth rate in the Hispanic population is attributed by the Census Bureau to higher birth rates and an influx of immigrants, both legal and illegal (Calvacca, 1996).
Table 1
Projected U.S. Population by Race (And Percent of Total Population by Race) (Population in Millions)
	Year
	White
	
	
	Black
	
	Hispanic
	
	
	Asian
	Total

	1996
	194.4
	(73.3%)
	32
	.0
	(12.
	1%)
	27.8
	(10.5%)
	9
	.1
	(3
	.4%)
	265.0

	2000
	197.1
	(71.8%)
	33
	.6
	(12.
	2%)
	31.4
	(11.4%)
	10
	.6
	(3
	.9%)
	274.6

	2010
	202.4
	(68.0%)
	37
	.5
	(12.
	6%)
	41.1
	13.8%)
	14
	.4
	(4
	.8%)
	297.7

	2020
	207.4
	(64.3%)
	41
	.5
	(12.
	9%)
	52.7
	(16.3%)
	18
	.6
	(5
	.7%)
	322.7

	2030
	210.0
	(60.5%)
	45
	.5
	(13.
	1%)
	65.6
	(18.9%)
	23
	.0
	(6
	.6%)
	346.9

	2040
	209.6
	(56.7%)
	49
	.4
	(13.
	3%)
	80.2
	(21.7%)
	27
	.5
	a
	.5%)
	370.0

	2050
	207.9
	(52.8%)
	53
	.6
	(13.
	6%)
	96.5
	(24.5%)
	32
	.4
	(8
	.2%)
	393.9


Source. U.S. Bureau of the Census (cited in Calvacca, 1996).
The purchasing power of minority groups in general—a tabulation combining U.S. Census data for per-capita income and population and adjusted for inflation—is not to be ignored. As of 1994, according to Jin Kim, director of strategic planning of LTT International, an Asian advertisement agency in New York City, Asians have a purchasing power of $150 billion (Calvacca, 1996). Hispanic Business pinpoints 1995 Hispanic purchasing power at $220.3 billion, with the potential to reach nearly $300 billion by the turn of the century (Calvacca, 1996). The spending power of African-Americans was estimated at $406 billion, according to a
3 report by Selig Center for Economic Growth in Athens, Georgia, the research
providers for New York City based Essence Communications, publishers of Essence and Latina (Calvacca, 1996). To add another perspective to it, when considering blacks' combined annual income of approximately a quarter of a trillion dollars, they constitute the ninth largest economy in the world (Cosco, 1991).
Aside from the obvious buying potential of these groups, there are other characteristics that make these groups attractive to marketers. Minority consumers typically have strong brand loyalties, and are willing to pay extra for name brands. Marketing to them "is like 1950's consumerism all over again," says Gary Berman, president of Market Segment Research in Coral Gables, Florida (quoted in Westerman, 1989, p. 30).  Up to 70% of Asians and 50% of Hispanics are immigrants, and the majority are under the age of 25 (Westerman, 1989). They are ravenous for information about their new country, much of which they get from television. Companies that sell to these newcomers now can count on long-term loyalty to their products (Westerman, 1989).
A majority of the research on race and marketing has concentrated on ways in which to attract these growing markets. Emphasis has been placed on minority buying patterns (Miller, 1993; Westerman, 1989; Zbar, 1996) and various targeting methods (DiGiacomo, 1990; Ferraro, 1993; Leslie, 1995; Maines, 1992; Rabin, 1994). Another area that has received attention focuses on studies that count the number of times minorities appear in advertisements and the types of roles they
4 portray (Cox, 1970; Czepiec & Kelly, 1983; Dominick & Greenberg, 1970; Faber,
O'Guinn, & Meyer, 1987; Greenberg & Baptista-Fernandez, 1980; Kassarjian, 1969; Stevenson, 1991; Taylor, Lee, & Stern, 1995; Wilkes & Valencia, 1989; Zinkhan, Quails, & Biswas, 1990).  These in turn have led to research in the area of stereotypes and the impact of stereotypical portrayals on minorities (Kern-Foxworth 1990, 1994; Lee & Browne, 1995; Lee & Callcott, 1994; Quails & Moore, 1990). While racial attitude studies have been conducted on what factors help determine a viewer's acceptance or rejection of minorities in advertisements these studies have concentrated on levels of racial prejudice or ability to identify with a group as a determinant (Bush, Hair, & Solomon, 1979; Whittler, 1989, 1991). These studies are further limited to black and white respondents who were mainly students and geographically located in one or two areas in the United States.
The purpose of this study is to examine the role that racial attitude has on the perception of minority portrayals in advertising. It will do this by expanding on previous studies in the following ways:
1. Measure racial attitude of not only whites but include African-
Americans, Hispanics, and Asian Americans.
2. Include attitudes toward Hispanic and Asian American models as well as
African-American and white models.
5
3.
Conduct a national survey, not limiting study to one or two regions of
the United States.
4.
Expand on respondent base to include the general population and not
limit research to marketing students.
CHAPTER II LITERATURE REVIEW
A comprehensive review of literature related to this topic involved a variety of resources from a wide array of interrelated disciplines. Journal articles, news​papers, magazines, and books in the fields of marketing, advertising, psychology, communications, and sociology were reviewed to understand the issues relating to racial attitude and advertising. Following is a discussion of the findings in the three areas with relevancy to this study: (a) the impact of advertising portrayals on minority groups, (b) portrayals of minorities in advertising, and (c) racial attitude studies as related to advertising.
Impact of Advertising Portrayals on Minorities
The earliest research in this area (1960s and 1970s) focused on the response of both black and white consumers to black models in a variety of promotional materials. Barban (1969) studied the role black and white models have on the purchase intent of black and white middle income earners. His study suggests that black models do not seem to strengthen the advertisers' position greatly among blacks.   The Szybillo and Jacoby (1974) study asked 90 black and 90 white male students to evaluate six proposed advertisements in terms of attractiveness and
7 likelihood of purchase of the product advertised.  The advertisements differed in the
degree of racial integration ranging from 0 whites and 4 blacks to 4 whites and 0 blacks.  The belief that young black men would react negatively to integrated advertisements depicting tokenism and positively to advertisements depicting equality was supported. In 1976, Solomon, Bush, and Hair conducted an experi​ment to examine consumer response to black models displayed in promotional material. They found that if less positive attitudes of whites toward black models do exist they do not appear to affect short-term sales of the advertised product and likewise blacks' positive attitudinal responses toward black models do not manifest themselves in increased short-term sales (Solomon et al., 1976).
As is evident, this early work focused mainly on the sales response to advertising portraying minority models. More recent research has examined theories that help make advertising more effective. One such theory, McGuire's (1984) distinctiveness theory was tested by Deshpande and Stayman (1994) when they conducted a study in Austin and San Antonio to test distinctiveness theory within an advertising context. Distinctiveness theory implies that the lower the proportion of minority group members in the overall population the more likely that ethnically targeted stimuli (such as the use of an ethnic spokesperson in an adver​tisement) will be effective. They found strong support for McGuire's theory within an advertising communications context. More specifically, minority group consumers were more likely to spontaneously evoke their own identities when they
8 were in a numerical minority rather than a majority in their cities.  Hispanic
Americans were more likely to spontaneously mention their ethnicity when they lived in Austin (where they constitute a minority of the city's population) than when they lived in San Antonio (where they constitute a majority and vice versa for whites).  Furthermore there appears to be a carryover between ethnic identity and responsiveness to ethnic elements of advertising. Hispanic (the traditional "minority" group) consumers were more likely to believe that a Hispanic spokes​person was trustworthy when they lived in Austin than when they lived in San Antonio. And this result was symmetric for attitudes toward the brand being advertised as well. That is, Hispanic consumers in Austin were more likely than those in San Antonio to have positive attitudes toward a brand for which an adver​tisement featured a Hispanic spokesperson.
Additional research has concentrated on stereotyping and the role it plays in forming attitudes toward advertising and the effect stereotypical portrayals have on the minority community. First a look at the psychological theories that attempt to explain what leads to stereotyping followed by a discussion on the impact that stereotyping has on both the minority and majority populations.
Psychological Theories That Explain Stereotyping
The most recent theories that attempt to explain stereotyping are based on the assumption that the process of stereotyping results in some form of evaluative
9 consequence.  While there are a number of different theories of stereotyping, two
which have received considerable attention include: (a) polarized appraisal theory (Linville, 1982; Linville & Jones, 1980); and (b) in-group bias theory (Brewer, 1979).  Both theories are based on the premise that people compare and categorize other people on the basis of their membership in the in-group or the out-group.  In-group bias theory argues that, in the absence of other information, people will rely on their knowledge of members of their own group and on preconceived assump​tions and biases regarding out-group members in making comparisons and evaluations of other people. Polarized appraisal theory (PAT) may explain how white consumers react to blacks in advertising. PAT is based on the premise that because individuals have more complex cognitive schemas for in-group members (i.e., identifying characteristics), it is harder for in-group members to fit such schemas when being categorized and evaluated, resulting in less extreme evaluations of these in-group members. The Quails and Moore (1990) study that compared these two theories found that white consumers are more favorably disposed toward advertisements featuring white actors, and black consumers are more favorably disposed toward advertisements featuring black actors. Although the results support the premise of in-group bias theory (consumers tend to identify with other members of their in-group, based on race), it also raised the question or alternative explana​tion that subjects in the experiment made in-group biased evaluations based on age,
10 sex, or social class instead of race.  Their results did not support the Polarized
Appraisal Theory.
Impact That Stereotyping Has on Minority Communities
Additional research suggests that the portrayal of stereotypes in advertising can have harmful effects on minority groups.  Expectancy theory (Jussim, 1990) states that, to the extent that advertising portrayals build or reinforce expectancies, they may contribute to undue pressure being placed on minority groups.  For example, on the basis of stereotypes, both society at large and the minority group itself expect Asian Americans to excel in the fields of mathematics and science. Pressure to conform to stereotypes may be harmful to self-esteem of individuals who do not excel in these areas (Graham, 1983). Thus, to the extent that stereo​types are reflected in advertising, negative impacts on group members may result.
Other writers have noted that advertising portrayals can affect the assimila​tion processes of minorities.  Cultivation theory (e.g., Gerbner, Gross, Morgan, & Signorelli, 1980) asserts that repeated exposures to stereotypical media portrayals will result in viewers accepting the portrayals as being reflective of reality.  The repeated portrayal of a stereotype perpetuates a distorted view of the minority group and, at a minimum, can lengthen the assimilation process. In addition, stereo​typical portrayals can send a signal to minorities that the host society is not interested in knowing the truth or understanding their culture (Faber et al., 1987).
11
Underrepresentation of minority groups in advertising may also communicate messages of indifference or lack of acceptance of minorities by the majority.
Because the reinforcement of stereotypes of minority groups has negative societal impact, it is important to examine portrayals of various minority groups.  A discussion of prior research on advertising portrayals follows.
Portrayals of Minorities and role Studies in Advertising
Perhaps the most widely investigated issue is minority visibility, in terms of the percentage of advertisements and the number of times in which minority models appear.  Generally, African-Americans have been found to be portrayed more frequently in television advertising than in magazines. Kassarjian's (1969) study of magazine advertisements in 1965 found that less than 1% of the sample contained African-American models. Dominick and Greenberg's (1970) study of television commercials in 1969 found the percentage to be 11%, and Zinkhan et al.'s (1990) study of magazine and television commercials in 1986 reported figures of 4.4% and 16.0%, respectively.  The latter study reviewed earlier ones and found an upward trend in portrayals of African-Americans in both magazine and television adver​tising.  This trend is supported by Wilkes and Valencia (1989), who found that 26% of a sample of prime-time television commercials in 1984 that used live models included African-Americans. Stevenson's (1991) study of the ways in which blacks are portrayed in business advertisements concurred. He found that even though the
12 increase from 4.1% in 1966 to 6.9% in 1976—a 68% increase, it still did not equal
the percentage of blacks in the general population. In comparison to the percentage of blacks in managerial and administrative roles it compared quite favorably.
Controversy also surrounds the nature of portrayals of African-Americans. Where negative stereotyping was found for the first half of this century, changes in a more positive direction have occurred since the 1960s. Pettigrew (1965), one of the first researchers to evaluate the portrayal of African-Americans in the mass media, found that as far back as the 1930s African-Americans were relegated to three roles: entertainers, athletes, and servants. In a content analysis of a large sample of magazine advertisements in 1965, Kassarjian (1969) found that African-Americans were depicted in low-status positions and rarely showed as equal to whites. Kern-Foxworth in her book Aunt Jemima. Uncle Ben, and Rastus (1994) concurred, stating that blacks were shown in early advertisements in unflattering positions and usually spoke "bastardized" English.
She maintains that dissatisfaction among blacks about their portrayal in advertising stemmed from the fact that generally blacks were used to advertise products manufactured by whites, and, that the only contact many whites had with blacks was their exposure to these advertisements. Such depiction perpetrated discrimination against blacks and the "mammy" image reinforced by Aunt Jemima offered a one-dimensional view of black women. However, by 1970 Cox found that African-Americans were being portrayed in more prominent roles which is
13 supported by current studies tracking change which show African-Americans' roles
in advertisements have been found to evidence higher status (Zinkhan et al., 1990) The frequency issue also included studies of Hispanic Americans, for whom infrequent media appearance tended to be the norm.  For example, Hispanic American characters accounted for only 1.5% of the speaking parts in the three seasons of network TV programming during the late 1970s (Greenberg & Baptista-Fernandez, 1980). In magazine advertising (Czepiec & Kelly, 1983), only 3 (1.5%) advertisements out of a 1982 sample of 206 contained Hispanic models (Wilkes & Valencia, 1989); Hispanics appeared in 6% of 1980s commercials.  However, these models tended to occupy background roles in crowd scenes, as opposed to central ones figuring prominently in product use.
Very few studies on the portrayal of Asian Americans in advertising have been conducted. Taylor et al. (1995) conducted research which included not only African-Americans and Hispanics but also Asian Americans in respect to their frequency in advertisements as well as stereotyping. Their findings supported previous research with regard to African-American and Hispanic frequency in advertisements. In a study that looked at a total of 1,616 magazine advertisements African-Americans were depicted 11.4% and Hispanics 4.7%. Asian Americans were depicted in 4.0% of the advertisements. Based on the proportionality cri​terion, African-Americans were slightly underrepresented (11.4% versus 12.1% of the population), Hispanic Americans were considerably underrepresented (4.7%
14
versus 9.0% of the population.  In contrast, Asian Americans are slightly over-represented (4.0% versus 3.3% of the population). Their findings in the area of stereotyping suggest that some stereotypes remain strong, whereas others seem to be fading.  The settings in which the minority model appears reflect a change in the stereotyping of African-Americans as either stars or outcasts, for they frequently appear as professionals in business settings. However, settings continue to perpetu​ate the stereotype of Asian Americans as "all work and no play" and the stereotype of Hispanic Americans as family oriented, since they appear more frequently in family settings and relationships than other groups.
The stereotypical portrayal of minority groups is believed by some to have an effect on the types of products targeted toward these groups as well as con​tributing to materialism. A study conducted by Lee and Callcott (1994) examines the types of products targeted to minorities while two studies, Yoon (1995) and Lee and Browne (1995), discuss the materialism issue.
The controversy surrounding billboard advertising of so called vice products; tobacco and alcohol, in minority neighborhoods was the subject of a study conducted by Lee and Callcott (1994). A content analysis was carried out to examine the types of products advertised in ethnic minority vs majority neighbor​hoods in Detroit and San Antonio.  The findings show that in Detroit white neighborhoods actually have a higher percentage of tobacco advertisements than African-American neighborhoods (31% versus 23%) and approximately the same
15 proportion of alcohol advertisements (13% versus 14%).  In San Antonio, tobacco
advertising was more prevalent in Hispanic communities than white (23 % versus 16%) as well as alcohol (6% versus 1 %). Their study found that neighborhood ethnicity is related to alcohol/tobacco advertising only for the city of San Antonio and that income appears to be more an indicator of neighborhood advertising than ethnicity. This study did not support the belief by minority activist groups that majority held stereotypes of minorities contribute to the types of products advertised in minority communities.
Although some relationship between increased materialism and exposure to television advertising by African-Americans has been suggested (Lee & Browne, 1995; Yoon, 1995) no strong evidence exists that links advertising message and product being promoted to increased materialism.  In fact it appears that materialism is more a function of time spent in front of the television (Yoon, 1995).
Racial Attitude Studies as Related to Advertising
One early study conducted by Bush et al. (1979) was designed to remedy the methodological weaknesses and to replicate the experiment in the one study that found a major negative reaction to black models (Cagley & Cardozo, 1970). Cagley and Cardozo reported that a "white backlash" would possibly affect advertisers adversely should reactions to blacks in advertisements be related to racial prejudice. The authors also believed that "liberal" whites would not offset the
16 negative sales response to the black model because they would tend to view white
and black models equally. The primary hypothesis of the Cagley and Cardozo study was that the variable "prejudice" should be included in an experimental design to determine its influence on reactions of white consumers to black models. The authors concluded their study by suggesting that there are high and low prejudice segments in the marketplace and marketers could precipitate a "white backlash" by running advertisements with black models in more prejudiced markets.  The findings of the Bush et al. (1979) study were generally in disagreement with those of Cagley and Cardozo (1970) in that consumers' level of prejudice does not appear to affect response to advertisements containing all white, all black, or black and white models. Their findings were more in line with the majority of previous research in this area (Barban, 1969; Guest, 1970; Szybillo & Jacoby, 1974).
The most recent work in this area has been conducted by Whittler in two studies. The first study conducted in 1989 examines the impact of white and black actors' race and viewers' racial attitudes on advertisement evaluation. A total of 160 white and 140 black participants rated an advertisement featuring a white or black actor promoting a portable work processor or a liquid laundry detergent.  An assessment of racial attitudes (i.e., whites' racial prejudice and blacks' identification with black culture) followed product, advertisement, and actor ratings. The results showed that high prejudice whites found it more difficult to identify with the black actor than with the white actor, and found it more difficult to identify with the black
17 actor than did low prejudice whites.  For black participants, the more the
respondent was able to identify the actor as a strong representative of black culture, the more significant was the respondent's ability to identify with the actor dependent measures. High-identification blacks identified more strongly with black than with white actors, whereas low-identification blacks showed no differences in their ability to identify with a white or a black actor.
The second Whittler (1991) study looked at 160 paid white volunteers in a southeastern city to see if prejudice influences viewers to use simple decision rules (heuristics) when determining the validity of an advertising message. It was hypothesized that high prejudiced whites would react more strongly to racial cues than low prejudiced whites on source processing measures (i.e., perceived similarity to and identification with actors). Moreover, if the first hypothesis based upon the heuristic model of persuasion was accepted, a second issue was whether low prejudice whites would rate (and remember) advertising claims more favorably (and more easily) than would high prejudice whites (e.g., comprehension of claims, product, and brand awareness).  The findings showed that high prejudice whites perceived themselves as less similar to black than to white actors, whereas low prejudice whites perceived no differences in their similarity to white or black actors. Furthermore, high prejudice whites found it more difficult to identify with the black than white actors, whereas low prejudice whites showed no differences in their ability to identify with a white or black actor. Evidence was not as convincing
18 for the idea that viewers with less defined racial attitudes would be more likely to
consider the advertisement claims than viewers with firmly established racial attitudes. Although low prejudice whites showed greater recall of the product brand names the two groups did not differ in their thoughts, message comprehension, and ratings of the perceived strength of the advertisement claims.
The findings of the Whittler (1989, 1991) studies support the idea that viewers with stronger racial attitudes are more likely to be affected by source characteristics (whether actors are black or white) than viewers with weaker racial attitudes. However, the findings of these studies did not fully support the idea that viewers with weaker racial attitudes are more likely to consider the message claims than viewers with stronger racial attitudes.
In summary, these articles indicate that racial attitude may influence a viewer's reaction to an advertisement. However, while these studies have used racial attitude as a predictor of a respondent's ability to identify with or believe the message source, they have not used racial attitude to determine whether or not a respondent will lead to different perceptions of advertisements featuring different ethnic models or if racial attitude can be used to determine a more open attitude toward advertising in general. In addition, previous studies have limited themselves to studying only two ethnic groups at a time; i.e., African-American and white, Hispanic and white, or Asian and white, and have been isolated to one or two areas
19 of the country.  Given these limitations it would seem that further research in this
area is warranted.
Research Questions
Based upon the preceding discussion a two-part research question was developed to address the issue of racial attitude and the role it plays in a respondent's assessment of advertisements.
Question 1: Will respondents' racial attitudes lead them to respond differ​ently to advertisements featuring models from different racial/ethnic origins? and if so, can it be shown that racial attitude is related to a respondent's location, that is,
Question 1A: Will respondents within the same geographical location react similarly to the test advertisements?
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CHAPTER III
METHODS Survey Design
A paper and pencil mail survey was developed to address the research questions.  The four-part survey was designed to be self-administered so placement of each section was critical. The survey was presented in the following order: directions, control and test advertisements with two 13-item Likert scale assessment sheets designed to measure attitude toward the advertisements, demographics questions, and racial attitude survey.  The complete survey is shown in Appendix A.
Questionnaire
Following is a description of the two main components of the questionnaire. Assessment of Advertisements
Two advertisements were developed for this study featuring a fictional blue jeans company, Blue Moon Jeans. Advertisement one, used as the control adver​tisement, contained only black and white copy and a picture of blue jeans
21 (Appendix A).  Attitudes toward the control advertisement were obtained by using
13 items all measured on a 6-point scale where 1 represented a negative attitude and 6 a positive attitude toward the advertisement.  The control advertisement and accompanying assessment sheet were included in every survey packet.  The 13 items had a Cronbach alpha of .92.
The test advertisements featured a black and white photograph of a model wearing a pair of blue jeans with copy stating, "Once in a blue moon—a perfect fitting jean comes along-Blue Moon Jeans." A total of five models were used to create the test advertisements; one white female, one white male, one African-American female, one Hispanic female, and one Asian female (Appendix A).  Only one of these advertisements was included in each survey packet. The same assess​ment sheet used for the control advertisement was used for the test advertisement. The Cronbach alphas for the 13 items for each advertisement are as follows: advertisement with white female, .95; advertisement with white male, .94; adver​tisement with African-American female, .93; advertisement with Hispanic female, .93; and advertisement with Asian female, .94.
Racial Attitude Survey
Racial attitude was measured using a 75-item scale developed by Nova Counseling Associates, Inc. (Rundquist, 1996) (Appendix A). Sixty-two of these items were measured using a 5-point scale on which 1 represented "strongly
22 disagree" and 5 represented "strongly agree." The respondent was asked "to what
degree do you believe that [a designated race] possesses the following trait?" The designated race always matched the race of the model featured in the advertisement. These 62 items were subdivided into two components: items 1-14 measured physical qualities such as clean, dirty, beautiful, ugly, etc., and items 15-62 measured ego strength traits that were divided into the following categories: Dominance, Control, Anxiety, Ethics, General Social, and On the Job.  The scores for the negative traits were reversed so higher scores consistently represented more positive attitudes toward the designated race.  The remaining 13 items were measured using a 5-point scale on which 1 represented "strongly object" and 5 represented "strongly accept." Once again the respondent was asked "if you would be accepting of the [designated race]" in various social settings. These final 13 items were grouped into the following two components: items 63-70 termed Social Distance measured inter​action in more intimate settings e.g., boss, neighbor, in-law, marriage partner, etc., and items 71-75, Casual Contact, measured interaction in more casual settings, e.g., same bus, same restaurant, etc. The Cronbach alphas for the four components of the racial attitude portion are as follows: .85 for the 14 items measuring Physical traits; .92 for the 48 items measuring Ego Strength; .94 for the 8 items measuring Social Distance; and .99 for the 5 items measuring Casual Contact.
23 Sample
Two hundred surveys were sent to each of six regions in the United States for a total of 1,200 surveys.  The regions were identified as follows:
Region l~Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania
Region 2~Southeast: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee
Region 3-Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan
Region 4~South Central: Colorado, Oklahoma, and Texas
Region 5--Northwest: Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington
Region 6~Southwest: Arizona and California
Ten contacts in each region were sent packets containing 20 surveys. Each packet of 20 included five surveys featuring the African-American model, five of the Hispanic model, five of the Asian model, and five of the white models. Each contact was responsible for distributing the surveys to colleagues, friends, family, and neighbors over the age of 18, retrieving them, and returning them in a pre-paid envelope included in the packet. To insure privacy each survey was packaged in its own envelope and was sealed upon completion.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Sample
A total of 783 surveys were returned; 36 were discarded for one of two reasons, either the respondent did not complete the entire survey or there was an error made in the compilation of the survey, i.e., the assessment sheet for the test advertisement was omitted, leaving a final usable sample of 747. The distribution by region and respondent's race, shown in Table 2, was as follows: Northeast, 129 (17%); Southeast, 117 (16%); Midwest, 115 (15%); South Central, 146 (20%); Northwest, 103 (14%), and Southwest, 137 (18%). Of the 747 respondents in the sample 26 (3.5%) were African-American, 19 (2.5%) were Asian, 620 (83.1%) were white, 40 (5.4%) were Hispanic, 8 (1.1%) were Native American, 33 (4.4%) identified themselves as a combination, and one person refused to answer this question. A complete summary of demographics is provided in Appendix B.
25
Table 2
Number of Respondents by Race Per Region
	
	African
	
	
	
	Native
	
	

	Region
	American
	Asian
	White
	Hispanic
	American
	Combination
	Total

	Northeast
	2
	0
	120
	5
	0
	2
	129

	Southeast
	3
	2
	104
	3
	1
	4
	111

	Midwest
	5
	3
	96
	6
	1
	4
	115

	South Central
	1
	1
	125
	7
	5
	7
	146

	Northwest
	0
	3
	95
	4
	0
	1
	103

	Southwest
	15
	10
	80
	15
	1
	15
	136

	Total
	26
	19
	620
	40
	8
	33
	747


26 Racial Attitude
The first research question examined the role racial attitude plays in a respondent's assessment of advertisements.  To answer this question two separate analyses were conducted.  First, a comparison of control and test advertisements was performed to see if, in general, there were any significant differences between a respondent's reaction to the two advertisements. Next an analysis of extreme types was conducted. All respondents were identified as either "most-prejudiced," "least prejudiced," or neutral. After assigning a racial attitude score to each respondent a one-way ANOVA test was run to compare attitudes of each respondent on the test advertisements against each component of the Racial Attitude survey.
Analysis One: Comparison of Control and Test Advertisements
Following is an advertisement by advertisement comparison of each test advertisement by control advertisement.
White Female
Of the 13 items only one led to significant differences between the control and test advertisements, as the white female test advertisement was perceived as more informative than the control advertisement (control X = 2.59, test X = 2.85, g = .011).   One other item approached significance, those that found the white
27 female test advertisement more interesting (control X = 3.34, test X = 3.38, p =
.082) (Table 3).
White Male
Of the 13 items, five reported significant differences as the white male model test advertisement was considered more informative (control X = 2.63, test X = 2.78, p = .003), more meaningful (control X = 2.71, test X = 2.84, p = .019), more important (control X = 2.22, test X = 2.62, p = .001), worth remembering (control X = 2.57, test X = 3.10, p = .002), and more persuasive (control X = 2.44, test X = 3.20, p = .011) than the test advertisement. An additional three items approached significance; those that found the white male test advertisement more likable (control X = 3.31, test X = 4.17, p = .055), more enjoyable (control X = 3.04, test X = 3.86, p = .073), and more believable (control X = 3.28, test X = 3.77, p = .074) (Table 4, p. 29).
African-American
Of the 13 items, 10 reported significant differences as more found the African-American female test advertisement very good (control X = 3.46, test X = 3.77, p = .000), more interesting (control X = 3.19, test X = 3.30, p = .011), more enjoyable (control X = 3.21, test X = 3.39, p = .014), less offensive (control X = 5.06, test X = 5.24, p = .009), more believable (control X = 3.39, test X = 3.58, p = .008), more informative (control X = 2.81, test X = 2.93,
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Table 3
Comparison of Control and White Female Test Advertisements (N = 80)
	
	Control Advertisement
	White Female Model Test
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	Advertisement (X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.48
	3.91
	.576

	Interesting3
	3.34
	3.38
	.082

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.15
	4.30
	.477

	Likable3
	3.15
	4.01
	.434

	Irritating
	4.49
	4.92
	.871

	Enjoyable3
	3.00
	3.72
	.255

	Offensive
	5.06
	5.29
	.585

	Believable2
	3.26
	3.61
	.182

	Informative2
	2.59
	2.85
	.011

	Meaningful3
	2.63
	2.94
	.446

	Important3
	2.23
	2.62
	.396

	Worth Remembering21
	2.51
	2.99
	.111

	Persuasive21
	2.43
	3.18
	.206


Note.  A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 4
Comparison of Control and White Male Test Advertisements (N = 94)
	
	Control Advertisement
	White Male Model Test
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	Advertisement (X)
	Level

	Good3
	3.53
	4.21
	.172

	Interesting3
	3.10
	3.79
	.317

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.24
	4.30
	.152

	Likable3
	3.31
	4.17
	.055

	Irritating
	4.54
	4.70
	.202

	Enjoyable3
	3.04
	3.86
	.073

	Offensive
	5.09
	5.21
	.789

	Believable3
	3.28
	3.77
	.074

	Informative3
	2.63
	2.78
	.003

	Meaningful3
	2.71
	2.84
	.019

	Important2
	2.22
	2.62
	.001

	Worth Remembering3
	2.57
	3.10
	.002

	Persuasive3
	2.44
	3.20
	.011


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
30 p = .000), more meaningful (control X = 2.78, test X = 3.03, p = .002), more
important (control X = 2.49, test X = 2.75, p = .000), worth remembering (control X = 2.65, test X = 2.99, p = .000), and more persuasive (control X = 2.62, test X = 3.02, p = .000) than the control advertisement. An additional two items approached significance, those that found the African-American female test advertisement more likable (control X = 3.39, test X = 3.76, p = .084) and less irritating (control X = 4.59, test X = 4.85, p = .067) (Table 5).
Hispanic Female
Of the 13 items, five reported significant differences: those that found the Hispanic female test advertisement more interesting (control X = 3.26, test X = 3.36, p = .012), more enjoyable (control X = 3.16, test X = 3.49, p = .002), less offensive (control X = 5.05, test X = 5.24, p = .042), more important (control X = 2.38, test X = 2.57, p = .031), and worth remembering (control X = 2.47, test X = 2.99, p = .005) than the control advertisement. Two other items approached significance, those that found the Hispanic female test advertisement more likable (control X = 3.33, test X = 3.72, p = .054) and more persuasive (control X = 2.61, test X = 2.95, p = .053) (Table 6, p. 32).
Asian Female
Of the 13 items, eight reported significant differences with the Asian female test advertisement considered visually pleasing (control X = 3.35, test X = 3.69,
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Table 5
Comparison of Control and African-American Female Test Advertisements (N = 193)
	
	
	African-American Female
	

	
	Control Advertisement
	Model Test
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	Advertisement (X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.46
	3.77
	.000

	Interesting2
	3.19
	3.30
	.011

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.47
	3.89
	.192

	Likable3
	3.39
	3.76
	.084

	Irritating
	4.59
	4.85
	.067

	Enjoyable3
	3.21
	3.39
	.014

	Offensive
	5.06
	5.24
	.009

	Believable3
	3.39
	3.58
	.008

	Informative3
	2.81
	2.93
	.000

	Meaningful2
	2.78
	3.03
	.002

	Important3
	2.49
	2.75
	.000

	Worth Remembering3
	2.65
	3.02
	.000

	Persuasivea
	2.62
	3.00
	.000


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
The scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 6
Comparison of Control and Hispanic Female Test Advertisements (N = 189)
	
	Control Advertisement
	Hispanic Female Model
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	Test Advertisement (X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.57
	3.86
	.214

	Interesting3
	3.26
	3.36
	.012

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.31
	3.90
	.408

	Likable3
	3.33
	3.72
	.054

	Irritating
	4.55
	4.90
	.603

	Enjoyablea
	3.16
	3.49
	.002

	Offensive
	5.05
	5.24
	.042

	Believable2
	3.37
	3.66
	.264

	Informative3
	2.76
	3.04
	.126

	Meaningful3
	2.68
	2.86
	.216

	Important2
	2.38
	2.57
	.031

	Worth Remembering3
	2.47
	2.99
	.005

	Persuasive21
	2.61
	2.95
	.053


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
33 p = .030), more likable (control X = 3.36, test X = 3.61, p = .019), more
enjoyable (control X = 2.85, test X = 2.81, p = .040), more meaningful (control X = 2.73, test X = 2.80, p = .006), more important (control X = 2.37, test X = 2.50, p = .000), worth remembering (control X = 2.76, test X = 2.88, p = .001), and more persuasive (control X = 2.75, test X = 2.90, p = .035) than the control advertisement.  Three additional items approached significance, those that found the Asian female test advertisement very good (control X = 3.54, test X = 3.59, p = .094), more interesting (control X = 3.35, test X = 3.25, p = .054), and more believable (control X= 3.38, test X = 3.48, p = .067) (Table 7).
The results of analysis one show that on all items each test advertisement was rated more favorably than the control advertisement. When each test adver​tisement is considered independently the African-American test advertisement reported the highest number of items with significant differences, 10 or 77%. This was followed by the Asian model test advertisement with eight items reporting significance or 62%, the white male and the Hispanic female test advertisements with five items each or 38%. The white female test advertisement reported only one significant item or 8%.
Analysis Two: Extreme Types
Following is a discussion of the method used for identifying extreme types.
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Table 7
Comparison of Control and Asian Female Test Advertisements (N = 190)
	
	Control Advertisement
	White Female Model Test
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	Advertisement (X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.54
	3.59
	.094

	Interesting2
	3.35
	3.25
	.054

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.35
	3.69
	.030

	Likable3
	3.36
	3.61
	.019

	Irritating
	4.61
	4.93
	.321

	Enjoyable3
	3.17
	3.26
	.000

	Offensive
	5.22
	5.19
	.154

	Believable3
	3.38
	3.48
	.067

	Informative2
	2.85
	2.81
	.040

	Meaningful3
	2.73
	2.80
	.006

	Important3
	2.37
	2.50
	.000

	Worth Remembering2
	2.76
	2.88
	.001

	Persuasive3
	2.75
	2.90
	.035


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
35 Identification of Extreme Types
Extreme types were identified as those plus or minus one standard deviation from the mean on each component of the Racial Attitude survey.  Table 8 shows the means and standard deviations for each component on the Racial Attitude survey and Table 9 shows the percentage of those identified as extreme types for each component of the Racial Attitude survey. Following is a discussion of each component of the Racial Attitude survey evaluating the scores between those identified as most prejudiced and those identified as least prejudiced.
Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations for Each Component of Racial Attitude Survey
	Component
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Physical Ego Strength Social Distance Casual Contact
	3.06 3.14 3.96 4.30
	.40 .31 .86 .89


Table 9
Percentage of Extreme Types for Each Component of Racial Attitude Survey
	Component
	Most Prejudiced
(%)
	Neutral
(%)
	Least Prejudiced (%)

	Physical Ego Strength Social Distance Casual Contact
	6 6 29
27
	80 80 44 73
	14 14
27 0


36 Racial Attitude Component Analysis
Below is a discussion of the four components of the Racial Attitude survey.
Physical component. The Physical component examined a respondent's attitude toward physical attributes on 14 items such as clean, dirty, beautiful, ugly, etc.  Following is a discussion of the items reporting significance for each test advertisement.
White female.  This component reported significant differences in perception for this test advertisement on five items with those identified as least prejudiced rating the white female advertisement higher on the following items; very good (most prejudiced X = 3.33, least prejudiced X = 6.00, p = .039), more likable (most prejudiced X = 3.33, least prejudiced X = 6.00, g = .042), not irritating (most prejudiced X = 3.00, least prejudiced X = 6.00, g = .012), more enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 3.33, least prejudiced X = 6.00, p = .023), and more important (most prejudiced X = 3.67, least prejudiced X = 5.00, g = .008). Four other items approached significance those that found the white female test advertisement visually pleasing (most prejudiced X = 3.67, least prejudiced X = 6.00, p = .058), more informative (most prejudiced X = 3.67, least prejudiced X = 5.00, g = .079), and more meaningful (most prejudiced X = 3.67, least prejudiced X = 5.00, p = .064) (Table 10).
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Table 10
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Female Test Advertisement for Physical Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 80)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.91
	3.33
	6.00
	.039

	Interesting3
	3.38
	3.00
	5.00
	.161

	Visually Pleasing3
	4.30
	3.67
	6.00
	.058

	Likable3
	4.01
	3.33
	6.00
	.042

	Irritating
	4.92
	3.00
	6.00
	.012

	Enjoyable3
	3.72
	3.33
	6.00
	.023

	Offensive
	5.29
	5.00
	6.00
	.547

	Believable2
	3.61
	3.33
	5.00
	.351

	Informative3
	2.85
	3.67
	5.00
	.079

	Meaningful3
	2.94
	3.67
	5.00
	.064

	Important3
	2.62
	3.67
	5.00
	.008

	Worth Remembering3
	2.99
	3.67
	5.00
	.122

	Persuasivea
	3.18
	3.33
	5.50
	.094


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
38 White male.  Only one extreme type, least prejudiced, was identified for this
test advertisement, therefore it was eliminated from further evaluation.
African-American female.  This component showed significant differences in perception of this test advertisement on six items with those that were least prejudiced rating the African-American female advertisement very good (most prejudiced X = 2.92, least prejudiced X = 4.25, p = .002), more interesting (most prejudiced X = 2.38, least prejudiced X = 3.68, p = .006), visually pleasing (most prejudiced X = 2.92, least prejudiced X = 4.21, p = .003), more likable (most prejudiced X = 2.92, least prejudiced X = 4.18, p = .007), more enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 2.46, least prejudiced X = 4.04, g = .000), and less offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.08, least prejudiced X = 5.75, g = .000). Four other items approached significance: with those identified as least prejudiced found the advertisement less irritating (most prejudiced X = 4.15, least prejudiced X = 5.11, p = .074), more believable (most prejudiced X = 2.85, least prejudiced X = 3.89, g = .067), worth remembering (most prejudiced X = 2.69, least prejudiced X = 3.61, p = .050), and more persuasive (most prejudiced X = 2.62, least prejudiced X = 3.54, p = .068) (Table 11).
Hispanic female. There were no items reporting significance differences for this test advertisement (Table 12, p. 40).
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Table 11
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of African-American Female Test Advertisement for Phvsical Component of Racial Attitude Survev (N = 193)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.76
	2.92
	4.25
	.002

	Interesting3
	3.30
	2.38
	3.68
	.006

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.87
	2.92
	4.21
	.003

	Likable3
	3.75
	2.92
	4.18
	.007

	Irritating
	4.84
	4.15
	5.11
	.074

	Enjoyablea
	3.39
	2.46
	4.04
	.000

	Offensive
	5.23
	4.08
	5.75
	.000

	Believable2
	3.58
	2.85
	3.89
	.067

	Informative2
	2.94
	2.62
	3.29
	.247

	Meaningful2
	3.03
	3.00
	3.25
	.662

	Important2
	2.76
	2.69
	3.11
	.330

	Worth Remembering2
	2.99
	2.69
	3.61
	.050

	Persuasivea
	3.01
	2.62
	3.54
	.068


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 12
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Hispanic Female Test Advertisement for Physical Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 189)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.86
	3.95
	3.63
	.520

	Interesting2
	3.35
	3.37
	3.17
	.731

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.89
	4.05
	3.83
	.797

	Likable3
	3.71
	3.89
	3.75
	.758

	Irritating
	4.90
	4.47
	5.04
	.264

	Enjoyable21
	3.48
	3.74
	3.50
	.595

	Offensive
	5.24
	4.89
	5.42
	.300

	Believable2
	3.65
	4.05
	3.58
	.364

	Informative2
	3.03
	3.26
	2.96
	.736

	Meaningful3
	2.86
	3.16
	2.71
	.553

	Important3
	2.58
	2.79
	2.46
	.706

	Worth Remembering21
	2.97
	3.21
	3.00
	.740

	Persuasive21
	2.95
	3.11
	2.88
	.865


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
41 Asian female.  This test advertisement showed significant differences on five
items as those that were identified as least prejudiced found the Asian female advertisement visually pleasing (most prejudiced X = 3.00, least prejudiced X = 4.05, g = .040), more likable (most prejudiced X = 3.29, least prejudiced X = 4.13,g = .007), more enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 2.29, least prejudiced X = 3.62, g = .004), more believable (most prejudiced X = 2.57, least prejudiced X = 4.08, g = .002), and worth remembering (most prejudiced X = 2.14, least prejudiced X = 3.51, g = .001).  There were five other items that approached significance: those identified as least prejudiced found the Asian female advertise​ment more interesting (most prejudiced X = 3.14, least prejudiced X = 3.62, g = .092), less offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.71, least prejudiced X = 5.54, g = .050), more meaningful (most prejudiced X = 2.33, least prejudiced X = 3.15, g = .083), more important (most prejudiced X = 2.00, least prejudiced X = 2.82, g = .065), and more persuasive (most prejudiced X = 2.71, least prejudiced X = 3.36, g = .070) (Table 13).
For this component of the racial attitude survey three of the five test advertisements showed significant differences between those identified as most prejudiced and those identified as least prejudiced.  The African-American test advertisement reported the most number of sigmficant findings with six items or 46%.  This was followed by the white female and Asian female advertisements with
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Table 13
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Asian Female Test Advertisement for Physical Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 191)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.57
	3.43
	3.85
	.239

	Interesting3
	3.24
	3.14
	3.62
	.092

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.68
	3.00
	4.05
	.040

	Likable3
	3.60
	3.29
	4.13
	.007

	Irritating
	4.92
	4.71
	5.21
	.188

	Enjoyable3
	3.21
	2.29
	3.62
	.004

	Offensive
	5.18
	4.71
	5.54
	.050

	Believable3
	3.47
	2.57
	4.08
	.002

	Informative3
	2.82
	2.57
	3.10
	.242

	Meaningful3
	2.79
	2.33
	3.15
	.083

	Important3
	2.47
	2.00
	2.82
	.065

	Worth Remembering3
	2.85
	2.14
	3.51
	.001

	Persuasivea
	2.90
	2.71
	3.36
	.070


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
43 five items each or 38% each.  In all cases those identified as most prejudiced scored
these advertisements lower than those identified as least prejudiced.
Ego Strength component. The Ego Strength component measures a respondent's assessment of the designated race on 48 items that are divided into the following categories: dominance, control, anxiety, ethics, general social, and on the job.
White female.  There were no items reporting significant differences for the white female test advertisement (Table 14).
White male. There were no items reporting significant differences for the white male test advertisement (Table 15, p. 45).
African-American female.  There were six items reporting significant differences for the African-American female test advertisement with those least prejudiced finding the advertisement more favorable as indicated by higher scores on the following items: very good (most prejudiced X = 3.31, least prejudiced X = 4.18, p. = .043), more interesting (most prejudiced X = 2.65, least prejudiced X = 3.59, rj = .009), visually pleasing (most prejudiced X = 3.15, least prejudiced X = 4.12, p = .002), more likable (most prejudiced X = 3.19, least prejudiced X = 3.94, p = .029), more enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 2.77, least prejudiced X = 3.59, g = .019) and less offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.69, least
44
Table 14
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Female Test Advertisement for Ego Strength Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 80)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good3
	3.91
	3.33
	6.00
	.039

	Interesting3
	3.38
	3.00
	5.00
	.161

	Visually Pleasing3
	4.30
	3.67
	6.00
	.058

	Likable3
	4.01
	3.33
	6.00
	.042

	Irritating
	4.92
	3.00
	6.00
	.012

	Enjoyable3
	3.72
	3.33
	6.00
	.023

	Offensive
	5.29
	5.00
	6.00
	.547

	Believable3
	3.61
	3.33
	5.00
	.351

	Informative3
	2.85
	3.67
	5.00
	.079

	Meaningful3
	2.94
	3.67
	5.00
	.064

	Important3
	2.62
	3.67
	5.00
	.008

	Worth Remembering3
	2.99
	3.67
	5.00
	.122

	Persuasive8
	3.18
	3.33
	5.50
	.094


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
3The scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 15
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Male Test Advertisement for Ego Strength Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 94)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	4.21
	4.00
	4.17
	.982

	Interesting2
	3.79
	4.00
	3.83
	.985

	Visually Pleasinga
	4.30
	4.00
	4.33
	.978

	Likable2
	4.17
	3.00
	4.33
	.648

	Irritating
	4.70
	6.00
	4.67
	.638

	Enjoyable3
	3.86
	2.00
	3.83
	.469

	Offensive
	5.21
	6.00
	4.83
	.507

	Believable3
	3.77
	1.00
	3.83
	.170

	Informative2
	2.78
	1.00
	3.50
	.195

	Meaningful3
	2.84
	1.00
	3.67
	.170

	Important3
	2.62
	1.00
	2.83
	.449

	Worth Remembering2
	3.10
	1.00
	3.17
	.408

	Persuasive2
	3.20
	1.00
	3.50
	.891


Note.  A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
46 prejudiced X = 5.53, g = .037).  One other item approached significance with
those least prejudiced finding the African-American female advertisement less irritating (most prejudiced X = 4.35, least prejudiced X = 5.18, g = .067) (Table 16).
Hispanic female. There were no items reporting significant differences for the Hispanic female advertisement (Table 17, p. 48).
Asian female.  Significant differences were shown on only one item for the Asian female test advertisement. Those identified as least prejudiced found the advertisement more likable (most prejudiced X = 3.50, least prejudiced X = 4.00, g = .011) than those identified as most prejudiced.  Three other items approached significance with those identified as least prejudiced finding the Asian female test advertisement visually pleasing (most prejudiced X = 3.50, least prejudiced X = 4.00, g = .068), more enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 2.50, least prejudiced X = 3.49, g = .080), and less offensive (most prejudiced X = 5.50, least prejudiced X = 5.47, g = .084) (Table 18, p. 49).
For this component of the racial attitude survey only two test advertisements reported significant differences between those identified as most prejudiced and those identified as least prejudiced. The African-American female advertisement reported the most number of significant findings with six or 46%, followed by the Asian female with one or 8%.  In both cases those identified as most prejudiced
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Table 16
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of African-American Female Test Advertisement for Ego Strength Component of Racial Attitude Survev (N =193)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good3
	3.77
	3.31
	4.18
	.043

	Interesting2
	3.32
	2.65
	3.59
	.009

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.89
	3.15
	4.12
	.002

	Likable3
	3.77
	3.19
	3.94
	.029

	Irritating
	4.84
	4.35
	5.18
	.067

	Enjoyable3
	3.39
	2.77
	3.59
	.019

	Offensive
	5.21
	4.69
	5.53
	.037

	Believable3
	3.58
	3.19
	3.82
	.225

	Informative3
	2.93
	2.65
	3.06
	.490

	Meaningful3
	3.04
	2.85
	3.18
	.700

	Important3
	2.77
	2.42
	2.76
	.366

	Worth Remembering3
	3.02
	2.62
	3.24
	.291

	Persuasivea
	3.03
	2.73
	3.41
	.295


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 17
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Hispanic Female Test Advertisement for Ego Strength Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 189)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.82
	4.00
	3.78
	.797

	Interesting3
	3.31
	3.53
	3.39
	.713

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.86
	4.40
	3.89
	.142

	Likable3
	3.70
	4.27
	3.94
	.068

	Irritating
	4.95
	5.13
	4.83
	.768

	Enjoyable3
	3.47
	4.00
	3.67
	.108

	Offensive
	5.25
	5.53
	5.44
	.392

	Believable2
	3.62
	4.07
	3.50
	.371

	Informative3
	3.00
	3.13
	2.72
	.646

	Meaningful3
	2.82
	3.27
	2.78
	.429

	Important2
	2.55
	2.47
	2.94
	.375

	Worth Remembering3
	2.96
	3.33
	2.94
	.587

	Persuasive3
	2.88
	3.20
	3.00
	.602


Note.  A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 18
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Asian Female Test Advertisement for Ego Strength Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 191)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.56
	3.50
	3.78
	.318

	Interesting3
	3.22
	2.50
	3.39
	.385

	Visually Pleasing2
	3.66
	3.50
	4.00
	.068

	Likable2
	3.57
	3.50
	4.00
	.011

	Irritating
	4.90
	6.00
	5.04
	.185

	Enjoyable2
	3.21
	2.50
	3.49
	.080

	Offensive
	5.18
	5.50
	5.47
	.084

	Believable2
	3.46
	3.50
	3.78
	.147

	Informative2
	2.81
	3.00
	2.86
	.928

	Meaningful2
	2.78
	4.00
	2.96
	.148

	Important2
	2.45
	3.50
	2.51
	.393

	Worth Remembering2
	2.83
	3.50
	3.14
	.113

	Persuasive2
	2.86
	3.00
	3.06
	.455


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
50 scored the test advertisements lower than those identified as least prejudiced.  The
three remaining models, white female, white male, and Hispanic female, reported no significant findings between those identified as least prejudiced and those identified as most prejudiced.
Social Distance component. The Social Distance component, using eight items, attempts to measure attitude for involvement with the designated race in progressively more intimate settings, starting with items that consider work related situations, boss, employee, etc., and lead to items that involve family such as in-law or marriage partner.
White female. There were no items reporting significant differences for the white female test advertisement (Table 19).
White male. There were no items reporting significant differences for the white male test advertisement (Table 20, p. 52).
African-American female. There were eight items on which there were significant differences for this test advertisement, with those identified as least prejudiced finding the African-American female test advertisement very good (most prejudiced X = 3.25, least prejudiced X = 4.15,p = .000), more interesting (most prejudiced X = 2.74, least prejudiced X = 3.93, p = .000), visually pleasing (most prejudiced X = 3.19, least prejudiced X = 4.65, p = .000), more likable
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Table 19
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Female Test Advertisement for Social Distance Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 80s)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.88
	3.94
	3.69
	.111

	Interesting0
	3.35
	3.30
	3.31
	.916

	Visually Pleasinga
	4.28
	4.15
	4.06
	.246

	Likable3
	3.99
	3.88
	4.00
	.771

	Irritating
	4.91
	4.85
	5.06
	.857

	Enjoyablea
	3.69
	3.61
	3.63
	.749

	Offensive
	5.28
	5.18
	5.56
	.459

	Believable3
	3.58
	3.42
	3.56
	.642

	Informative3
	2.81
	2.76
	2.81
	.964

	Meaningful3
	2.90
	2.82
	3.00
	.898

	Important3
	2.58
	2.45
	2.63
	.752

	Worth Remembering21
	2.95
	2.67
	3.13
	.372

	Persuasive8
	3.14
	2.97
	3.31
	.692


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 20
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Male Test Advertisement for Social Distance Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 94)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Gooda
	4.23
	4.00
	4.18
	.517

	Interesting3
	3.80
	3.32
	3.78
	.157

	Visually Pleasing2
	4.30
	3.84
	4.35
	.284

	Likable2
	4.18
	3.79
	4.28
	.349

	Irritating
	4.69
	4.37
	4.95
	.248

	Enjoyable21
	3.87
	3.58
	3.98
	.638

	Offensive
	5.20
	4.95
	5.33
	.438

	Believable2
	3.77
	3.79
	3.60
	.568

	Informative2
	2.80
	2.84
	2.63
	.563

	Meaningfula
	2.86
	2.47
	2.80
	.259

	Important3
	2.62
	2.37
	2.58
	.479

	Worth Remembering2
	3.11
	2.89
	3.20
	.787

	Persuasive3
	3.22
	3.00
	3.18
	.696


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
53 (most prejudiced X = 3.20, least prejudiced X = 4.30, g = .000), more enjoyable
(most prejudiced X = 2.92, least prejudiced X = 3.98, g = .000), less offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.78, least prejudiced X = 5.60, g = .002), more believable (most prejudiced X = 3.20, least prejudiced X = 4.03, g = .009), and more persuasive (most prejudiced X = 2.58, least prejudiced X = 3.40, g = .009).  Two additional items approached significance, with those identified as least prejudiced finding the African-American female test advertisement less irritating (most prejudiced X = 4.55, least prejudiced X = 5.15, g = .069) and more meaningful (most prejudiced X = 2.70, least prejudiced X = 3.33, g = .060) (Table 21).
Hispanic female.  Only one item on which there were significant differences between those identified as least prejudiced and those identified as most prejudiced was found for the Hispanic female test advertisement, with those identified as least prejudiced finding this test advertisement less offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.98, least prejudiced X = 5.47, g = .044) (Table 22, p. 55).
Asian female.  Significant differences were shown on two items for the Asian female test advertisement, with those identified as least prejudiced finding this test advertisement more likable (most prejudiced X = 3.25, least prejudiced X = 3.87, g = .041) and less offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.84, least prejudiced X = 5.45, g = .034).  Two other items approached significance, with those identified as least prejudiced finding the Asian female test advertisement more
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Table 21
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of African-American Female Test Advertisement for Social Distance Component of Racial Attitude Survev (N = 193)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.77
	3.25
	4.15
	.000

	Interesting2
	3.32
	2.74
	3.93
	.000

	Visually Pleasing2
	3.89
	3.19
	4.65
	.000

	Likable2
	3.78
	3.20
	4.30
	.000

	Irritating
	4.83
	4.55
	5.15
	.069

	Enjoyable2
	3.40
	2.92
	3.98
	.000

	Offensive
	5.22
	4.78
	5.60
	.002

	Believable3
	3.60
	3.20
	4.03
	.009

	Informative2
	2.95
	2.66
	3.08
	.173

	Meaningful2
	3.06
	2.70
	3.33
	.060

	Important2
	2.78
	2.49
	2.93
	.178

	Worth Remembering2
	3.02
	2.77
	3.23
	.310

	Persuasive2
	3.04
	2.58
	3.40
	.009


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 22
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Hispanic Female Test Advertisement for Social Distance Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 189)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good2
	3.85
	3.75
	3.80
	.440

	Interesting2
	3.35
	3.31
	3.33
	.903

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.90
	3.80
	3.96
	.660

	Likable3
	3.72
	3.52
	3.86
	.230

	Irritating
	4.91
	4.73
	5.19
	.146

	Enjoyable3
	3.49
	3.38
	3.47
	.537

	Offensive
	5.25
	4.98
	5.47
	.044

	Believable2
	3.66
	3.59
	3.59
	.696

	Informative3
	3.02
	3.03
	2.82
	.435

	Meaningful3
	2.85
	2.91
	2.82
	.921

	Important3
	2.55
	2.58
	2.55
	.95

	Worth Remembering3
	2.98
	2.89
	2.84
	.392

	Persuasivea
	2.95
	2.83
	2.96
	.669


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
The scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
56 enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 2.98, least prejudiced X = 3.51, p = .064) and
more believable (most prejudiced X = 3.11, least prejudiced X = 3.79, p = .053) (Table 23).
Once again the African-American female test advertisement reported the most number of significant findings between those identified as least prejudiced and those identified as most prejudiced with eight, 62%, reporting significant differ​ences.  The Asian female test advertisement reported two, 16%, the Hispanic female one, 8%, while no items were reported for either of the white models. In all cases the respondents identified as most prejudiced rated these advertisements lower that those identified as least prejudiced.
Casual Contact component. This component measures attitude regarding contact with the designated race in the most casual of settings on five items.  Only one extreme type was identified for this component, those identified as most prejudiced. For this reason this group was compared to those identified as neutral or at about the mean for this component.
White female.  There were no items reporting significant differences for this test advertisement (Table 24, p. 58).
White male.  Significant differences were shown on only one item for the white male test advertisement, with those identified as most prejudiced finding the test advertisement visually disturbing (most prejudiced X = 3.81, neutral X =
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Table 23
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Asian Female Test Advertisement for Social Distance Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 191)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good3
	3.57
	3.30
	3.74
	.138

	Interesting3
	3.23
	3.09
	3.35
	.574

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.69
	3.48
	3.85
	.300

	Likable3
	3.60
	3.25
	3.87
	.041

	Irritating
	4.92
	4.74
	5.09
	.356

	Enjoyablea
	3.25
	2.98
	3.51
	.064

	Offensive
	5.19
	4.84
	5.45
	.034

	Believable3
	3.47
	3.11
	3.79
	.053

	Informative3
	2.80
	2.91
	2.87
	.637

	Meaningful3
	2.77
	2.80
	2.83
	.886

	Important3
	2.49
	2.52
	2.60
	.675

	Worth Remembering3
	2.86
	2.63
	3.11
	.259

	Persuasive3
	2.88
	2.70
	3.19
	.188


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 24
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Female Test Advertisement for Casual Contact Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 80)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.91
	3.97
	3.87
	.731

	Interesting3
	3.3
	3.33
	3.42
	.759

	Visually Pleasinga
	4.30
	4.18
	4.39
	.413

	Likable3
	4.01
	3.91
	4.09
	.528

	Irritating
	4.92
	4.76
	5.04
	.323

	Enjoyable3
	3.72
	3.64
	3.78
	.602

	Offensive
	5.29
	5.15
	5.39
	.303

	Believable3
	3.61
	3.52
	3.67
	.622

	Informative3
	2.85
	2.94
	2.78
	.658

	Meaningful3
	2.94
	2.91
	2.96
	.883

	Important3
	2.62
	2.58
	2.65
	.798

	Worth Remembering3
	2.99
	2.88
	3.07
	.599

	Persuasivea
	3.18
	3.18
	3.17
	.982


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
The scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
59 4.49, p = .043).  An additional three items approached significance; with those
identified as most prejudiced finding the white male test advertisement less likable (most prejudiced X = 3.77, neutral X = 4.32, p = .068), more irritating (most prejudiced X = 4.31, neutral X = 4.85, p = .084), and more offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.92, neutral X = 5.32, p = .097) (Table 25).
African-American female.  This test advertisement showed significant differences on seven items as those identified as most prejudiced found the African-American test advertisement very bad (most prejudiced X = 3.46, neutral X = 3.87, p = .032), less interesting (most prejudiced X = 2.88, neutral X = 3.47, p = .003), visually disturbing (most prejudiced X = 3.35, neutral X = 4.08, p = .000), less likable (most prejudiced X = 3.37, neutral X = 3.91,p = .006), more irritating (most prejudiced X = 4.38, neutral X = 5.00, p = .003), more offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.63, neutral X = 5.44, p = .000), and less believable (most prejudiced X = 3.26, neutral X = 3.73, p = .031). Two other items approached significance, with those identified as most prejudiced finding this test advertisement less enjoyable (most prejudiced X = 3.13, neutral X = 3.49, p = .077) and less meaningful (most prejudiced X = 2.75, neutral X = 3.16, p = .075) (Table 26, p. 61).
Hispanic female. Significant differences were shown on only one item for the Hispanic female test advertisement with those identified as most prejudiced
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Table 25
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of White Male Test Advertisement for Casual Contact Component of Racial Attitude Survev (N = 94)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Gooda
	4.21
	3.88
	4.34
	.129

	Interesting3
	3.79
	3.42
	3.93
	.119

	Visually Pleasinga
	4.30
	3.81
	4.49
	.043

	Likable3
	4.17
	3.77
	4.32
	.068

	Irritating
	4.70
	4.31
	4.85
	.084

	Enjoyablea
	3.86
	3.58
	3.97
	.262

	Offensive
	5.21
	4.92
	5.32
	.097

	Believable3
	3.77
	3.73
	3.78
	.887

	Informative3
	2.78
	2.77
	2.78
	.975

	Meaningful2
	2.284
	2.54
	2.96
	.217

	Important1
	2.62
	2.42
	2.69
	.387

	Worth Remembering3
	3.10
	2.81
	3.21
	.273

	Persuasivea
	3.20
	2.96
	3.29
	.369


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
3The scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 26
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of African-American Female Test Advertisement for Casual Contact Component of Racial Attitude Survev (N = 193^
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good3
	3.77
	3.46
	3.87
	.032

	Interesting2
	3.32
	2.88
	3.47
	.003

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.89
	3.35
	4.08
	.000

	Likable3
	3.77
	3.37
	3.91
	.006

	Irritating
	4.84
	4.38
	5.00
	.003

	Enjoyable2
	3.39
	3.13
	3.49
	.077

	Offensive
	5.23
	4.63
	5.44
	.000

	Believable3
	3.61
	3.26
	3.73
	.031

	Informative2
	2.95
	2.71
	3.03
	.152

	Meaningful8
	3.05
	2.75
	3.16
	.075

	Important2
	2.78
	2.63
	2.83
	.367

	Worth Rememberinga
	3.01
	2.88
	3.06
	.459

	Persuasivea
	3.03
	2.80
	3.11
	.171


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
62 finding this test advertisement more offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.91, neutral
X = 5.38, p = .013) (Table 27).
Asian female.  There were five items with significant differences on this test advertisement with those identified as most prejudiced finding the Asian female test advertisement: very bad (most prejudiced X = 3.19, neutral X = 3.69, p = .011), less likable (most prejudiced X = 3.19, neutral X = 3.72, p = .010), less enjoy​able (most prejudiced X = 2.88, neutral X = 3.35, p = .015), more offensive (most prejudiced X = 4.84, neutral X = 5.28, p = .022), and less believable (most prejudiced X = 3.05, neutral X = 3.60, p = .018).  One additional item approached significance, with those identified as most prejudiced finding this test advertisement visually disturbing (most prejudiced X = 3.37, neutral X = 3.76, p = .058) (Table 28, p. 64).
Again the African-American female test advertisement showed the greatest number of significant differences between those identified as most prejudiced and those identified as neutral or at about the mean with seven items, 54%, reporting significant differences.  This was followed by the Asian female test advertisement with five, 38%, the white male and Hispanic female test advertisements with one each or 8%. No items reported significance for the white female model. In all cases the respondents identified as most prejudiced rated these test advertisements lower than those identified as neutral or at about the mean.
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Table 27
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Hispanic Female Test Advertisement for Casual Contact Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 189)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Gooda
	3.86
	3.83
	3.87
	.835

	Interesting2
	3.36
	3.43
	3.33
	.662

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.91
	3.83
	3.93
	.587

	Likable3
	3.74
	3.62
	3.78
	.428

	Irritating
	4.93
	4.74
	4.99
	.226

	Enjoyablea
	3.50
	3.45
	3.51
	.730

	Offensive
	5.26
	4.91
	5.38
	.013

	Believable3
	3.68
	3.62
	3.70
	.726

	Informative3
	3.04
	3.23
	2.97
	.271

	Meaningful3
	2.86
	2.98
	2.82
	.500

	Important3
	2.56
	2.60
	2.55
	.837

	Worth Remembering3
	3.00
	2.83
	3.06
	.358

	Persuasive21
	2.96
	2.76
	3.02
	.303


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 28
Comparison of Extreme Types Advertising Evaluations of Asian Female Test Advertisement for Casual Contact Component of Racial Attitude Survey (N = 191)
	
	Entire Population
	Most Prejudiced
	Least Prejudiced
	Significance

	Item
	(X)
	(X)
	(X)
	Level

	Good3
	3.57
	3.19
	3.69
	.011

	Interesting3
	3.23
	3.00
	3.30
	.148

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.67
	3.37
	3.76
	.058

	Likable3
	3.60
	3.19
	3.72
	.010

	Irritating
	4.92
	4.79
	4.97
	.361

	Enjoyable3
	3.24
	2.88
	3.35
	.015

	Offensive
	5.18
	4.84
	5.28
	.022

	Believable3
	3.47
	3.05
	3.60
	.018

	Informative3
	2.82
	2.81
	2.82
	.980

	Meaningful3
	2.79
	2.72
	2.81
	.691

	Important3
	2.49
	2.44
	2.51
	.757

	Worth Remembering3
	2.87
	2.57
	2.96
	.114

	Persuasive3
	2.88
	2.74
	2.92
	.446


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
65 Regional Comparisons
To answer the second part of the research question which seeks to determine whether responses to the test advertisements varied by region of the United States a one way ANOVA test was conducted. Table 29 shows the distribution of each test advertisement by region.
Following is a report of findings for each test advertisement.
White Female
There were no items reporting significance differences for this test advertise​ment (Table 30, p. 67).
White Male
Three items reported significant differences for this test advertisement: those that found the advertisement interesting with the Northeast rating this advertisement the most interesting, X = 4.92, while the Midwest gave it the lowest rating, X = 3.19, rj = .012 and those that found the advertisement meaningful and important. In both cases the advertisement was rated the highest in the Northeast X = 3.67 and 3.50, respectively, and lowest in the Northwest X = 2.08 and 1.92, p = .033 and .030. One other item approached significance, with the Northeast finding the white male test advertisement more informative X = 3.58, while the Midwest rated it
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Table 29
Distribution of Model Advertisements bv Region
	Region
	White Female
	White Male
	African American Female
	Hispanic Female
	Asian Female

	Northeast
	18
	(23%)
	12
	(13%)
	34
	(18%)
	34
	(18%)
	31
	(16%)

	Southeast
	8
	(10%)
	15
	(16%)
	34
	(18%)
	32
	(17%)
	28
	(15%f)

	Midwest
	15
	(19%)
	16
	(17%)
	32
	(17%)
	25
	(13%)
	27
	(14%)

	South Central
	12
	(14%)
	18
	(19%)
	40
	(21%)
	37
	(19%)
	39
	(20%)

	Northwest
	12
	(14%)
	13
	(14%)
	23
	(12%)
	28
	(15%)
	27
	(14%)

	Southwest
	15
	(19%)
	20
	(21%)
	30
	(16%)
	33
	(18%)
	39
	(21%)

	Total
	80
	(11%)
	94
	(13%)
	193
	(26%)
	189
	(25%)
	191
	(25%)

	(N = 747)
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Table 30
Evaluation of White Female Test Advertisement by Region (N = 80)
	
	North-
	South-
	
	South
	North-
	South-
	Significance

	Item
	east
	east
	Midwest
	Central
	west
	west
	Level

	Good3
	4.00
	4.00
	3.80
	4.00
	3.33
	4.27
	.540

	Interesting3
	3.33
	3.71
	3.13
	3.55
	2.83
	3.87
	.324

	Visually Pleasing2
	4.22
	4.75
	4.07
	4.64
	4.08
	4.33
	.632

	Likable"
	3.67
	4.13
	4.00
	4.27
	4.00
	4.20
	.809

	Irritating
	4.83
	5.13
	5.20
	5.27
	4.50
	4.73
	.625

	Enjoyable8
	3.61
	3.75
	3.53
	3.73
	3.67
	4.07
	.892

	Offensive
	5.39
	5.13
	5.27
	5.64
	5.25
	5.07
	.800

	Believable3
	3.56
	3.63
	3.87
	4.00
	2.67
	3.87
	.195

	Informative3
	2.44
	3.38
	2.80
	3.00
	2.50
	3.27
	.556

	Meaningful3
	2.67
	3.00
	2.87
	3.27
	2.67
	3.27
	.767

	Important3
	2.22
	2.63
	2.40
	3.00
	2.58
	3.07
	.439

	Worth Remembering3
	2.56
	3.25
	2.67
	3.64
	2.83
	3.33
	.408

	Persuasive3
	2.78
	3.50
	2.87
	3.82
	2.92
	3.53
	.398


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
68 the lowest finding the advertisement less informative, X = 2.3, p = .099
(Table 31).
African-American Female
Only one item reported significance for this test advertisement, those evaluating the African-American female test advertisement visually pleasing. This advertisement was rated the highest in the Northwest, X = 4.52, and lowest in the Southeast, X = 3.58, g = .039.  One other item approached significance, those that thought the advertisement irritating, with the Northwest evaluating this advertise​ment as less irritating, X = 5.17, and the Midwest finding it more irritating X = 4.47, p = .096 (Table 32, p. 70).
Hispanic Female
Six items reported significant differences for the Hispanic female test advertisement: interesting, p = .021, enjoyable, p = .026, informative, jg = .002, meaningful, p = .006, important, g = .011, and worth remembering, g = .042. In all cases the Northeast rated this advertisement the lowest with the means as follows: interesting, X = 2.85, enjoyable, X = 3.15, informative, X = 2.29, meaningful, X = 2.24, important, X = 2.00, and worth remembering, X = 2.35. On items "interesting," "enjoyable," and "meaningful" the Southeast rated this advertisement the highest with the means 3.88, 4.03, and 3.34, respectively. Item
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Table 31
Evaluation of White Male Test Advertisement by Region (N = 94)
	
	North-
	South-
	
	South
	North-
	South-
	Significance

	Item
	east
	east
	Midwest
	Central
	west
	west
	Level

	Good3
	4.75
	4.13
	4.06
	4.44
	4.08
	3.95
	.576

	Interesting3
	4.92
	3.47
	3.19
	4.22
	3.62
	3.55
	.012

	Visually Pleasing21
	4.83
	3.87
	4.44
	4.61
	4.00
	4.10
	.446

	Likable3
	4.83
	4.07
	4.06
	4.33
	4.00
	3.90
	.478

	Irritating
	4.83
	4.40
	4.75
	5.28
	4.31
	4.55
	.376

	Enjoyable3
	4.58
	3.33
	3.75
	4.11
	3.62
	3.85
	.366

	Offensive
	5.67
	4.87
	5.50
	5.33
	5.00
	5.00
	.244

	Believable3
	4.58
	3.47
	3.63
	3.94
	3.38
	3.70
	.351

	Informative3
	3.58
	2.73
	2.31
	3.22
	2.54
	2.45
	.099

	Meaningful3
	3.67
	3.07
	2.44
	3.33
	2.08
	2.55
	.033

	Important3
	3.50
	2.60
	2.38
	3.06
	1.92
	2.35
	.030

	Worth Remembering3
	3.83
	3.07
	2.94
	3.50
	2.54
	2.80
	.272

	Persuasive3
	3.83
	3.07
	3.00
	3.72
	2.85
	2.85
	.334


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 32
Evaluation of African-American Female Test Advertisement bv Region (N = 193)
	
	North-
	South-
	
	South
	North-
	South-
	Significance

	Item
	east
	east
	Midwest
	Central
	west
	west
	Level

	Good3
	3.71
	3.52
	3.75
	3.69
	4.17
	3.97
	.356

	Interesting3
	3.32
	2.94
	3.28
	3.21
	3.65
	3.57
	.254

	Visually Pleasinga
	3.82
	3.58
	4.03
	3.64
	4.52
	4.00
	.039

	Likable2
	3.71
	3.45
	3.75
	3.60
	4.30
	3.97
	.130

	Irritating
	5.12
	4.85
	4.47
	4.56
	5.17
	5.10
	.096

	Enjoyablea
	3.26
	3.15
	3.47
	3.28
	3.70
	3.63
	.451

	Offensive
	5.21
	5.32
	5.09
	5.08
	5.30
	5.50
	.699

	Believable3
	3.50
	3.15
	3.69
	3.73
	3.70
	3.73
	.428

	Informative3
	3.12
	2.67
	2.78
	3.08
	2.91
	3.00
	.718

	Meaningful3
	3.12
	2.94
	3.00
	3.21
	2.87
	2.93
	.928

	Important3
	2.82
	2.58
	2.81
	3.08
	2.52
	2.57
	.522

	Worth Rememberinga
	3.00
	2.82
	2.91
	3.15
	3.30
	2.83
	.788

	Persuasive3
	3.15
	2.74
	2.94
	2.98
	3.13
	3.27
	.710


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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"informative" was rated the highest in the Northwest with a mean of 3.54 while item "important" was given the highest score in the South Central region with a mean of 2.89.  Item "worth remembering" was rated the highest in the Southeast with a mean of 3.38 (Table 33).
Asian Female
No items reported significance differences while two items approached significance, with respondents in the Northeast finding the Asian female test advertisement very good, X = 4.03, and more interesting, X = 3.58, while those in the Midwest found this test advertisement very bad, X = 3.31, and less interesting, X = 2.81, significance levels g = .083 andjp = .069, respectively (Table 34, p. 73)
The Hispanic female advertisement reported the most number of significant findings with six or 46%. This was followed by the white male advertisement reporting three items or 23 %, the African-American female advertisement reporting one or 8% while none reported for either the white female or Asian female advertisements.
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Table 33
Evaluation of Hispanic Female Test Advertisement bv Region (N = 189)
	
	North-
	South-
	
	South
	North-
	South-
	Significance

	Item
	east
	east
	Midwest
	Central
	west
	west
	Level

	Good3
	3.62
	4.22
	3.72
	3.95
	3.96
	3.67
	.251

	Interesting3
	2.85
	3.88
	3.12
	3.53
	3.46
	3.27
	.021

	Visually Pleasing3
	3.65
	4.31
	3.60
	3.89
	3.96
	3.94
	.175

	Likable3
	3.56
	4.16
	3.40
	3.81
	3.79
	3.58
	.184

	Irritating
	5.35
	4.69
	4.56
	4.89
	4.85
	4.97
	.175

	Enjoyablea
	3.15
	4.03
	3.20
	3.67
	3.43
	3.39
	.026

	Offensive
	5.32
	5.09
	5.24
	5.33
	5.25
	5.18
	.958

	Believable3
	3.41
	4.00
	3.40
	3.92
	3.89
	3.30
	.112

	Informative3
	2.29
	3.44
	2.84
	3.36
	3.54
	2.79
	.002

	Meaningful3
	2.24
	3.34
	2.40
	3.11
	3.18
	2.85
	.006

	Importanf
	2.00
	3.00
	2.32
	2.89
	2.79
	2.39
	.011

	Worth Remembering3
	2.35
	3.38
	2.88
	3.35
	3.11
	2.88
	.042

	Persuasive3
	2.50
	3.38
	2.64
	3.24
	3.21
	2.69
	.067


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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Table 34
Evaluation of Asian Female Test Advertisement bv Region (N = 191)
	
	North-
	South-
	
	South
	North-
	South-
	Significance

	Item
	east
	east
	Midwest
	Central
	west
	west
	Level

	Good3
	4.03
	3.43
	3.31
	3.82
	3.37
	3.46
	.083

	Interesting3
	3.58
	3.07
	2.81
	3.53
	2.96
	3.33
	.069

	Visually Pleasing3
	4.06
	3.57
	3.46
	3.87
	3.48
	3.59
	.287

	Likable8
	4.03
	3.50
	3.15
	3.79
	3.48
	3.56
	.104

	Irritating
	4.94
	4.79
	4.69
	5.05
	4.89
	5.10
	.692

	Enjoyable3
	3.61
	3.14
	2.92
	3.34
	3.11
	3.31
	.259

	Offensive
	5.16
	5.36
	5.38
	5.13
	5.07
	5.08
	.824

	Believable*
	3.61
	3.61
	3.33
	3.58
	3.30
	3.41
	.894

	Informative*
	3.16
	2.75
	2.54
	2.92
	2.44
	2.92
	.245

	Meaningful*
	2.97
	2.75
	2.54
	3.00
	2.56
	2.84
	.559

	Important2
	2.90
	2.57
	2.38
	2.58
	2.07
	2.41
	.178

	Worth Remembering3
	3.16
	2.96
	2.50
	3.00
	2.44
	3.03
	.248

	Persuasive*
	3.26
	2.89
	2.44
	3.05
	2.73
	2.90
	.341


Note. A 6-point scale was used where 1 = very bad and 6 = very good; 1 = not very interesting and 6 = very interesting; 1 = visually disturbing and 6 = visually pleasing; 1 = not very likable and 6 = very likable; 1 = very irritating and 6 = not very irritating; 1 = not very enjoyable and 6 = very enjoyable; 1 = very offensive and 6 = not very offensive; 1 = not very believable and 6 = very believable; 1 = not very informative and 6 = very informative; 1 = not very meaning​ful and 6 = very meaningful; 1 = not very important and 6 = very important; 1 = not worth remembering and 6 = worth remembering; 1 = not very persuasive and 6 = very persuasive.
aThe scale was reversed before the data were analyzed.
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CHAPTER V CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this study was to examine the role that racial attitude has on the perception of minority portrayals in advertising. Two analyses were conducted. The first compared a control advertisement featuring text and a picture of jeans to test advertisements featuring models of varying ethnicities wearing jeans. In all cases the respondents rated the test advertisement higher than the control advertise​ment. The second analysis was to determine each respondent's racial attitude and then compare their racial attitude score with their assessment of the test advertise​ment. The respondents' racial attitude score was determined by their rating of a series of characteristics and their willingness to interact with a designated race in four areas: Physical, Ego Strength, Social Distance, and Casual Contact. The respondent was then identified as either most prejudiced, least prejudiced or neutral. Table 35 shows how many and what percentage of the 13 assessment items reported significance for each model by each component of the Racial Attitude survey and should be read as follows (using the white female advertisement as an example), "Of the 13 items used to assess each advertisement, 5 or 38%, reported significant differences between those identified as most prejudiced and least prejudiced on the
Physical component while no significant differences were reported for the Ego Strength, Social Distance, and Casual Contact components."
Table 35
Comparison of Model Advertisement Assessments by Those Identified as Highly Prejudiced or Highly Unprejudiced on Racial Attitude Survey Components
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	African
	
	
	

	
	
	White
	
	White
	American
	Hispanic
	
	Asian

	Component
	
	Female
	
	Male
	Female
	Female
	
	Female

	Physical
	5
	(38%)
	0
	
	6    (46%)
	0
	5
	(38%)

	Ego Strength
	0
	
	0
	
	6    (46%)
	0
	1
	(8%)

	Social Distance
	0
	
	0
	
	8    (62%)
	1       (8%)
	3
	(23%)

	Casual Contact
	0
	
	1
	(8%)
	7    (54%)
	1       (8%)
	5
	(38%)


These findings suggest that when the responses of those that are identified as most prejudiced are compared to those identified as least prejudiced on the four components of the Racial Attitude survey, minimal differences are found for the advertisements featuring the white male or Hispanic models. A slightly higher proportion of differences occurred for the advertisement featuring the white female model but the most significant differences between these groups occurred with regard to attitudes toward the African-American and Asian model advertisements. Scores on all four components of the racial attitude scale led to differences.
These results indicate that the Asian and African-American model advertise​ments elicited significant responses and in most cases the responses can be viewed
76 as negative reactions to these two ethnic groups by this mainly white (83%) sample
population overall.  One explanation might be, that given the high proportion of white respondents, this study may support the "In-group" bias theory (Linville, 1982; Linville & Jones, 1980) which argues that, in absence of other information, people will rely on their knowledge of members of their own group and on biases regarding out-group members in making comparisons and evaluations of other groups. Another explanation could be that these results reflect an increasing polarization between the white majority and those minority groups easily identified by skin color or eye shape.
One final analysis was conducted to determine whether responses to the test advertisements would vary by region. It is interesting to note, that when all results were considered, regional preferences for a specific test advertisement were much less an influence than was racial attitude. For instance, this study would not support any stereotypical belief that an African-American advertisement would not be well received in the Southeast. It does, however, indicate that respondents identified as most prejudiced are not limited by geographical boundaries and do exist in all regions surveyed.
Implications for Marketing
To determine what impact these results have on marketing in general two major subsets of marketing will be examined: advertising and retailing.
77 Advertising
The problem for the marketer would be in choosing what model to represent the product to the target market. If, for example, the product's target consumer was an unmarried, white female under the age of 29, with some college education (the majority of respondents in this sample) the choice of an African-American or Asian model may not be the best choice.  These results seen to support the Cagley and Cardozo (1970) study which suggested that there are high and low prejudice segments in the marketplace and marketers might expect a "white backlash" by using advertisements with black models in more prejudiced markets.
Retail
Another area of concern for marketers would be in the way in which a majority retail clerk might react to a customer of color. In a report by Dateline which aired September 1 and 2, 1998, entitled "The Color of Money," consumer racism occurred when several large retail organization representatives were found to treat customers of color differently than white customers. Two hidden camera investigations were conducted. The first, using two females, was designed to test customer service. One subject was white and one African-American. They were both in their thirties and both were Dateline producers. In 8 out of the 12 retail establishments tested the white customer was approached first, whether or not she arrived first, given personal attention, in some cases by two sales people, and
78 allowed to make a refund as opposed to an exchange which was the only option
given to the African-American customer.  The second test, using two males, was conducted to test store security.  Upon entering the retail establishment, store security consistently followed the African-American customer while leaving the white customer alone.  Once again, there seemed to be no other factors involved that might explain this phenomenon such as age or perceived income level. In fact, the African-American was older, better educated and earned a higher income. According to Pam Rucker with the National Retail Association these organizations were profiling potential shoplifters by race, as opposed to behavior which is a more clear indicator of intent. The consequences to organizations that utilize these types of customer service and security practices can be dire. Eddie Bauer recently was ordered to pay a young African-American male $1 million when he was wrongfully accused of shoplifting. The young man purchased a shirt at an Eddie Bauer store in Washington state, when he returned the following day wearing the shirt, accompa​nied by two of his friends, he was accused of shoplifting and ordered to take off the shirt and return with proof of purchase. Fortunately the young man kept the receipt, returned to the store, retrieved his shirt and retained legal counsel. An expensive lesson for Eddie Bauer (Hockenberry, 1998),
79 Limitation of Study and Further Research
Further research seems warranted in light of the limitations of the current study.  First, outside the Southwest region this survey was heavily skewed toward the white population.  While this provided a good look at white response to multiple race advertisements it did not allow much comparison of how large groups of Hispanic, African-Americans, or Asians would respond to these same advertise​ments. And, secondly, the survey was designed to be self-administered; this did not provide the control that would have occurred if the survey had been given in a classroom like setting e.g., each component completed before the next part was handed out.
80
REFERENCES
Barban, A. M.  (1969).  The dilemma of "integrated advertising." The Journal of Business. 42(4). 477-496.
Bauer, R. A., & Greyser, S. A.  (1969). Advertising in America: The consumer view. Boston: Harvard University Press.
Brewer, M. B.  (1979). In-group bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A
cognitive-motivational analysis. Psychological Bulletin. 86(2). 307-324.
Bush, R. F., Hair, J. F., Jr., & Solomon, P. J.  (1979). Consumers' level of prejudice and response to black models in advertisements. Journal of Marketing Research. 16(8). 341-345.
Cagley, J. W., & Cardozo, R. N.  (1970). White responses to integrated adver​tising. Journal of Advertising Research. 10. 25-29.
Calvacca, L.  (1996). The color of money. Folio. 25. 44-49. Cosco, J.  (1991). African-Americans. Media Week. 1. 18-20.
Cox, K. K.  (1970). Social effects of integrated advertising. Journal of Advertising Research. 10. 41-44.
Czepiec, H., & Kelly, J. S.  (1983). Analyzing Hispanic roles in advertising: A portrait of an emerging subculture.  Current Issues and Research in Adver​tising. 5. 219-240.
DeMott, B.  (1995, September). Put on a happy face. Harper's Magazine, pp. 31-
38.
Deshpande, R., & Stayman, D. M.  (1994). A tale of two cities: Distinctiveness
theory and advertising effectiveness. Journal of Marketing Research. 31(2). 57-64.
DiGiacomo, F.  (1990, June). Doing the right thing. M & MD. 25-32.
81
Dominick, J. R., & Greenberg, B. S.  (1970).  Three seasons of blacks on tele​vision.  Journal of Advertising Research. 10. 21-27.
Faber, R. J., O-Guinn, T. C, & Meyer, T. P. (1987). Televised portrayals of Hispanics: A comparison of ethnic perceptions. International Journal of Intercultural Relations. 11. 155-169.
Ferraro, C.  (1993, September 21). Minorities cast wary eye at new Penney fashions.  Rocky Mountain News, p. 28A.
Gerbner, G., Gross, L., Morgan, M., & Signorelli, N.  (1980).  The mainstream-ing of America: Violence profile no. 11. Journal of Communication. 30. 10-29.
Graham, M. A.  (1983). Acculturative stress among Polynesian, Asian and American students on the Brigham Young University-Hawaii campus. International Journal of Intercultural Relations. 7. 79-103.
Greenberg, B. S., & Baptista-Fernandez, P.  (1980).  Life on television: Content analyses of U.S. TV drama. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.
Guest, L.  (1970). How Negro models affect company image. Journal of Adver​tising Research. 10. 29-33.
Hockenberry, J. (Narrator). (1998). The color of money. In Dateline. New York: NBC.
Jussim, L.  (1990).  Social reality and social problems: The role of expectancies. Journal of Social Issues. 46. 9-34.
Kassarjian, H. H.  (1969). The Negro and American advertising, 1946-1965. Journal of Marketing Research. 6. 29-39.
Kern-Foxworth, M.  (1990). Plantation kitchen to American icon: Aunt Jemima. Public Relation Review. 16. 55-67.
Kern-Foxworth, M.  (1994).  Aunt Jemima. Uncle Ben, and Rastus: Black in
advertising yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.
Lee, E. B., & Browne, L. A.  (1995). Effects of television advertising on African American teenagers. Journal of Black Studies. 24. 523-36.
82
Lee, W.-N., & Callcott, M. F.  (1994). Billboard advertising: A comparison of vice products across ethnic groups. Journal of Business Research. 30. 85-94.
Leslie, M.  (1995).  Slow fade to? Advertising in Ebony magazine, 1957-1989. Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly. 72. 426-435.
Linville, P. W.  (1982). The complexity-extremity effect and age-based stereo​typing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 42(2). 193-211.
Linville, P. W., & Jones, E.  (1980). Polarized appraisal of out-group members. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 38(5). 689-703.
Maines, J.  (1992, November). Black and white in color.  American Demographics, pp. 9-10.
McGuire, W. J.  (1984). Search for the self: Going beyond self-esteem and the
reactive self. In R. A. Zucker, J. Aronoff, & A. I. Rabin (Eds.). Personal​ity and the Prediction of Behavior (pp. 73-120). New York: Academic Press.
Miller, C.  (1993, May). Researcher says U.S. is more of a bowl than a pot. Advertising Age, p. 6.
Muehling, D.  (1987). An investigation of factors underlying attitude toward advertising in general. Journal of Advertising. 16(1). 32-40.
Pettigrew, T. F.  (1965). Complexity and change in American racial patterns: A social psychological view. Daedalus. 94. 974-1008.
Pollay, R. W., & Mittal, B.  (19930. Here's the beef: Factors, determinants, and segments in consumer criticism of advertising. Journal of Marketing. 57. 99-114.
Quails, W. J., & Moore, D. J.  (1990).  Stereotyping effects on consumers' evalua​tion of advertising: Impact of racial differences between actors and viewers. Psychology and Marketing. 7(2). 135-151.
Rabin, S.  (1994, March). How to sell across cultures. American Demographics. pp. 56-57.
83
Solomon, P. J., Bush, R. F., & Hair, J. F., Jr.  (1976).  White and black consumer sales response to black models. Journal of Marketing Research. 13(11). 431-434.
Stevenson, T. H.  (1991). How are blacks portrayed in business advertisements? Industrial Marketing Management. 20. 193-199.
Szybillo, G. J., & Jacoby, J.  (1974).  Effects of different levels of integration on advertising preference and intention to purchase. Journal of Applied Psy​chology. 59(3). 274-280.
Taylor, C. R., & Lee, J. Y.  (1994). Not in Vogue: Portrayals of Asian Americans in magazine advertising. Journal of Public Policy and Marketing. 13(2). 239-245.
Taylor, C. R., Lee, J. Y., & Stern, B. B. (1995). Portrayals of African, Hispanic, and Asian Americans in magazine advertising. American Behavioral Scientist. 38(4). 608-621.
Westerman, M.  (1989, March). Death of the Frito bandito. American Demo​graphics, pp. 28-32.
Whittler, T. E.  (1989). Viewers' processing of actor's race and message claims in advertising stimuli. Psychology and Marketing. 6(4). 287-309.
Whittler, T. E.  (1991). The effects of actors' race in commercial advertising: Review and extension. Journal of Advertising. 20(1). 54-60.
Whittler, T. E., & DiMeo, J.  (1991). Viewers' reactions to racial cues in advertising stimuli. Journal of Advertising Research. 12. 37-46.
Wilkes, R. E., & Valencia, H.  (1989). Hispanics and blacks in television commer​cials. Journal of Advertising. 18(1). 19-25.
Yoon, K.  (1995).  Comparison of beliefs about advertising, attitude toward
advertising, and materialism held by African-Americans and Caucasians. Psychological Reports. 77. 455-466.
Zbar, J. E.  (1996, March).  Marketing to Hispanics. Advertising Age, pp. 27-28.
84
Zinkhan, G. M., Quails, W., & Biswas, A.  (1990). The use of blacks in analysis of blacks in magazine and television advertising, 1946-1986. Journalism Quarterly. 67. 547-553.
APPENDIX A
SURVEY
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86 DIRECTIONS
This is a 3-part survey designed to be taken in a sequential manner. The purpose of this study is two-fold:
L To measure^ general attitudes, toward advertising 2. To measure racial attitude
To ensure validity of this survey please answer each question. Your answers are completely confidential and will be used for academic purposes only. Your participation iiLthis survey is. strictly voluntary.
PART ONE: Using a semantic scale you will be asked to answer 15 questions about each advertisement that is included in your survey packet.
PART TWO;  Again using a semantic sraift   ynn will ha asked fo answer ?-7- questions
about your attitude toward advertising in general.
PART THRFF- You will.be. asked to answer 84 questions, about your attitude, toward a designated race. This part also includes some demographic information about you.
Thank_you-for your paiticipatioiL
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Please share your opinion of the attached advertisement by circling a number on each of the scales below that is closest to how you feel.
	The advertisement is:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Very Good-
	1
	2-
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Very Bad

	Very Interesting
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Not Very Interesting

	Visually Pleasing
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Visually Disturbing

	Very Likable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Not Very Likable

	Very Irritating
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Not Very Irritating

	Very Enjoyable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Not Very Enjoyable

	Very Offensive
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Not Very


Offensive
6
NoLVery
Believable
6
Not Worth
Remembering
The message that this advertisement is trying to communicate is:
Very Believable-
L
2-
1
4
5
12
3
4
5
6
Not Very
Informative
Very Informative
2
3
4
5
6
Not Very
Meaningful
2
3
4
5
6
Not Very
Important
Very Meaningful
1
Very Important
12
3
4
Worth Remembering
12
3
4
Overall, do you think this advertisement would be effective in persuading you to purchase the product advertised?
Definitely would be effective

12
3
4
5
6
Definitely would
not be effective
There are few things in life that are considered a perfect fit.
San Francisco Bay and fog
Aspen Mountains and black diamonds
The Autobahn and 100 mph
Niagara Falls and water
Pebble Beach and #16
Blue Moon Jeans and your body
[image: image2.jpg]
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Please share your opinion of the attached advertisement by circling a number on each of the scales below that is closest to how you feel.
	6
	Not Very Interesting

	6
	Visually Disturbing

	6
	Not Very Likable

	6
	Not Very Irritating

	6
	Not Very Enjoyable


The advertisement is: Very Good Very Interesting
Visually Pleasing Very Likable Very Irritating Very Enjoyable Very Offensive


Very Bad
12
3
4
5
12
3
4
5
12
3
4
5
12
3
4
5
6
Not Very
Offensive
6
Not Very
Believable
6
Not Very
Informative
6
Not Very
Meaningful
6
Not Very
Important
The message that this advertisement is trying to communicate is:
Very Believable
12
3
4
5
Very Informative
12
3
4
5
Very Meaningful
1           2
3
4.
5
Very Important
12
3
4
5
2
3
4
5
6
NotWorth
Remembering
Worth Remembering
1
Overall, do you think this advertisement would be effective in persuading you to purchase the product-advertised?
Definitely would be effective

12
3
4
5
6
Definitely would
not be effective
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Once in a blue moon
a perfect fitting comes along.
Blue Moon Jeans
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Once in a blue moon
a perfect fitting jean comes along.
Blue Moon Jeans
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Once in a blue moon
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a perfect fitting jean comes along.
Blue Moon Jeans
93
[image: image7.jpg]



Once in a blue moon
a perfect fitting jean comes along.
Blue Moon Jeans
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Once \n a blue moon
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a perfect fitting jean comes along.
Blue Moon Jeans
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BACKGROUND QUESTIONS
1.       Generally speaking, do you consider yourself to be:
	
	\
	
	\
\ %
	
	
	\
	
	

	\
	X
	
	
	
	\
	
	
	%
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	%
	
	\
	
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	1 Q
	2  Q
	3 Q
	
	
	
	4  Q
	
	
	5  Q


2.
3.
4.
5.



	What is your age?
	l Q
	2 Q
	3 Q
	4 a
	5 Q

	
	< 29
	30-39
	40-44
	45-59
	60 or over

	Are you:
	i Q
	2 Q
	
	
	

	
	Female
	Male
	
	
	

	Are you:
	i Q
	2 Q
	
	
	

	
	Single
	Married
	
	
	

	What is your race?
	i Q
	2 Q
	3  Q
	4 a
	5 a

	
	Black/
	Asian/
	White/
	Hispanic
	Native

	
	African
	Pacific
	Caucasian
	
	American

	
	American
	Islander
	
	
	

	
	6 Q
	
	
	
	

	
	Combination
	
	
	
	


6.      What was the last year of school you completed?
Some High School
l Q
High School Completed or GED    2 Q
Some College
3 Q

Bachelors Degree Masters Degree Doctoral Degree

4  Q
s a
6 Q
7.      Length of time in current job:

l Q
1 year or less

2 Q 1-5 yrs.

3 Q
6-10 yrs.

4  Q 11-15 yrs.

5 a
Over 15 yrs.
8.      What type of organization?
Accounting
Banking
Communications
Computer
Construction
Distribution/Logistics
Education
Finance
Hospital

Q Q Q Q
Q Q
Q
8 Q

9 Q


9.   - or select this type of organization
Q Q Q Q
5 Q

6 Q

7 Q

8 Q

9 Q

Hotel
Insurance
Manufacturing
Political
Retail
Service
Transportation
Non-Profit
Other
© 1989, 1996 Nova Counseling Associates Inc.
May not be reproduced in any form without written permission of NCAI.
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RACIAL ATTITUDE SURVEY -
Directions:
To what degree do you believe that
possess the following traits.
Please circle your response for each trait using the following scale where l=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree
*£
<z
A.     Physical                       ^                     ^
^^
%
\*
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2 a
3 a
2a
3Q
4a
so
2O
3Q
4O
•
5Q
2a
3Q
4a
so
2a
3a
4a
5Q
2a
3Q
4a
5Q
2a
3a
4Q
sa
2O
3Q
4Q
5Q
2Q
3Q
4O
5Q
2a
3Q
4Q
sa
2Q
3O
4Q
50
2Q
3Q
4Q
5 Q
2 a
3 a
4 a
5 a
2 a
3 a
4 a
5 a
2a
3a
4Q
5 a
B.



	
	

	Physical
	\

	10. Clean
	i a

	11. Dirty
	i a

	12. Beautiful
	i a

	13. Ugly
	i a

	14. Dynamic
	i a

	15. Slow-moving
	i a

	16. Healthy
	i a

	17. Sickly
	i a

	18. Strong
	i a

	19. Weak
	i a

	20. Superior
	i a

	21. Inferior
	i a

	22. Intelligent
	i a

	23. Dull
	i a

	Ego Strength
	

	Dominance
	

	24. Independent
	i a

	25. Dependent
	i a

	26. Confident
	i a

	27. Insecure
	i a

	28. Contented
	i a

	29. Striving
	i a

	30. Leader
	i a

	31. Follower
	i a

	32. Adventurous
	i a

	33. Restrained
	i a

	34. Toughminded
	i a

	35. Tenderminded
	i a

	36. Immature
	i a

	37. Mature
	i a



4



	\
4 a
	\
5 a

	4 a
	5 a

	4 a
	s a

	4 a
	s a

	4 a
	5 a

	4 a
	5 a

	4 a
	5 a

	4 a
	5 a

	4 a
	s a

	4 a
	s a

	4 a
	5 a

	4 a
	s a

	4 a
	5  Q

	4 a
	5 O


© 1989, 1996 Nova Counseling Associates Inc
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	IAL Al IIIUUC 5UKVC
\
<
	Y

	
	
	
	%

	Control
	\
	\
	
	\
	\

	38. Self-disciplined
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 O

	39. Impulsive
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a

	40. Compliant
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a

	41. Stubborn
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	42. Adaptable
	i a
	2 a
	3 Q
	4 a
	5 G

	43. Inflexible
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	44. Organized
	i a
	2 a
	3 Q
	4 a
	5 G

	45. Chaotic
	i a
	2 a.
	■3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	Anxiety
	
	
	
	
	

	46. Happy
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5  G

	47. Depressed
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	48. Accepting
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	49. Suspicious
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	50. Optimistic
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	51. Pessimistic
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4  G
	5 G

	Ethics
	
	
	
	
	

	52. Moral
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	53. Immoral
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	54. Traditional
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	55. Radical
	i a
	2 a ■
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	General Social
	
	
	
	
	

	56. Outgoing
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	57. Aloof
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	58. Understanding
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 G

	59. Critical
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4  G
	5 G

	60. Happy-go-lucky
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4   G
	5 G

	61. Sober
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4   G
	5 G


© 1989, 1996 Nova Counseling Associates Inc.
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	\/\L Al IIIUL/C 3UKVC
\
<
	T

	
	
	
	\

	On Job
	
	\
	
	\
	\

	62. Success
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	s a

	63. Failure
	i Q
	2 a
	3 Q
	4  Q
	5 a

	64. Ambitious
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a

	65. Lazy
	i Q
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5  D

	66. Responsible
	l Q
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5  Q

	67. Undependable
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a

	68. Punctual
	i Q
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a

	69. Late
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a

	70. Useful
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 Q

	71. Impractical
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 Q


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	\
	X
	X
	

	%
	
	%
	
	%
	

	C.      Social Distance      ^£
	
	
	
	%
	

	You Would
	
	%•
	Ore
	
	

	Be Accepting As:
	\
	%
	\*'
	\
	\

	72. Boss
	l Q
	2 a '
	3 a
	4 a
	5 a '         ;

	73. Fellow Worker
	l Q
	2 Q
	3 a
	4 a
	5 Q

	74. Employee
	l Q
	2 a
	3 Q
	4 a
	5 Q                 :

	75. At same school
	
	
	
	
	i

	as family
	l Q
	2 a
	3 a ••
	4 a
	5 Q              :

	76. Neighbor
	i Q
	2 Q  .
	3 a "
	4   Q
	5 Q

	77. Member of club
	l Q
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	5 Q

	78. In-law
	l Q
	2 a
	3 a
	4   Q
	5  Q

	79. Marriage partner
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4   Q
	3 Q

	D.     CasualContact
	
	
	
	
	

	You Would
	
	
	
	
	

	Be Accepting:
	
	
	
	
	

	80. In same bus
	i a
	2 a
	3 □
	4 a
	5 a

	81. In same theater
	i Q
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	? a

	82. In same bar
	i a
	2 Q
	3 a
	4 a
	3 Q

	83. In same restaurant
	i a
	2 a
	3 a
	4 a
	3 a •

	84. In same college
	i a
	2 Q
	3 Q
	4 a
	3 a
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SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHICS
Frequency

Percent of Total (n=747)
	1. Politics
	

	Strongly Liberal
	47

	Moderately Liberal
	168

	Moderate
	249

	Moderately Conservative
	181

	Conservative
	29

	2. Age
	

	<29
	317

	30-39
	192

	40-44-
	63

	45-59
	121

	>60
	54

	3. Gender
	

	Female
	466

	Male
	280

	A-. Marital Status
	

	Single
	401

	Married
	339

	5. Race
	

	Bteck/AfncanrAmericaii
	26

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	19

	White/Gaucasian-
	620

	Hispanic
	40

	Native American
	

	Combination
	33

	6 Education
	

	Some High School
	26

	High School Completed or GED
	105

	Some-College-
	3sa

	Bachelors Degree
	187

	Masters Degree
	58

	Doctoral Degree
	11



7.0 24.9 36.9 26.9
4.3
42.4 25.7
8.4 16.2
7.1
62.5 37.5
54.2 45.8
3.5 2.5 83.1 5.4 1.1 4.4
3.5
14.1
48.1
25.1
7.8
1.4
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Frequency

Percent of Total (n=747)
	7. Length of Time, in Current Job
	

	1 year of less
	182

	1-5 years
	278

	6-10 years
	95

	11-15 years
	62

	Over 15 years
	91.

	8. Type of Organization
	

	Accounting
	21

	Banking
	29

	Pnmrrii irrigations
	39

	Computer
	52

	Construction.
	9

	Distribution/Logistics
	8

	Education
	74

	Finance
	5

	Hospital
	14

	Hotel
	3

	Insurance-
	4

	Manufacturing
	45

	Politics-
	4

	Retail
	133

	Service-
	94

	Transportation
	11

	Non-Profit
	34

	Other
	190



25.7 39.3 13.4 8.8 12.9
8.4 10.6 14.3 19.0
3.3
2.9 27.1
1.8
12.5
.6
.8
8.7 .8
25.7 18.1
2.1
6.6 36.7
ABSTRACT
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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact that racial attitude has on the perception of advertising.  The sample included 747 respondents in six different regions of the United States representing members of the white, African-American, Hispanic, and Asian communities.
Respondents were identified as most prejudiced, least prejudiced, or neutral on a racial attitude survey. These results were then compared to response to advertisements featuring models from four different racial groups: white, African-American, Hispanic, and Asian to determine whether racial attitude affects the respondent's attitude toward the advertisement.
Significant differences were found between those identified as most prejudiced and those as least prejudiced for the advertisement featuring the African-American and Asian models.
When response to the test advertisements by region was examined, few significant differences were reported.
