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Prejudice confrontations are defined here as a ver-
bal challenge directed at a person who has com-
mitted an act of  blatant, subtle, or nonverbal bias 
(Chaney et al., 2015). Yet, how people confront 
prejudice, specifically their prejudice confrontation 
styles remains an understudied area of  research. As 
prejudice confrontation styles may influence (1) 
whether confrontations reduce discriminatory 
responses (Czopp et al., 2006), (2) well-being after 
experiences of  discrimination (Foster, 2015), and 
(3) how prejudice confrontations are evaluated 

(Dickter et al., 2012), the present research sought 
to develop a validated and reliable measure of  
prejudice confrontation styles.

Prejudice confrontation styles:  
A validated and reliable measure  
of how people confront prejudice

Kimberly E. Chaney1  and Diana T. Sanchez2  

Abstract
While research has demonstrated that confrontations of prejudice serve as effective prejudice 
reduction tools and as a coping mechanism for targets of prejudice, research has yet to identify a 
validated measurement of prejudice confrontation styles. The present research develops the Prejudice 
Confrontation Styles (PCS) Scale, which includes five styles of prejudice confrontation: Educational, 
Argumentative, Help-seeking, Empathy, and Humor. The factor structure of the PCS Scale is identified 
across two diverse samples employing exploratory (Study 1) and confirmatory (Study 2) factor analyses. 
Moreover, the PCS Scale demonstrates construct validity, predicting imagined confrontation styles 
two weeks later among women confronting prejudice, and prejudice confrontation styles moderated 
autonomy, rumination, and perceived effectiveness of prejudice confrontations (Study 3). Thus, 
the present research identifies and develops a tool to measure prejudice confrontation styles and 
demonstrates that prejudice confrontation styles are associated with divergent psychological health 
outcomes.
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Confronting Prejudice
Confronting prejudice and discrimination has 
been identified as an effective strategy to reduce 
the perpetrator’s future behavior, including preju-
dice and stereotyping (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; 
Chaney et al., in press; Czopp et al., 2006). White 
participants confronted for using negative stereo-
types about Black Americans use fewer negative 
stereotypes about Black and Latinx Americans 
one week later compared to un-confronted White 
participants (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Chaney 
et al., in press). Failing to confront discrimination 
may validate discriminatory social norms 
(Blanchard et al., 1994), making it difficult for 
observers to recognize situations as discrimina-
tory (Czopp, 2011), while witnessing prejudice 
confrontations can empower people to confront 
similar experiences (Swim & Thomas, 2006). 
Thus, prejudice confrontations serve as an effec-
tive strategy in egalitarian norm promotion by 
reducing stereotype use among perpetrators and 
empowering others to confront prejudice.

Despite such benefits, confrontations also 
engender interpersonal costs, and when perceived 
costs outweigh perceived benefits, individuals are 
unlikely to confront (Good et al., 2012; Kaiser & 
Miller, 2004; Swim & Hyers, 1999). Stigmatized 
group members who confront discrimination are 
often evaluated more negatively than those who 
do not confront discrimination (Alt et al., 2019; 
Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Czopp et al., 2006; 
Kaiser & Miller, 2004; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010) 
and concerns about being negatively evaluated 
for confronting prejudice can ultimately reduce 
the frequency of  prejudice confrontations (Alt 
et al., 2019; Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2014; Good 
et al., 2012). Yet, we propose that the perceived 
(and likely actual) costs and benefits of  confront-
ing prejudice are likely moderated by prejudice 
confrontation styles.

Prejudice Confrontations as Coping
In addition to mitigating prejudice, it has been 
argued that confronting prejudice benefits con-
fronters by serving as a strategy to cope with dis-
crimination (Chaney et al., 2015), which is related 

to health outcomes such as life satisfaction and 
autonomy (Foster, 2013; Sanchez et al., 2016). 
For example, women who confronted a sexist 
article via a tweet reported less negative affect 
compared to women who did not tweet about the 
article (Foster, 2015). Additionally, frequent prej-
udice confrontations are associated with less 
anger and regret, and greater feelings of  empow-
erment, autonomy, and closure (Gervais et al., 
2010; Haslett & Lipman, 1997; Hyers, 2007; 
Sanchez et al., 2016). Lastly, individuals are more 
likely to ruminate, defined as obsessive, negative 
thoughts about an event (see Thomsen, 2006), 
about experiences of  discrimination if  they do 
not confront compared to when they do (Hyers, 
2007; Shelton et al., 2006), and rumination can 
impede cognitive performance (Richards & 
Gross, 2000) and have negative health outcomes 
(Roger & Najaran, 1998; Thomsen, 2006). Thus, 
researchers argue that confronting prejudice can 
promote psychological well-being for the con-
fronter (e.g., Chaney et al., 2015; Foster, 2013). 
Yet, prejudice confrontation styles may moderate 
these effects, such that certain prejudice confron-
tation styles may be associated with greater 
autonomy and rumination, while others may be 
associated with less autonomy and rumination.

Prejudice Confrontation Styles
Little research has systematically examined how 
people confront prejudices. Among the few stud-
ies examining prejudice confrontation styles, 
research has demonstrated that both high threat 
(i.e., “you seem like some kind of  racist to me”) 
and low threat (i.e., “it would be good to think 
about Blacks in other ways that are a little more 
fair”) confrontations from confederate confront-
ers reduce perpetrators’ use of  Black stereotypes 
(Czopp et al., 2006). Perceptions of  confronters 
employing high vs low threat confrontation styles 
have found that assertive (high threat) confronta-
tions led to more negative evaluations by third-
party observers compared to un-assertive (low 
threat) confrontations (Dickter et al., 2012). 
Other research has compared nonaggressive, ver-
bal confrontations (e.g., “I told him that, as a 
woman, I thought that what he said was wrong”) 
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and aggressive confrontations (e.g., “I vocifer-
ously told him that, as a woman, I thought that 
what he said was wrong. . . Then, I slapped his 
face”), and found that men and women evaluated 
nonaggressive confrontations more favorably 
than aggressive styles (Becker & Barreto, 2014). 
Moreover, women who are more concerned 
about being respected than liked confront sexism 
more assertively (Mallett & Melchiori, 2014), and 
women who reported a more negative reaction to 
a racist comment, indicated confronting the per-
petrator with a stronger verbal reaction, both 
based on 1–7 Likert scales completed by inde-
pendent coders of  the confrontations (Dickter & 
Newton, 2013).

Some research has coded prejudice confronta-
tion styles into three categories: angry, educa-
tional, or indirect (including both nonverbal and 
humor) confrontations and found that women 
who confronted sexism online with anger com-
pared to indirect or educational styles, reported 
greater life satisfaction over a 28-day period 
(Foster, 2013). When humor has been examined 
as a prejudice confrontation style (not just as one 
of  many indirect styles) in response to sexist 
humor, research found that people who con-
fronted sexism with humor were rated as more 
likeable but less effective compared to a more 
serious confrontation (Woodzicka et al., 2020). 
Other research has noted more specific prejudice 
confrontation styles, including using humor or 
trying to educate the perpetrator, but analyzed 
the data based on broader categories of  assertive 
(argumentative, educational, and nonverbal 
responses) and unassertive (humor and doing 
nothing; Hyers, 2007).

Such research ignores a broader variety of  
prejudice confrontation styles found in early 
research that coded prejudice confrontation styles 
in greater detail. The earliest research on prejudice 
confrontations included nine prejudice confronta-
tion styles, ranging from “mere-negotiation” argu-
ments (bare statement of  disagreement) to the 
“individual differences” argument (don’t general-
ize from one person to a whole group; Citron 
et al., 1950). In a modern adaptation of  Citron 
et al. (1950), a role-playing exercise identified four 
common styles, including questioning, arousing 

cognitive dissonance, explaining how the perpe-
trator made you feel, and approaching with respect 
rather than self-righteousness (Plous, 2000). Swim 
and Hyers (1999) identified six sexism confronta-
tion styles women used, including direct (saying a 
remark was sexist), humor or sarcasm, question-
ing the confederate, giving a task-related response 
that contradicted a perpetrator, surprised excla-
mations, and grumbling noises in response to a 
confederate making sexist statements. Despite 
demonstrations of  a rich array of  prejudice con-
frontation styles and divergent outcomes for con-
fronters and perpetrators based on styles, there 
has not yet been a systematic examination of  
prejudice confrontation styles.

Current Research
Because research has identified divergent out-
comes based on styles of  confronting prejudice, 
including how confrontations are perceived by 
evaluators (Dickter et al., 2012), how confronta-
tions allow individuals to cope with discrimina-
tion (Foster, 2013), and how confrontations can 
reduce prejudice in perpetrators (Czopp et al., 
2006), the present research sought to identify and 
validate a measure of  prejudice confrontation 
styles.

Across three studies (Nanalytic = 1,076) exam-
ining the factor structure, reliability, and validity 
of  the Prejudice Confrontation Style (PCS) Scale, 
we identify five styles (Studies 1 & 2). The PCS 
Scale predicts the styles used by women con-
fronting scenarios of  sexism (Study 3). The pre-
sent research highlights the divergent effects of  
prejudice confrontation styles on autonomy, 
rumination, and perceived confrontation effec-
tiveness (Study 3), and develops a validated, reli-
able PCS Scale that can be employed to examine 
experienced or observed discrimination for 
members of  dominant and stigmatized groups.1

Study 1
Study 1 examined the initial factor analysis of  the 
PCS Scale and evaluated the reliability of  identi-
fied subscales. To develop an inclusive scale of  
prejudice confrontation styles, the scale was 
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developed to examine how individuals confront 
experienced or witnessed discrimination.

Participants
Study 1 included 388 participants (231 women, 
59.5%; 157 men, 40.5%). The sample (Mage = 
19.29, SD = 2.48, range: 18–45 years) was racially 
diverse. Participants identified as Asian/Asian 
American (37.7%), White/Caucasian (31.4%), 
Hispanic/Latinx (9.5%), Black/African American 
(9.8%), Middle Eastern/North African (5.7%), 
multiracial (5.2%), “other” (0.5%), and two did 
not indicate a racial identity (0.3%). Participants 
were US undergraduates recruited from a large 
university subject pool. As reported results did 
not significantly change when excluding partici-
pants who indicated they never confronted preju-
dice on the measure of  confrontation frequency 
(n = 29, see below), these participants were 
retained.

Procedure
In an online questionnaire, participants com-
pleted the items developed for the PCS Scale 
(development described below) based on how 
they respond when they witness or experience dis-
crimination, followed by measures of  how fre-
quently they experience or witness discrimination 
and how frequently they confront discrimination 
directed at themselves or others. After complet-
ing demographic questions, participants were 
debriefed.

Materials
PCS Scale Development. To develop items for the 
PCS Scale we first examined the literature on prej-
udice confrontations that had previously coded or 
manipulated confrontation styles. This literature, 
discussed in the introduction, highlighted several 
styles: assertive (high threat), nonassertive (low 
threat), educational, humor, arouse cognitive dis-
sonance, and empathy. Next, we examined the 
literature on coping with stressful events, and 
coping with discrimination, and identified the 

COPE Scale (Carver et al., 1989), and the Coping 
with Discrimination (CWD) Scale (Wei et al., 
2010). We selected three subscales of the COPE 
Scale (Humor, Instrumental Social Support, and 
Restraint) and two subscales of the CWD (Educa-
tion, Resistance) that reflected styles identified in 
the prejudice confrontation literature. Lastly, we 
examined the literature on confrontation styles 
(not prejudice confrontation styles) and identified 
the Intercultural Conflict Style (ICS) Inventory 
(Hammer, 2005), which identifies four conflict 
styles: direct, indirect, emotionally expressive, and 
emotionally restrained.

We identified 10 styles of  interest: Help-
seeking, Humor, Educational, Cognitive disso-
nance, Hostility, Empathy, Emotional restraint, 
Emotionally expressive, and Dominant (see 
Table 1) and developed 41 items for the PCS 
Scale.2 Participants were prompted to “Rate the 
following statements based on how true they are 
of  you. When I witness or experience discrimi-
nation. . .” followed by the 41 developed items 
in random order. Participants responded from 1 
(not at all true of  me) to 5 (very true of  me).

Discrimination Experiences. Participants indicated 
how often during an average week they experi-
ence or witness various discrimination experi-
ences on five items (Good et al., 2012), including 
“Hear a sexist, racist, or heterosexist joke” (α = 
.83) on a scale from 0 (never) to 7 (every day of  
the week).

Confronting Frequency. Participants completed a 
five-item measure of  confronting frequency 
(Good et al., 2012) on a scale from 1 (never) to 7 
(every time), including items such as “I confront 
someone when they have said something sexist, 
racist, or heterosexist about me or someone else” 
(α = .92).

Results
A principal axis factor (PAF) analysis was con-
ducted on the 41 PCS items and a parallel analy-
sis was used to determine the number of  factors 
in the measure (Brown, 2006). Comparison of  
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the parallel analysis indicated that six factors 
should be extracted, as the eigenvalue for the 
sixth factor (1.29) was equal to the averaged 
eigenvalue from the sixth factor of  the 1,000 
random data sets (1.29).

The six-factor solution was then explored with 
both oblique (Promax) and orthogonal (Varimax) 
rotations of  the extracted factors. The oblique rota-
tion was the easiest to interpret. Item selection was 
based on the following criteria: (1) a factor loading 
> .45, (2) cross-loadings on other factors of  less 
than .40, and (3) factors could not have more than 
five items (Brown, 2006). Following these criteria, 
25 of  the original 41 items were retained. A second 
PAF exploratory factor analysis with a Promax 
rotation was conducted on the remaining 25 items. 
The six-factor solution accounted for 64.39% of  
the variance prior to rotation. However, one factor 

included Emotional restraint items that did not ulti-
mately reflect a confrontation style because the 
items only focused on a person’s internal thoughts 
and reflections. This factor was dropped, resulting 
in a five-factor solution.3 The five-factor solution 
accounted for 60.96% of  the variance prior to rota-
tion (see Table 2). All items loaded on a factor > 
.42, and no items had cross-loadings > .30 on other 
factors, indicating simple structure (Thurstone, 
1947).

Factor 1 was labeled Educational (five items, 
12.02% of  variance before rotation) and 
included efforts to educate a perpetrator about 
discrimination. Factor 2 was labeled 
Argumentative (five items, 27.69% of  variance 
before rotation) and included argumentatively 
confronting a perpetrator. Factor 3 was labeled 
Help-seeking (five items, 9.98% of  variance 

Table 1. Initially developed Prejudice Confrontation Styles (PCS) subscales, items, and origin of development.

Developed 
PCS subscale

Number 
of items

Sample item How developed Citation

Help-seeking 5 “I take the issue to someone 
of authority when possible.”

3 from COPE ISS subscale; 2 
based on COPE ISS subscale

Carver et al., 
1989

Humor 3 “I make a joke about it and 
hope they understand I 
disagree.”

3 based on COPE Humor 
subscale

Carver et al., 
1989

Education 5 “I try to inform them of the 
many negative effects of 
discrimination.”

3 from CWD Education 
subscale, 2 based on CWD 
Education subscale

Wei et al., 
2010

Cognitive 
dissonance

4 “I let them know I am 
surprised they hold such 
prejudiced beliefs.”

4 based on cognitive dissonance 
style identified in confrontation 
exercise

Plous, 2000

Empathy 5 “I tell them their actions 
have really troubled me.”

5 based on empathy style in 
confrontation exercise

Plous, 2000

Hostility 5 “I get straight to the point 
and tell them they are 
racist.”

3 based on the CWD Resistance 
subscale; 2 based on confronting 
prejudice reduction research

Wei et al., 
2010; Czopp 
et al., 2006

Emotional 
restraint

5 “I contain my emotions and 
remain collected.”

5 based on the Emotional 
Expression subscale of ICS 
Inventory

Hammer, 
2005

Emotionally 
expressive

5 “I passionately express to 
them my disagreements.”

5 based on the Emotional 
Expression subscale of ICS 
Inventory

Hammer, 
2005

Dominant 4 “I interrupt them.” 4 based on dominant styles 
reportedly used by participants 
in past confrontation work

Hyers, 2007

Notes. ISS = Instrumental Social Support; CWD = Coping With Discrimination Scale; ICS = Intercultural Conflict Styles.
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before rotation) and included going to people 
in positions of  power or asking others how to 
confront discrimination. Factor 4 was labeled 
Empathy (four items, 6.40% of  variance before 
rotation) and included informing the perpetra-
tor how their act of  discrimination has hurtful. 
Factor 5 was labeled Humor (three items, 4.87% 
of  variance before rotation) and included trying 
to make a joke out of  the situation.

PAF exploratory factor analyses with a Promax 
rotation on these 22 items with a five-factor solu-
tion was then conducted separately for (1) 
women, (2) men, (3) racial minorities, and (4) 
White participants to determine whether the fac-
tor structure remained consistent across key 
demographic groups. For each subsample, the 
same five factors were identified. All items loaded 
on a single factor, .42–.53 (no items cross-loading 

Table 2. Items, factor loading, communality estimates, means, and SDs for the PCS Scale, Study 1.

22 items Factor loading M SD

1 2 3 4 5 h2

Educational
  I let them know I am surprised they hold such prejudiced 

beliefs
.65 .03 –.09 .12 .13 .51 2.97 1.18

 I educate them about the negative impact of discrimination .73 .01 .03 –.01 –.19 .56 2.83 1.22
 I help them be better able to spot discrimination .77 .04 .06 –.04 .09 .66 2.72 1.12
  I teach them the various ways discrimination is still 

prominent in our society
.76 .03 .06 –.12 .01 .55 2.71 1.21

 I show them why what they said was discriminatory .63 –.14 .05 .16 .07 .52 3.14 1.20
Argumentative
 I express my feelings, even if it means shouting –.04 .65 .01 .14 .02 .50 2.35 1.12
 I make sure I have the last word –.11 .56 .07 .09 .14 .39 2.59 1.20
 I argue with the person and tell them they are ignorant .20 .63 –.10 .08 –.07 .54 2.52 1.19
 I talk louder than them so I can’t be interrupted –.01 .88 –.01 –.06 –.02 .72 2.12 1.13
 I dominate the discussion and don’t let them get a word in –.11 .74 .07 –.11 .01 .50 1.91 0.98
Help-seeking
 I try to get advice from someone before confronting them .01 –.06 .58 .03 .13 .37 2.70 1.15
  I talk to someone who could do something concrete about 

the problem
.02 .04 .71 .05 –.05 .57 2.71 1.18

 I ask people who have had similar experiences what they did .03 –.04 .71 –.02 .05 .52 2.82 1.20
 I take the issue to someone of authority when possible .02 .12 .62 .04 –.05 .47 2.41 1.18
  I speak to friends and family about how to handle situations 

like these
.03 –.02 .76 –.08 –.07 .53 2.85 1.34

Empathy
 I let them know they have hurt me .04 .05 –.07 .65 –.06 .44 2.98 1.16
 I make sure they know I am saddened by what they said –.08 –.06 .07 .88 .06 .70 2.92 1.13
 I express the pain they have caused me –.07 .14 .06 .64 .01 .50 2.54 1.06
 I tell them I am upset by what they said .21 –.05 –.06 .69 –.07 .63 3.14 1.11
Humor
 I make a joke about it and hope they understand I disagree .02 –.06 .06 .06 .73 .52 2.66 1.26
 I make fun of the absurdity of the situation .07 .15  .01 –.08 .64 .50 2.59 1.25
 I kid around about their ignorance –.03 –.01 –.07 –.03 .85 .71 2.58 1.23

Notes. PCS = Prejudice Confrontation Styles.
Bold text indicates item loaded on factor.
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> .38), for women, men, racial minorities, and 
Whites. All subscales had adequate reliabilities 
(αs: .79–.85). Correlations and descriptive statis-
tics are presented in Table 3.4

Discussion
Study 1 identified 22 items on five factors: 
Educational, Argumentative, Help-seeking, 
Humor, and Empathy. The factor structure and 
reliabilities of  the subscales remained consistent 
across the four demographic groups of  interest, 
demonstrating the broad utility of  the PCS Scale 
to examine prejudice confrontation styles.

Study 2
Study 2 sought to (1) conduct a confirmatory fac-
tor analysis, (2) demonstrate the test-retest relia-
bility of  the PCS Scale at two time-points one 
week apart, and (3) test the validity of  the PCS 
Scale by examining whether the PCS Scale would 
account for additional variance beyond that of  
validated measures of  coping with discrimination 
and conflict styles when predicting participants’ 
autonomy and life satisfaction.

Participants
In all, 399 undergraduates participated in the 
study in exchange for partial course credit. 
Critically, 104 (26.07%) participants did not 

complete Time 2 (T2), while 19 were excluded for 
completing T2 outside of  the 72-hour window 
(7–10 days after Time 1),5 resulting in an analytic 
sample of  276 participants (198 women, 71.70%; 
78 men, 28.30%). This T2 sample’s (Mage = 18.84, 
SD = 1.46, range: 18–30 years) racial demo-
graphics (49.70% Asian/Asian American, 26.8% 
White/Caucasian, 7.20% Hispanic/Latinx, 
6.20% multiracial, 5.40% Middle Eastern/North 
African, 4.00% Black/African American, 0.80% 
“other”) mirrored the larger sample.

Procedure
Time 1 (T1) was identified as an in-lab, 20-minute 
session and T2 was a 10-minute online survey 
received via email one week after T1. Participants 
received partial course credit for completing T1, 
and additional course credit for completing T2 
within 72 hours of  receiving the survey link. 
During T1, participants in the lab completed the 
22-item PCS Scale, followed by ICS Inventory and 
CWD Scale items (below), and measures of  dis-
crimination experiences and confrontation fre-
quency (Study 1). Lastly, participants completed 
measures of  autonomy, life satisfaction, and demo-
graphic questions. One week later (M = 7.26 days, 
SD = 0.61), participants received an email with the 
survey link and instructions for T2, which included 
only the PCS Scale and a debriefing.

Materials
During T1, participants completed the 22 items 
of  the PCS Scale, as well as the measures of  con-
frontation frequency (α = .94) and discrimina-
tion experiences (α = .82) from Study 1. 
Participants also completed the 20-item measure 
of  the ICS during T1 (below).6

ICS Inventory. A 20-item measure of  the ICS 
Inventory (Hammer, 2005) was completed on a 
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 
agree). Participants were promoted with, “In gen-
eral, when resolving conflict with another party, 
my preferred approach is. . .” and then com-
pleted the direct (e.g., “I verbally confront people 

Table 3. Correlations between identified PCS 
subscales, means, and standard deviations, Study 1.

1 2 3 4 5

1. Educational –  
2. Argumentative  .40** –  
3. Help-seeking  .51**  .28** –  
4. Empathy  .56**  .43** .39** –  
5. Humor  .12*  .27** .15**  .03 –
 M 2.89 2.30 2.70 2.90 2.61
 SD 0.95 0.87 0.92 0.90 1.04

Note. PCS = Prejudice Confrontation Styles.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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when we have an opinion difference”; α = .87), 
indirect (e.g., “I express complaints indirectly”; α 
= .67), emotional expressive (e.g., “I do not try to 
control my emotions”; α = .87), and emotional 
restraint (e.g., “I maintain my emotional calm”) 
subscales (α = .91).

Coping with Discrimination Subscales. Participants 
were prompted with “Please respond to the fol-
lowing items as honestly as possible to reflect how 
much each strategy best describes the ways you 
cope with discrimination.” Participants then com-
pleted the five-item education/advocacy subscale 
of  the CWD measure (e.g., “I try to stop discrimi-
nation at the societal level”; α = .89), and the five-
item CWD resistance subscale (e.g., “I get into an 
argument with the person”; α = .76) on a scale 
from 1 (never like me) to 6 (always like me).

Autonomy. As a measure of  autonomy, partici-
pants responded to the statements “I have a say in 
what happens and I can voice my own opinion,” 
and “I feel free to be who I am” on a scale from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and these 
were significantly positively correlated, r(275) = 
0.65, p < .001 (based on Sanchez et al., 2016).

Life Satisfaction. A five-item measure of  life satis-
faction (based on Van Praag et al., 2003) was 
completed by participants at T1 (α = .86). Par-
ticipants indicated “how satisfied are you in the 
following domains,” including “life as a whole,” 
“social life,” and “work life,” on a scale from 1 
(very slightly or not at all) to 7 (very satisfied).

Results
A confirmatory factor analyses were conducted on 
T1 PCS Scale responses using a maximum-likeli-
hood estimation in MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 
1998). Employing three levels of  fit indices (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999), the root-mean-square error of  
approximation (RMSEA; values < .08 indicate 
acceptable model fit), comparative fit index (CFI; 
values > .90 indicate acceptable model fit), and 
standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR; 
values < .08 indicate acceptable model fit), we 
examined the five-factor model identified in Study 

1. The five-factor model had adequate fit, X2(199) 
= 567.69, p < .001, RMSEA = 0.07, 90% CI 
[0.06, 0.08], CFI = 0.89, SRMR = 0.06.

To examine test-retest reliability, paired sam-
ple t-tests were conducted for participants’ 
responses to each of  the five PCS subscales at T1 
and T2. Analyses revealed no significant differ-
ence between T1 and T2 on PCS Empathy, t(275) 
= 0.91, p = .36, 95% CI [–0.13, 0.05], PCS 
Educational, t(275) = 0.92, p = .36, 95% CI 
[–0.12, 0.05], PCS Argumentative, t(257) = 1.71, 
p = .09, 95% CI [–0.01, 0.16], PCS Humor, t(275) 
= 1.23, p = .22, 95% CI [–0.04, 0.17], and a mar-
ginally significant difference between T1 and T2 
on PCS Help-seeking, t(275) = 1.95, p = .052, 
95% CI [–0.19, 0.01]. The 95% CI of  the mean 
difference of  all subscales included 0 and all sub-
scales were significantly, highly correlated from 
T1 to T2 (see Table 4). The internal reliability of  
the PCS subscales was also consistent across T1 
(αs: .75–.82) and T2 (αs: .64–.89). Reliabilities 
were consistent across men, women, racial minor-
ities, and Whites at T1 and T2 (see Table 4 of  
online supplemental material).

PCS Scale Incremental Validity
Autonomy. To examine incremental validity, 

a hierarchical linear regression was conducted. 
Dichotomous participant race and gender out-
comes were entered in Step 1, confronting fre-
quency and discrimination experiences were 
entered in Step 2, the four ICS subscales and two 
CWD subscales were entered in Step 3, and the 
five PCS subscales (averaged across T1 and T2) in 
Step 4. The outcome of  interest was autonomy. 
While Step 1, R2Δ = 0.06, p = .001, Step 2, R2Δ 
= 0.13, p = .001, and Step 3, R2Δ = 0.05, p = 
.005, resulted in a significant change, Step 4 also 
resulted in a significant change, R2Δ = 0.03, p = 
.016, indicating the PCS accounted for an addi-
tional 3% of  variance. The four-step model was 
significant, F(15, 383) = 7.73, p < .001. Steps 
1–4 are presented in Table 5. In Step 4, PCS 
Help-seeking was significantly associated with 
greater autonomy, as was lower ICS Indirectness, 
greater ICS Directness, greater confrontation 
frequency, lower discrimination experiences, and 
being White or male.
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Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and T1–T2 correlations, Study 2.

Educational Argumentative Help-seeking Empathy Humor

T1 M (SD) 2.98 (0.90) 2.39 (0.84) 2.91 (0.88) 2.93 (0.89) 2.60 (1.03)
T2 M (SD) 3.02 (0.96) 2.31 (0.87) 3.00 (0.98) 2.97 (0.90) 2.54 (1.07)
T1–T2 r .70*** .64*** .63*** .65*** .66***

***p < .001.

Table 5. Hierarchical linear regressions on autonomy and life satisfaction, Study 2.

Autonomy Life satisfaction

 B SE p B SE p

Step 1
 Participant gender 0.15 0.05  .003 0.28 0.07 < .001
 Participant race 0.18 0.05  .001 0.13 0.07  .08
Step 2
 Participant gender 0.18 0.05 < .001 0.30 0.07 < .001
 Participant race 0.18 0.05  .001 0.13 0.07  .07
 Discrimination experience –0.16 0.04 < .001 –0.22 0.05 < .001
 Confrontation frequency 0.17 0.03 < .001 0.17 0.04 < .001
Step 3
 Participant gender 0.18 0.05 < .001 0.30 0.07 < .001
 Participant race 0.18 0.05  .001 0.14 0.07  .05
 Discrimination experience –0.15 0.04 < .001 –0.21 0.05 < .001
 Confrontation frequency 0.11 0.03  .001 0.17 0.05 < .001
 ICS Direct 0.18 0.06  .002 0.16 0.08  .046
 ICS Indirect –0.09 0.06  .14 –0.20 0.09  .028
 ICS Emotionally expressive 0.01 0.06  .95 –0.08 0.08  .35
 ICS Emotion restraint 0.02 0.06  .65 0.05 0.08  .56
 CWD Education/Advocacy 0.11 0.04  .02 0.11 0.06  .08
 CWD Resistance –0.09 0.06  .14 –0.26 0.19  .003
Step 4
 Participant gender 0.21 0.05 < .001 0.37 0.07 < .001
 Participant race 0.17 0.05  .001 0.14 0.07  .06
 Discrimination experience –0.14 0.04 < .001 –0.18 0.05  .001
 Confrontation frequency 0.13 0.03  .001 0.16 0.05  .001
 ICS Direct 0.19 0.06  .001 0.18 0.08  .03
 ICS Indirect –0.13 0.06  .048 –0.23 0.09  .01
 ICS Emotionally expressive 0.01 0.06  .91 –0.10 0.08  .22
 ICS Emotion restraint 0.14 0.06  .79 0.04 0.08  .65
 CWD Education/Advocacy 0.04 0.06  .45 –0.02 0.08  .75
 CWD Resistance –0.06 0.06  .33 –0.22 0.09  .01
 PCS Help-seeking 0.16 0.07  .01 0.34 0.09 < .001
 PCS Argumentative –0.13 0.08  .10 –0.01 0.11  .93
 PCS Educational –0.01 0.09  .96 –0.02 0.12  .87
 PCS Empathy 0.10 0.08  .21 0.10 0.11  .39
 PCS Humor 0.06 0.05  .26 –0.10 0.07  .15

Note. PCS = Prejudice Confrontation Styles; ICS = Intercultural Conflict Styles; CWD = Coping With Discrimination Scale. 
Unstandardized coefficients reported.
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Life Satisfaction. An identical four-step hier-
archical linear regression with life satisfaction as 
the outcome was conducted. While Step 1, R2Δ 
= 0.05, p = .001, Step 2, R2Δ = 0.05, p = .001, 
and Step 3, R2Δ = 0.07, p = .001, resulted in a 
significant change, Step 4 also resulted in a sig-
nificant change, R2Δ = 0.04, p = .002, indicat-
ing the PCS Scale accounted for an additional 4% 
of  variance. The full model was significant, F(15, 
383) = 6.50, p < .001 (Table 5). In Step 4, PCS 
Help-seeking was associated with significantly 
greater life satisfaction, as was less ICS Indirect, 
greater ICS Direct, greater CWD resistance, more 
frequent confrontations, less frequent discrimina-
tion experiences, and being a man.7

Discussion
Study 2 demonstrated the reliability of  the PCS 
subscales over one week. The PCS Scale 
accounted for additional variance in assessment 
of  participants’ autonomy and life satisfaction 
beyond the CWD and ICS subscales, demonstrat-
ing incremental validity. Supporting our proposal 
that confronting discrimination serves as a cop-
ing strategy, confrontation frequency significantly 
predicted autonomy and life satisfaction, as did 
PCS Help-seeking. While confronting prejudice, 
broadly defined, may serve as a coping strategy, 
the present results suggest that some prejudice 
confrontation styles may have negative effects on 
autonomy and life satisfaction, demonstrating 
divergent effects of  prejudice confrontation 
styles on well-being. Lastly, many of  the PCS 
Scale items note a “them,” (e.g., “I help them be 
better able to spot discrimination”), but the 
prompt asked participants about when they wit-
ness or experience discrimination. We sought to 
correct this moving forward by giving partici-
pants a specific perpetrator and instance of  
discrimination.

Study 3
Study 3 examined the construct validity of  the 
PCS Scale by having participants complete the 
PCS Scale at T1 and confront three acts 

of  prejudice two weeks later. The focus of  the 
present study was to examine whether the PCS 
Scale predicted women’s prejudice confrontation 
styles in response to imagined experiences of  
sexism given the negative effects of  sexism on 
women’s cognitive performance (Croizet et al., 
2004), sense of  belonging (Rubin et al., 2019), 
and health (Salomon et al., 2015). Unlike Studies 
1 and 2 which recruited participants regardless of  
social identities, Study 3 focused on women con-
fronting sexism. This decision was made in part 
to simplify the design and provide experiences of  
discrimination based on participants’ social iden-
tity (here, as women experiencing sexism). While 
Studies 1 and 2 indicated no effect of  social iden-
tities on the PCS Scale, discrimination experi-
ences differentially predict targets’ and nontarget 
observers’ autonomy and rumination, for exam-
ple (Hill & Hoggard, 2018; Sanchez et al., 2016).  
We also contend that confrontations of  targeted 
versus observed prejudice would similarly differ-
ently affect these outcomes.

Additionally, Study 3 examined women’s 
reported autonomy and rumination after these 
confrontation scenarios to demonstrate the diver-
gent effects of  prejudice confrontation styles. 
Further, we examined anticipated effectiveness 
of  women’s responses to sexism at reducing the 
perpetrator’s future acts of  discrimination as indi-
viduals’ lay beliefs about the effectiveness of  cer-
tain prejudice confrontation styles may influence 
the frequency with which they confront preju-
dice, and the prejudice confrontation styles they 
employ. Past research has suggested that individ-
uals consider the anticipated effectiveness of  a 
confrontation at reducing future bias when decid-
ing whether to confront discrimination (Good 
et al., 2012), indicating the perceived effectiveness 
of  various prejudice confrontation styles may be 
important in determining the likelihood that indi-
viduals employ such a style.

Participants
In all, 289 US undergraduate women were 
recruited to complete a two-part study in 
exchange for partial course credit, though 
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41 participants did not complete T2. While six 
additional participants completed T2 outside of  
the allowed 72-hour window after receiving the 
T2 survey, these participants are retained in the 
analysis as five completed T2 two days outside of  
the window and one completed T2 four days out-
side of  the window.8 Thus, the T2 analytic sample 
was 248 participants (Mage = 18.52, SD = 1.13, 
range: 18–26 years), which largely matched the 
demographics of  the T1 sample (46.1% Asian/
Asian American, 22.6% White/Caucasian, 12.1% 
Hispanic/Latina, 7.7% multiracial, 5.2% Middle 
Eastern/North African, 4.8% Black/African 
American, 0.4% “other”).

Procedure
Participants who identified as women during a 
large prescreen survey were recruited for a two-
part study that included a 20-minute T1 session in 
the lab, and a T2 20-minute session to be com-
pleted online two weeks after. Participants 
received partial course credit for completion of  
the T1 session in the lab, and additional partial 
course credit for completion of  the T2 session 
online. During T1, participants completed the 
22-item PCS Scale, a two-item autonomy meas-
ure, and demographic questions. Two weeks later, 
participants received T2 via email. Participants 
were asked to imagine themselves in various situ-
ations and how they would respond. Three sce-
narios of  sexism, described below, were presented 
in random order and participants were simply 
asked, “What would you say or do? Please be spe-
cific.” After each scenario, participants completed 
measures of  autonomy, rumination, and per-
ceived effectiveness.

Materials
T1 PCS Scale. The prompt for the PCS Scale 
was adjusted to “When I witness or experience 
gender discrimination. . .,” an adjustment from 
the broader prompt employed in the previous 
studies to determine how well the PCS Scale 
would predict women’s confrontation styles 
when faced with sexism. The subscales of the 

PCS Scale were again found to be reliable at T1, 
αs: .75–.86 (MEmpathy = 3.01, SD = 0.99; MEduca-

tional = 3.09, SD = 0.97; MArgumentative = 2.41, SD 
= 0.86; MHumor = 2.60, SD = 1.04; MHelp-seeking 
= 2.63, SD = 0.94).

T1 Autonomy. As a measure of  autonomy, partici-
pants responded to the statements “I have a say 
in what happens and I can voice my own opin-
ion,” and “I feel free to be who I am” on a scale 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), 
r(247) = .60, p < .001 (M = 3.93, SD = 0.95).

T2 Sexism Scenarios. The sexism scenarios 
involved a confrontation of  a friend, a classmate, 
and a person in authority. Friend scenario: “Imag-
ine you are hanging out with friends, when one of  
them tells the below joke. Q: Why did the woman 
cross the road? A: Who cares? What the hell is 
she doing out of  the kitchen?” (borrowed from 
Woodzicka et al., 2015). Classmate scenario: 
“Imagine you are working on a group project for 
a class and one of  your classmates in the group 
tells you to, ‘Leave the work to the men, I don’t 
want you bringing down my grade’.” Authority 
scenario: “Imagine you are meeting with a school 
appointed academic advisor. When you tell him 
you are interested in majoring in either chemistry 
or biology, he says, ‘How about English or Psy-
chology? Female students almost never do well in 
the hard sciences’.”

Two independent female coders blind to 
hypotheses coded each participant’s written 
responses. Coders were given descriptions of  the 
five prejudice confrontation styles, defined by 
items from the respective PCS subscales and were 
instructed to code each response into 1–3 preju-
dice confrontation styles.9 We allowed for coding 
in up to three prejudice confrontation styles 
based on the significant correlations across sub-
scales (Study 1) and past research that reported 
prejudice confrontations which transcend the five 
PCS subscales (e.g., Hyers, 2007). For example, 
one participant indicated their response to the 
friend scenario would be, “What the hell are you 
doing out of  the kitchen?” which was coded as 
both humor and argumentative by two 
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independent coders. In the case of  disagreement, 
a third independent female coder served as the 
tie-breaker (15%).

Autonomy. Immediately after entering their 
response to each scenario, participants were asked 
“Afterwards, how likely would you. . .” followed 
by the two items completed during T1 of  the pre-
sent study. The items were positively correlated in 
each scenario, rs(247) = .75–.83, ps < .001.

Rumination. Participants were asked “After-
wards, how likely would you. . .” “Keep think-
ing about what your [friend/classmate/advisor] 
said,” “Be unable to stop thinking about what 
your [friend/classmate/advisor] said,” and 
“Replay the interaction with your [friend/class-
mate/advisor] over and over again in your head.” 
Participants responded on a scale from 1 (not at 
all likely) to 5 (very likely). The scale was reliable 
across the three scenarios (αs: .88–.92; adapted 
from Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991).

Effectiveness. Participants were asked “Based 
on your response, how likely do you think it is. . .” 
“That your [friend/classmate/advisor] will make 
a joke [statement] like that again in the future,” 
and “That your [friend/classmate/advisor] will 
think twice before making a joke [statement] like 
that in the future” (based on Good et al., 2012). 
Participants responded on a scale from 1 (not at 
all likely) to 5 (very likely). These two items were 
positively correlated in each scenario, r(247) = 
.51–.53, ps < .001.

Results
T2 Scenario Confrontations. All but one participant 
confronted in at least one of the scenarios. 
Twenty-four (9.70%) confronted in one scenario, 
71 (28.60%) confronted in two of the scenarios, 
and 152 (61.30%) confronted in all three scenar-
ios. However, in the friend scenario, 41 (16.50%) 
participant responses were not coded as verbal 
confrontations, e.g., “I’d laugh it off.” In the 
classmate scenario, 30 (12.10%) participant 
responses were not coded as verbal 

confrontations, e.g., “I would ignore him/her 
and continue completing my work.” In the aca-
demic advisor scenario, 40 (16.10%) participant 
responses were not coded as verbal confronta-
tions, e.g., “I would feel very offended, but I 
would not act upon my feelings.”

Prejudice Confrontation Styles. In all, 116 responses 
received two styles during coding (46 friend sce-
nario, 41 classmate scenario, 29 advisor scenario) 
and 11 responses received three styles (two 
friend scenario, four classmate scenario, five 
advisor scenario). Thus, across 247 participants 
who confronted at least once, a total of  771 
styles were coded (257 in the friend scenario, 267 
in the classmate scenario, 247 in the advisor sce-
nario). The most common prejudice confronta-
tion styles were Argumentative and Educational 
and the least common styles were Empathy and 
Humor. The Educational style was used more 
often in the friend and advisor scenarios than the 
classmate scenario, and Argumentative was used 
relatively equally across scenarios. Help-seeking 
included 22.85% of  the prejudice confrontation 
styles in the classmate scenario and 22.67% of  
the prejudice confrontation styles in the advisor 
scenario but was never employed in the friend 
scenario. In contrast, participants were more 
likely to employ Empathy and Humor prejudice 
confrontation styles in the friend scenario com-
pared to the classmate and advisor scenarios (see 
Table 6).

Predicting T2 Prejudice Confrontation Styles from the T1 
PCS Scale. Coded responses were summed across 
each scenario, such that count scores ranging 
from 0 (in none of  the scenarios) to 3 (in all the 
scenarios) were created for each prejudice con-
frontation style for each participant. Five Poisson 
loglinear regressions with robust estimators 
(Cameron & Trivedi, 1998) were computed with a 
PCS subscale predicting the corresponding count 
score (e.g., PCS Humor mean predicting use of  
humor in confrontations in three scenarios). 
Models indicated good fit, as Pearson X2s were 
not significant, the likelihood ratios (LRs) were 
significant, indicating that the PCS subscale 
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independent variable significantly improved the 
model over an intercept-only model, and the 
Deviance/df values were all near 1 indicating 
equidispersion and the appropriateness of  a Pois-
son model (Coxe et al., 2009) for all models:  
Educational, X2(246) = 229.73, p = .73, LR(1) = 
9.28, p = .002, Deviance/df = 1.06; Argumenta-
tive X2(246) = 149.25, p = .99, LR(1) = 4.27, p 
= .039, Deviance/df = 0.82; Help-seeking, 
X2(246) = 199.64, p = .99, LR(1) = 9.62, p = 
.002, Deviance/df = 0.88; Empathy, X2(246) = 
270.72, p = .14, LR(1) = 8.46, p = .004, 
Deviance/df = 0.76; Humor, X2(246) = 253.79, 
p = .35, LR(1) = 5.10, p = .03, Deviance/df = 
0.74. All prejudice confrontation styles in the sce-
narios were significantly positively predicted by 
their corresponding PCS subscales (Table 7).

Post-Confrontation Effectiveness, Rumination, and 
Autonomy. Rumination and perceived effective-
ness after each scenario were averaged. Linear 
regressions were conducted with participants’ 
five prejudice confrontation style count scores 
(summed across the scenarios) entered as 

Table 6. Coded prejudice confrontation style frequency and percentage by scenario, Study 3.

Confrontation 
style 

Friend scenario Classmate scenario Advisor scenario Total

n % n % n % n %

Educational 77 29.96% 45 16.86% 75 30.04% 197 25.55%
Argumentative 114 44.36% 128 47.94% 104 42.11% 346 44.88%
Help-seeking 0 0.00% 61 22.85% 56 22.67% 117 15.18%
Empathy 31 12.06% 17 6.37% 8 3.24% 56 7.26%
Humor 35 13.26% 16 5.99% 4 1.62% 55 7.13%
Total 257 100.00% 267 100.00% 247 100.00% 771 100.00%

Table 7. Parameter estimates of PCS subscales predicting corresponding confrontations, Study 3.

B (SE) Wald p

PCS Educational → Educational confrontations 0.24 (0.08) 9.79  .002
PCS Argumentative → Argument confrontations 0.12 (0.05) 6.16  .013
PCS Help-seeking → Help-seeking confrontations 0.29 (0.09) 10.20  .001
PCS Empathy → Empathy confrontations 0.36 (0.15) 5.94  .015
PCS Humor → Humor confrontations 0.24 (0.12) 3.88  .049

Note. PCS = Prejudice Confrontation Styles.

predictors, and effectiveness and rumination 
were entered separately as outcome variables. 
The effectiveness linear regression equation was 
significant, F(5, 242) = 5.95, p < .001, R2 = 
0.114. Argumentative, Educational, and Empathy 
prejudice confrontation styles were associated 
with significantly greater perceived effectiveness. 
The rumination linear regression equation 
approached significance, F(5, 242) = 2.13, p = 
.06, R2 = 0.04. Educational and Help-seeking 
prejudice confrontation styles were associated 
with significantly more rumination (see Table 8).

A hierarchical linear regression predicting 
autonomy (averaged across scenarios) was con-
ducted with participants’ T1 autonomy entered in 
Step 1 and the PCS count scores entered in Step 
2. Step 1, F(1, 246) = 17.05, p < .001, R2 = 0.07, 
and Step 2, F(6, 241) = 4.51, p < .001, R2 = 0.10, 
were significant. Step 2 model coefficients 
revealed that T1 autonomy (B = 0.24, SE = 0.06, 
p < .001), Educational and Argumentative were 
associated with significantly greater autonomy. 
No other PCS subscales were significant predic-
tors of  post-scenario autonomy (see Table 8).
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Discussion
All subscales were significantly associated with 
how participants confronted in imagined scenar-
ios. Argumentative and Educational styles were 
associated with greater autonomy, though 
Educational and Help-seeking prejudice confron-
tation styles were associated with more rumina-
tion. Moreover, Educational, Argumentative, and 
Empathy prejudice confrontation styles were 
associated with greater perceived effectiveness of  
the confrontation. Notably, women’s prejudice 
confrontation styles changed across scenarios of  
sexism. Twelve participants employed four PCS 
styles across the three scenarios, 67 used three 
styles, 113 used two styles, and 55 used only one 
style, supporting the notion that people’s PCS 
differs across scenarios. Given this diverse 
employment of  prejudice confrontation styles, 
we would expect that styles and outcomes may 
similarly differ for target confronters of  other 
biases (e.g., Black American confronting anti-
Black racism), and encourage future research to 
explore this intergroup difference in prejudice 
confrontation styles based on type of  discrimina-
tion and confronter identity.

Several PCS subscales were significantly, pos-
itively correlated (Study 1), and in Study 3 cod-
ers could code confrontations into three 
subscales of  prejudice confrontation styles. 
While some prejudice confrontations can meld 
two styles into one, other responses indicated 
women would confront in two different ways. 

For example, several participants in the class-
mate scenario indicated they would confront 
(Argumentative) and report (Help-seeking) the 
perpetrator. Thus, the PCS subscales can be uti-
lized to identify nuanced, dynamic forms of  
prejudice confrontation styles and to capture 
multi-action confrontations.

General Discussion
Confronting prejudice can reduce future acts of  
stereotyping by perpetrators (e.g., Chaney & 
Sanchez, 2018) and has benefits for confronters 
(e.g., empowerment, autonomy; Gervais et al., 
2010; Sanchez et al., 2016). Yet, confronting 
prejudice can come at a cost (negative evalua-
tions; Dickter et al., 2012), and when costs are 
perceived to outweigh the benefits, individuals 
are unlikely to confront (Good et al., 2012). 
Styles of  prejudice confrontation may signifi-
cantly influence these outcomes. The PCS Scale 
is an important first step in identifying the range 
of  prejudice confrontation styles, developing a 
validated measure of  prejudice confrontation 
styles, and demonstrating divergent psychologi-
cal outcomes of  prejudice confrontation styles, 
thus filling a critical gap in the prejudice con-
frontation literature.

The present research identified the valid and 
reliable PCS Scale that includes five confronta-
tion styles (Educational, Argumentative, Help-
seeking, Humor, and Empathy), identified 
through exploratory (Study 1) and confirmatory 

Table 8. Unstandardized regression coefficients and standard errors for prejudice confrontation styles on 
effectiveness, rumination, and autonomy, Study 3.

Effectiveness Rumination Autonomy

 B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p

Educational 0.31 (0.06) < .001 0.20 (0.09) .03 0.14 (0.07) .04
Argumentative 0.20 (0.06)  .001 0.09 (0.08) .28 0.16 (0.07) .02
Help-seeking 0.05 (0.09)  .57 0.27 (0.12) .02 –0.03 (0.10) .80
Empathy 0.22 (0.10)  .03 0.07 (0.14) .60 0.01 (0.12) .91
Humor 0.02 (0.11)  .87 –0.05 (0.15) .74 0.18 (0.13) .15

Note. Results for autonomy are presented for Step 2 of the hierarchical linear regression.
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(Study 2) factor analyses and demonstrated con-
vergent and incremental validity (Studies 2 and 
3).10 Critically, the PCS Scale predicts the preju-
dice confrontation styles used by women con-
fronting imagined scenarios of  sexism (Study 3).

Emergent Prejudice Confrontation Styles
The PCS Scale identifies five prejudice confron-
tation styles, including some that have been 
largely overlooked in the prejudice confrontation 
literature (help-seeking, empathy) and others 
which have only been explored limitedly (educa-
tional, argumentative, humor). Educational preju-
dice confrontation styles have been identified in 
research on psychological health outcomes and 
were associated with lower life satisfaction over 
time than angry, argumentative confrontations 
(Foster, 2013). However, research on coping with 
stress and discrimination suggests that racial 
minorities who are highly identified with their 
racial identity are more prone to educational cop-
ing strategies (Miller & Kaiser, 2001; Wei et al., 
2010). Moreover, past research has found that 
argumentative prejudice confrontation styles may 
result in greater backlash against the confronter 
(Dickter et al., 2012), but are just as effective at 
reducing a perpetrator’s prejudice as emotionally 
restrained prejudice confrontation styles (Czopp 
et al., 2006).

Past research has categorized humor prejudice 
confrontations as nonconfrontations (Hyers, 
2007) or indirect confrontations, and found that 
they were associated with lower life satisfaction 
compared to angry confrontations. Research on 
coping suggests that humor may be an important 
tool to alleviate stress (Overholser, 1992), though 
we propose it is likely not an effective tool at 
reducing prejudice as humor is unlikely to evoke 
strong negative self-directed affect for a perpetra-
tor. Similarly, research has largely not examined 
help-seeking or empathy-driven prejudice con-
frontation styles, though instrumental and emo-
tional social support have been identified as 
important coping strategies (Cohen & Wills, 
1985). Help-seeking prejudice confrontation 
styles appear to move beyond the typical dyadic 

interaction most often employed in the prejudice 
confrontation literature by taking into account 
the broader context in which acts of  discrimina-
tion and confrontation occur, requiring one to 
consider other actors and an extended timeline 
(e.g., the time to identify and seek out help). In 
doing so, the identification of  help-seeking as a 
prejudice confrontation style may motivate future 
research to consider the dynamic system of  inter-
personal interactions, including discrimination 
and confrontation interactions.

Psychological Health Outcomes by PCS
Past research has indicated that prejudice con-
frontations can serve as a coping strategy, such 
that confronting prejudice can mitigate rumina-
tion (Shelton et al., 2006) and is associated with 
greater autonomy (Sanchez et al., 2016). Yet, 
Study 3 findings indicate that while confronting 
prejudice is associated with less rumination and 
greater autonomy compared to not confronting, 
prejudice confrontation styles moderate these 
effects. Certain prejudice confrontation styles 
may be associated with greater rumination, while 
other styles may be associated with greater auton-
omy. Moreover, some prejudice confrontation 
styles may be associated with both positive and 
negative psychological health outcomes. While 
help-seeking prejudice confrontation styles were 
associated with significantly greater rumination 
after an imagined confrontation (Study 3), educa-
tional prejudice confrontation styles were associ-
ated with greater rumination and greater 
autonomy after an imagined confrontation (Study 
3). While rumination is primarily associated with 
negative health outcomes (e.g., Hill & Hoggard, 
2018) and autonomy with positive health out-
comes, these findings require careful considera-
tion of  the potentially nuanced benefits of  
confronting on one’s well-being.

We note, however, that no association was 
found between autonomy and educational con-
frontation styles in Study 2. Similarly, help-seek-
ing was associated with greater autonomy and life 
satisfaction in Study 2, and it was not related to 
autonomy, but was associated with greater 
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rumination in Study 3. As Study 2 assessed global 
autonomy while Study 3 assessed situational 
autonomy, these findings may not inherently be 
inconsistent, but these results should be inter-
preted cautiously until replicated and/or explored 
further. As individuals with greater autonomy 
may be more likely to employ different prejudice 
confrontation styles, we encourage future 
research to examine the associations between 
prejudice confrontation styles and autonomy in 
order to better understand how prejudice con-
frontation styles may be both a product, and an 
outcome, of  autonomy. As Study 3 was only cor-
relational, it will be important for future experi-
mental research to discern the extent to which 
rumination and autonomy predict specific con-
frontation styles, and the extent to which rumina-
tion and autonomy are outcomes of  employing 
specific prejudice confrontation styles. Indeed, 
we believe these findings demonstrate the impor-
tance of  examining prejudice confrontation styles 
in detail, accounting for the numerous dimen-
sions that have been identified as important fac-
tors in prejudice confrontations (e.g., target vs 
ally confronter, relationship with perpetrator, 
type of  discrimination).

Lastly, argumentative, empathy, and educa-
tional prejudice confrontation styles were 
expected to be effective at reducing future acts of  
prejudice by the perpetrator (Study 3). These 
findings suggest women may endorse lay beliefs 
about the effectiveness of  variant prejudice con-
frontation styles that may ultimately impact the 
frequency that they confront prejudice (Good 
et al., 2012), as well as provide insight into why 
they choose to confront sexism, if  not to reduce 
future sexist expressions from the perpetrator. 
However, given the correlational nature of  the 
present findings, it is also possible that lay beliefs 
about the effectiveness of  confrontations pre-
dicts which styles individuals choose to use. We 
encourage future experimental work to examine 
such lay beliefs and evaluations of  confronta-
tions’ effectiveness.

An important note, however, is this scale was 
validated and developed employing samples of  
American college undergraduates at a public 

Northeastern University over five years (2015–
2019). It will be an imperative step for the litera-
ture to expand research on prejudice 
confrontations to samples which may not be 
embedded in relatively egalitarian contexts, and 
among social groups for whom prejudice contrib-
utes to health disparities (e.g., Black Americans).

Uses of the PCS Scale
Research on prejudice confrontation styles will 
likely be generative and informative. Rates of  
anticipated confrontation are much higher than 
rates of  actual confrontation (Hyers, 2007; Shelton 
& Stewart, 2004; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001), 
and we encourage future research to examine 
whether the PCS Scale predicts prejudice confron-
tation styles employed in experienced and wit-
nessed discrimination. Given the disparity in 
imagined versus actual confrontation rates, it will 
be critical to identify what motivations and con-
texts predict which prejudice confrontation styles 
are evoked versus those anticipated. Specifically, 
future research should examine how backlash con-
cerns (Good et al., 2012) and individuals’ relation 
to the target of  discrimination (e.g., self, friend) 
and the perpetrator of  discrimination (Ashburn-
Nardo et al., 2014) may evoke different anticipated 
and actual prejudice confrontation styles.

While research is still needed to identify the 
predictors of  using the identified prejudice con-
frontation styles, the PCS Scale and identified 
prejudice confrontation styles will also be integral 
in better understanding reactions to prejudice 
confrontations. Research has suggested that hos-
tile, argumentative confrontations result in more 
negative evaluations of  the confronter by the per-
petrator (Czopp et al., 2006), yet research has not 
yet examined perceptions of, for example, empa-
thy-driven prejudice confrontation styles. 
Additionally, the various identified prejudice con-
frontation styles should be examined when con-
sidering the effectiveness of  confrontations at 
reducing future acts of  prejudice from the perpe-
trator and third-party observers, and cognitive 
and health outcome for confronters. For exam-
ple, humorous confrontations are perceived as 
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less effective at reducing the perpetrator’s future 
prejudiced behavior (Woodzicka et al., 2020) as 
they likely do not activate negative self-directed 
affect for the perpetrator, but research outside of  
the prejudice confrontation literature suggests 
that using humor is associated with more positive 
affect and protective cognitive appraisals in the 
face of  stress (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000; 
Martin et al., 1993). Yet, the present study found 
that humor prejudice confrontation styles were 
not associated with effectiveness, rumination, or 
autonomy (Study 3), raising an important ques-
tion about the motivation for employing this 
prejudice confrontation style.

As such, research employing the PCS Scale and 
its identified subscales will provide greater under-
standing of  the motives and predictors of  preju-
dice confrontations, the effectiveness of  prejudice 
confrontations at reducing prejudice, evaluations 
of  dominant and stigmatized group members who 
confront prejudice, and the effect of  prejudice 
confrontations on the health and well-being of  
confronters and stigmatized group members.

Conclusion
The present research identified and demonstrated 
the validity and reliability of  the PCS Scale across 
social groups. The scale includes five prejudice 
confrontation styles: Educational, Argumentative, 
Help-seeking, Empathy, and Humor, and predicts 
women’s confrontation styles of  imagined sexism. 
The present work has identified and provided a 
measure of  diverse prejudice confrontation styles, 
which moderate prejudice confrontations’ per-
ceived effectiveness at reducing prejudice, the psy-
chological health outcomes for the confronter, and 
evaluations of  the confronter by others. The PCS 
Scale will serve as an integral tool in advancing the 
prejudice confrontation literature, allowing for a 
validated and comprehensive measurement of  
prejudice confrontation styles.
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Notes
 1. All measures are reported. All data and materials 

are available at https://osf.io/xe5hp/
 2. All 41 items presented in the online supplemen-

tary material.
 3. See online supplementary materials for more 

details on the Emotional restraint subscale which 
was removed. Retaining it did not significantly 
change reported results.

 4. Analyses examining social identity effects on prej-
udice confrontation styles are presented in the 
online supplementary materials for all studies.

 5. These participants completed T2 18–35 days after 
T1.

 6. Correlations between ICS, CWD, and PCS sub-
scales are presented in Table 3 of  the online sup-
plementary material.

 7. A fifth step with PCS subscale × discrimination 
experience interaction terms does not signifi-
cantly improve the model for autonomy, R2Δ = 
0.01, p = .43, nor for life satisfaction, R2Δ = 0.01, 
p = .80. Similarly, a fifth step with PCS subscale 
× confrontation frequency interaction terms 
does not significantly improve the model for 
autonomy, R2Δ = 0.01, p = .65, nor for life satis-
faction, R2Δ = 0.01, p = .73. See online supple-
mentary Table 6 for regression analyses reported 
without confrontation frequency and discrimina-
tion experiences.

 8. Reported results do not significantly change when 
excluding these participants.

 9. Sample confrontations by styles are shown in the 
online supplementary material.

10. See Study 4 in the online supplementary material 
for further examination of  PCS Scale validity.
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