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A B S T R A C T

When people encounter prejudice, they may respond by expressing disapproval (i.e., confronting prejudice). 
Prior research has identified five primary features that characterize prejudice confrontations: educational, 
argumentative, help-seeking, empathy, and humor. In the present research, we used a person-centered approach 
to identify profiles of individuals based on these self-reported prejudice confrontation styles (PCS). Latent profile 
analyses were conducted across three online U.S. studies (Ntotal = 978) to classify individuals by PCS profiles. 
Four profiles classified undergraduates’ and White adults’ PCS: high in educational, help-seeking, and empathy 
and low in argumentative and humor (informative confronters), moderate in educational, help-seeking, empathy, 
and humor and low in argumentative (low stakes prodders), and low on all subscales (i.e., non-confronters), and 
moderate-to-high in all subscales (flexible confronters). Informative confronters, low stakes prodders, and non- 
confronter profiles emerged among the Black sample, but not the flexible confronter profile. Across the three 
samples, confronter profiles differed in several lay theories of prejudice and intentions to confront prejudice 
against a range of derogated and disadvantaged groups. These findings identified four primary PCS profiles and 
illustrated differences across profiles in how people think about and intend to respond to prejudice.

1. Introduction

Prejudice is a pervasive problem in the United States (U.S.; Bravo 
et al., 2021; Farber et al., 2021). As a result, people must decide how to 
respond when they experience or observe unfair treatment. Any 
response made in an effort to communicate distaste or disapproval may 
be considered a prejudice confrontation (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008; 
Czopp et al., 2006). Prejudice confrontations are tools to attain anti- 
oppression goals, including at interpersonal (Chaney et al., 2020; 
Czopp et al., 2006) and institutional levels (Brown et al., 2021; Wedell 
et al., 2022). Prejudice confrontations are therefore notable within the 
category of hierarchy-attenuating behaviors (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).

Prejudice confrontations encompass a variety of responses, including 
those that may be characterized as indirect (Lee et al., 2012) or assertive 
(Dickter & Newton, 2013). Experimental work has demonstrated that 
outcomes of prejudice confrontations can vary by confrontation style, 
with implications for the extent to which confronters may be liked, 
respected, or considered persuasive (Dickter et al., 2012; Woodzicka & 
Good, 2021). Recent research expanded this work to examine prejudice 
confrontation styles (PCS) from an individual differences perspective to 

understand people’s various ways of confronting prejudice. Chaney and 
Sanchez (2022) developed and validated a measure of PCS with five 
subscales: educational (i.e., educate the perpetrator about why their 
behavior was offensive), argumentative (i.e., argue with the perpetrator 
to convey dissent), help-seeking (i.e., seek help from supportive others), 
empathy (i.e., appeal to empathy for targets of prejudice), and humor (i. 
e., attempt to use humor to express disapproval). Some PCS were 
perceived by participants to be more effective at reducing bias (i.e., 
argumentative, educational, and empathy PCS), whereas others were 
related to better well-being (i.e., educational and help-seeking were 
associated with more rumination, and educational and argumentative 
were associated with greater autonomy; Chaney & Sanchez, 2022). 
Identifying the PCS which people employ is critical to advancing an 
understanding of prejudice confrontations as a strategy for prejudice 
reduction.

A variable-centered approach to PCS was a foundational develop-
ment in confrontation research, yet there are limited insights provided 
by considering each PCS in isolation. Even in the initial PCS scale 
development, it was documented that some people employed more than 
one style of confrontation at a time (Chaney & Sanchez, 2022). Person- 
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centered approaches, such as latent profile analysis (LPA), afford in-
sights into how multiple styles may characterize stable differences in an 
individual person’s tendency to confront prejudice. The application of a 
person-centered approach to PCS would pave the way for deeper inte-
gration of prejudice confrontations into the psychology of personality.

LPA is a type of mixture model that is used to identify types of in-
dividuals based on multiple continuous measures. Mathematically, LPA 
is a person-centered analogy to factor analysis: whereas factor analysis 
identifies groupings of measurement items to which people respond 
similarly, LPA identifies groupings of people who respond to multiple 
continuous measures similarly (Bartholomew et al., 2011). As such, we 
used LPA to model PCS across three samples of U.S. undergraduates, 
White adults, and Black adults. Moreover, we sought to examine factors 
that may be associated with various prejudice confrontation profiles, 
including intentions to confront prejudice and beliefs about prejudice. 
As this research was data-driven, we had no a priori hypotheses about 
what PCS profiles would emerge.

1.1. Variables that may differ across PCS profiles

PCS profiles might be conceptualized as behavioral repertoires from 
which people draw when they consider how to respond to prejudice. 
These behavioral repertoires may reflect underlying differences in 
prejudice-related cognition and behavioral intentions. Because the in-
quiries in these studies are exploratory, and because there is little 
foundational work to draw from that has directly looked at the associ-
ations between PCS, we wanted to examine a broad array of variables 
that might be related to PCS profiles. Following the previous confron-
tation literature, we focus on outcomes including people’s beliefs about 
how they might respond to prejudice and discrimination (Brown et al., 
2021), the post-confrontation outcomes that they anticipate (Good et al., 
2012), and the malleability and origins of prejudice (Rattan & Dweck, 
2010).

1.1.1. Confrontation behavior and intentions
An objective of prejudice confrontation research is to identify who 

confronts prejudice and in which circumstances (Dickter & Newton, 
2013). As some prejudices are rated as more serious than others by lay 
perceivers (such as anti-Black racism vs. sexism, respectively; Czopp & 
Monteith, 2003), the group targeted by prejudice is an important factor 
to consider. Much prior work has focused on prejudice confrontations of 
anti-Black racism and sexism, and it is imperative to also assess preju-
dice confrontations across a broader range of prejudices. As intended 
confrontations are frequently the focal dependent variable in prejudice 
confrontation research (Brown et al., 2021; Rattan & Dweck, 2018), the 
present research examines whether prejudice confrontation intentions 
broadly, and across types of prejudices, were related to PCS profiles.

1.1.2. Perceived benefits to confronting and concern about potential costs
Prejudice confrontations may be perceived as beneficial by curbing 

prejudice and stereotyping by the confronted individual (Chaney et al., 
2020; Czopp et al., 2006) and encouraging the perpetrator to compen-
sate for the transgression (Mallett & Wagner, 2011). Still, confronters 
may face the possibility of incurring social or even economic costs 
(Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008; Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Good et al., 
2012). Potential costs and benefits are considered when individuals 
decide whether and how to confront prejudice (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 
2008). People’s PCS styles may therefore relate to their expectations for 
costs and benefits of confronting prejudice (Becker & Barreto, 2019; 
Good et al., 2012).

1.1.3. Lay theories of prejudice: Malleability and origins
People’s beliefs, or lay theories, about prejudice influence attention 

to and interpretation of events that transpire in their social worlds. For 
example, people who believe that prejudice is malleable are more likely 
to confront a statement that denigrated affirmative action compared to 

people who believe prejudice is more fixed (Rattan & Dweck, 2010). 
Beliefs about the origins of prejudice may also invite different reactions 
to discrimination (Chaney et al., in press; Chaney & Wedell, 2022). Lay 
theories about the origins of prejudice include the ideas that prejudice 
results from ignorance (Hodson & Esses, 2005; Sommers & Norton, 
2006), malice (Hodson & Esses, 2005; Sommers & Norton, 2006) or from 
being adopted by others (Hodson & Esses, 2005). Each origin implies 
unique sets of bias-reducing interventions. The belief that prejudice 
stems from ignorance implies that education can mitigate bias (Carter & 
Murphy, 2015), whereas the belief that prejudice is learned from others 
implies that biases may need to be unlearned (Monteith et al., 2002). 
Therefore, we aimed to examine the associations between PCS profiles 
and lay theories of prejudice to discern if specific beliefs about prejudice 
may be related to how people confront prejudice.

1.2. Current research

Our first aim was to identify groups of individuals by PCS and 
examine differences in self-reported confrontation behaviors, intentions, 
and beliefs about prejudice. We identified latent PCS profiles among a 
racially diverse sample of U.S. undergraduate students (Study 1), U.S. 
White adults (Study 2), and U.S. Black adults (Study 3). The second aim 
was to compare profiles in self-reported confrontation frequency 
(Studied 1–3), intentions to confront prejudice toward a wide range of 
social groups (Study 1), confrontation and accomplice behavior in-
tentions, concern about costs and beliefs about the benefits of prejudice 
confrontations, and lay theories of prejudice (Studies 2–3). All study 
materials are available on OSF: https://osf.io/p2cxt/?view_only=70b 
37526df134deab22d4464c80c935e

2. Study 1

Study 1 was an examination of latent PCS profiles and differences 
across profiles in intentions to confront prejudice. Study 1 recruited U.S. 
undergraduate participants at a Northeastern U.S. university. Because 
different groups, such as racial groups (Zou & Cheryan, 2017), may 
experience different forms of prejudice, we assessed intentions to 
confront prejudice targeting a range of social groups to discern if profiles 
were related to intentions to confront prejudice.

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Participants
Participants included undergraduates recruited in Spring 2022 to 

participate in a 30-min online study in exchange for partial course 
credit. As large samples are frequently necessary for structural equation 
modeling (Kline, 2016), we recruited 312 participants to account for 
exclusions. Thirty-three participants were excluded for incorrectly 
responding to all three attention check questions (e.g., “select strongly 
disagree”) or not indicating consent for their data to be included in 
analyses, resulting in an analytic sample of 279 participants (Mage =

18.93, SD = 1.20).
The sample was primarily cisgender women (n = 209), with the 

remainder identifying as cisgender men (n = 32), non-binary/ 
genderqueer (n = 11), and questioning or unsure (n = 4) or who 
another option (n = 19; e.g., transgender man, nonbinary). The sample 
was predominately White (n = 147), and 34 were Hispanic or Latinx, 28 
were Black or African American, 21 were South Asian, 14 were East 
Asian, 11 were Southeast Asian, two were Middle Eastern or North Af-
rican, one was Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and 18 identified 
with more than one race or ethnicity. On a scale from 1 (Strongly con-
servative) to 7 (Strongly liberal), the sample leaned somewhat liberal (M 
= 5.20, SD = 1.36). Table 1 presents additional demographics.

2.1.2. Procedure
After providing consent, participants responded to measures 
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pertaining to personality, confrontation behaviors and lay theories, and 
sociopolitical attitudes.1 The order of presentation of these three clusters 
of measures was randomized, as was the presentation order of the 
measures within the clusters. Lastly, participants provided de-
mographics and were debriefed.

2.1.3. Materials
For all measures, necessary items were reverse-scored and composite 

scores were created by averaging responses, unless otherwise specified. 
Table 2 presents bivariate correlations, internal consistency statistics, 
and descriptive statistics for PCS and auxiliary variables. All items of 
composite measures are listed in the Supplemental Materials.

2.1.3.1. Prejudice confrontation styles. PCS were assessed with the 22- 
item PCS Scale (Chaney & Sanchez, 2022). Participants were promp-
ted, “Rate the following statements based on how true they are of you. 
When I witness or experience someone do or say something discrimi-
natory…” on a scale from 1 (Not at all true of me) to 5 (Very true of me). 
Participants responded to five items that assess educational PCS (e.g., “I 
let them know I am surprised they hold such prejudiced beliefs”), five 
items for argumentative PCS (e.g., “I express my feelings, even if it 
means shouting”), five items for help-seeking PCS (e.g., “I try to get 
advice from someone before confronting them”), four items for empathy 
PCS (e.g., “I let them know they have hurt me”), and three items for 
humor PCS (e.g., “I make a joke about it and hope they understand I 
disagree”).

2.1.3.2. Confrontation frequency. The frequency with which partici-
pants confront prejudice was assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
Never to 7 = Every time) with the item, “How often do you confront 
someone when they have said something prejudiced?”

2.1.3.3. Intentions to confront prejudice. Intentions to confront prejudice 
directed toward 45 social groups were assessed on feeling thermometers 
(0 = Not at all to 100 = Extremely). These groups were partially derived 
from a list of socially stigmatized groups that were the focus of a pre-
vious study on the associations of feelings of warmth toward these 
groups and sociopolitical attitudes (Duckitt & Sibley, 2007), and 

additional social groups were included for the purposes of the present 
study. The additional groups encompass a broad array of groups that 
may be salient to college students, including those pertaining to gender 
(e.g., non-binary people; Dolezal et al., 2023) and behavioral in-
clinations (e.g., people who choose not to be vaccinated against COVID- 
19; Khubchandani et al., 2022). Participants indicated, “How likely 
would you be to confront someone for expressing prejudice or 
discrimination against” these 45 social groups, presented in a random-
ized order. Supplemental Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for 
confrontation intentions toward each social group.

We conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify the 
structure of responses. Following recommendations on EFA steps and 
interpretation (Hooper, 2012), we extracted factors using Principal Axis 
Factoring method with Promax rotation. According to the Kaiser crite-
rion, five factors emerged with eigenvalues >1; however, as no items 
loaded over 0.40 onto the fifth factor, we interpreted a four-factor so-
lution. Items that loaded over 0.40 onto only one factor were retained as 
part of the factor. Factor 1 explained 43.28 % of the variance extracted 
and included intentions to confront prejudice toward traditionally 
marginalized social groups, including racial and ethnic minorities and 
immigrants. Factor 2 (9.39 % of the variance extracted) included in-
tentions to confront prejudice toward dissident social groups, including 
atheists and people who criticize authority. Factor 3 (6.51 % of the 
variance extracted) included intentions to confront prejudice toward 
traditionally conservative social groups, including Republicans and 
White people. Factor 4 (3.36 % of the variance extracted) included in-
tentions to confront prejudice toward dangerous social groups, 
including people who disrupt safety and security, and violent criminals. 
Table 3 presents the full pattern matrix results. Three of these categories 
have been previously identified in the dual process model of prejudice 
and ideology (i.e., marginalized social groups, dissident social groups, 
and dangerous social groups; (Asbrock et al., 2010; Duckitt & Sibley, 
2007), and the fourth category (i.e., conservative social groups) has 
been conventionally associated with right-wing and societally privileged 
groups in research employing a broader range of targets (Brandt & 
Crawford, 2016).

In line the EFA results, we computed mean responses to intentions to 
confront prejudice toward the groups included in the four factors to 
create composite scores for intentions to confront prejudice toward 
marginalized, dissident, conservative, and dangerous social groups.

2.1.4. Data analysis plan
For all studies, LPAs were conducted in Mplus version 7 with the five 

PCS subscales (Chaney & Sanchez, 2022) as indicators for one-profile 
through five-profile solutions. Although we relied primarily on 
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) and the bootstrap likelihood ratio 
test to evaluate profile solutions and identify the best-fitting model 
across the studies, our holistic approach to profile enumeration included 
consideration of multiple fit statistics and ratio tests to decide between 
models. We report Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), BIC, sample-size 
adjusted BIC, entropy, Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin log likelihood ratio 
test, bootstrap likelihood ratio test, and Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted 
likelihood ratio test. AIC (Akaike, 1973) and BIC (Schwarz, 1978) are 
extensions goodness of fit extensions of the maximum likelihood esti-
mate. Lower AIC and BIC values indicate good model fit. As model fit 
under the maximum likelihood principle improves as the model 
complexity (e.g., the number of latent profiles) increases, AIC and BIC 
penalize models for complexity to favor models that are more parsi-
monious (Chakrabarti & Ghosh, 2011). As our goal was to select the 
most accurate and parsimonious latent profile model, we opted to prefer 
BIC over AIC should the two indices provide incongruent information 
(Chakrabarti & Ghosh, 2011). Model entropy is reported as a metric of 
classification accuracy (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996). Lastly, we report 
the smallest n estimated to represent a profile in each model to ensure a 
balance between model fit, entropy, and model utility.

To test equality of means across profiles on continuous auxiliary 

Table 1 
Sample characteristics (Study 1).

Demographics n (%)

Sexual orientation
Straight or heterosexual 212 (76.8 %)
Gay or lesbian 13 (4.7 %)
Bisexual 30 (10.9 %)
Pansexual 5 (1.8 %)
Queer 5 (1.8 %)
Questioning 8 (2.9 %)
Asexual 3 (1.1 %)

Socioeconomic status
Poor or just barely making it 9 (3.2 %)
Working or labor class 46 (16.6 %)
Middle class 131 (47.3 %)
Upper middle class 83 (30.0 %)
Wealthy 8 (2.9 %)

Citizenship and visa status
American-born citizen 244 (88.4 %)
Naturalized citizen 19 (6.9 %)
Immigrant with visa 12 (4.3 %)
Immigrant with non-visa 1 (0.4 %)

1 Measures and analyses including personality measures are not reported 
here as they are outside the scope of the present research.
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variables, we used the automatic Bolck-Croon-Hagenaars (BCH; Bolck 
et al., 2004) approach (i.e., “auxiliary = Y(BCH)” command in Mplus; 
Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). The automatic BCH approach uses a 
weighted ANOVA to correct for classification error in estimating 
equality of means across profiles (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014; Bakk & 
Vermunt, 2016).

2.2. Results

2.2.1. Profile solutions
Based on the model results, a four-profile solution was identified as 

the best-fitting model (see Table 4 for fit statistics). BIC decreased from 
the one- through three-profile solutions and increased slightly in the 
four- and five-profile solutions; however, AIC and adjusted BIC were 
lowest for the four-profile solution. Moreover, VLMR, BLRT, and LMR 
were significant in the four-profile solution, indicating improved fit 
relative to the three-profile solution. Additionally, entropy increased in 
the four-profile compared to the three-profile solution. Therefore, we 
retained the four-profile model for interpretation based on the model 
results.

Profile 1 participants (8.1 % of the sample) reported low use of all 
five PCS. We named this profile “non-confronters” because participants 
indicated unlikeliness to confront prejudice using any PCS (see Fig. 1 for 
Study 1 PCS subscale values among each profile displayed in bar chart 
format; see Supplemental Fig. 1 for equivalent data in line chart format). 
Profile 2 (32.6 %) reported moderate levels of educational PCS and 
averaged near the scale midpoint (i.e., 3 = neutral or unsure) for all other 
PCS. We named this profile “low stakes prodders” after an indirect 
confrontation strategy observed among people motivated to avoid 
interpersonal costs to confronting (Woodzicka & Good, 2021). Partici-
pants in this profile reported moderate levels of argumentative, help- 
seeking, empathy, and humor PCS and slightly higher on educational 
PCS. Profile 3, the largest profile, (38.7 %) reported high likelihood of 
confronting with educational, help-seeking, and empathy PCS and low 
argumentative and humor PCS. We named this profile “informative 
confronters” as participants indicated confronting by informing the 
perpetrator about the impact of their actions and seeking input from 
trusted sources if needed before confronting. Profile 4 (20.4 %) 
responded high in educational, argumentative, help-seeking, and 
empathy PCS and at higher levels of these PCS compared to the other 
three profiles, although this profile reported a comparable level of 
humor PCS. We named this profile “flexible confronters” because par-
ticipants reported relying on a wide variety of PCS.

The four descriptive profile names were derived from the profile 
analysis results. Yet, on their own it is unclear whether the names reflect 
participants’ reported behavior. We compared the prejudice confron-
tation frequency and intentions associated with each profile as a face 
validity check for the profile names.

2.2.2. Equality of means
Tests of equality of means across profiles demonstrated significant 

differences in self-reported frequency of prejudice confrontations and 
intentions to confront prejudice toward the four social group categories 
identified in the EFA (See Table 5). Supplemental Table 1 presents the 
full results for intentions to confront prejudice toward all 45 social 
groups.

2.2.2.1. Confrontation frequency. Flexible confronters reported con-
fronting prejudice significantly more frequently than informative con-
fronters, Wald χ2 = 22.61, p < .001, low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 =

22.84, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 109.96, p < .001. There 
was no significant difference in confrontation frequency between 
informative confronters and low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 0.77, p =
.379, but both informative confronters, Wald χ2 = 51.50, p < .001, and 
low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 31.38, p < .001, reported confronting 
prejudice significantly more frequently than non-confronters. The 
retrospective behavioral results are consistent with the descriptive 
profile names, suggesting utility of the names for depicting the profiles.

2.2.2.2. Intentions to confront prejudice. All profiles differed signifi-
cantly in mean intentions to confront prejudice toward marginalized 
social groups. Flexible confronters reported significantly higher in-
tentions to confront prejudice toward marginalized social groups than 
informative confronters, Wald χ2 = 8.93, p = .003, low stakes prodders, 
Wald χ2 = 18.34, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 53.00, p <
.001. Informative confronters reported significantly higher intentions to 
confront prejudice toward marginalized social groups than low stakes 
prodders, Wald χ2 = 4.75, p = .029, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 =

32.89, p < .001. Lastly, low stakes prodders reported significantly higher 
intentions to confront prejudice toward marginalized social groups than 
non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 14.84, p < .001.

Regarding intentions to confront prejudice toward dissident social 
groups, flexible confronters again reported significantly higher in-
tentions to confront prejudice than informative confronters, Wald χ2 =

10.93, p = .001, low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 7.53, p = .006, and non- 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 44.021, p < .001. Both informative confronters, 
Wald χ2 = 19.40, p < .001, and low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 16.70, p 
< .001, reported higher intentions to confront prejudice toward dissi-
dent social groups than non-confronters. No significant difference 
emerged between informative confronters and low stakes prodders, 
Wald χ2 = 0.04, p = .850.

Intentions to confront prejudice toward conservative social groups 
did not differ significantly across the four profiles.

Lastly, significant differences in mean intentions to confront preju-
dice toward dangerous social groups emerged between profiles. Low 
stakes prodders reported significantly higher intentions than informa-
tive confronters, Wald χ2 = 5.00, p = .025, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 

= 20.23, p < .001. Flexible confronters, Wald χ2 = 11.43, p = .001, and 

Table 2 
Bivariate correlations among prejudice confrontation styles and outcome variables (Study 1).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 M SD

1. Educational PCS 0.86 3.70 0.85
2. Argumentative PCS 0.17 0.84 2.53 0.91
3. Help-Seeking PCS 0.41 0.05 0.75 3.54 0.74
4. Empathy PCS 0.34 0.18 0.40 0.92 3.39 1.03
5. Humor PCS − -0.07 0.09 − 0.07 − 0.02 0.87 2.79 1.12
6. Confrontation frequency 0.59 0.29 0.29 0.35 ¡0.14 – 4.50 1.50
7. CI: Marginalized social groups 0.53 0.16 0.36 0.27 − 0.05 0.61 0.98 72.72 23.03
8. CI: Dissident social groups 0.41 0.23 0.18 0.17 − 0.01 0.48 0.62 0.76 45.28 21.08
9. CI: Conservative social groups 0.08 0.05 − 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.82 34.66 21.75
10. Dangerous social groups 0.12 0.16 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.13 0.06 0.31 0.26 0.78 30.36 19.40

Note. Significant correlations (p < .05) are bolded for emphasis. Cronbach’s alphas are underlined and shown on the diagonals. PCS = prejudice confrontation style; CI 
= Confrontation intentions. General confrontation frequency was assessed with one item: “How often do you confront someone when they have said something 
prejudiced?”
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informative confronters, Wald χ2 = 9.75, p = .002, also reported higher 
intentions than non-confronters. Flexible confronters’ intentions did not 
significantly differ from low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 0.88, p = .349, 
or informative confronters, Wald χ2 = 0.71, p = .401.

2.3. Discussion

Study 1 afforded an initial demonstration of a four-profile solution 
for PCS. The most populous profile was informative confronters, which 
reported high use of educational, help-seeking, and empathy PCS and 
relatively lower use of argumentative and humor PCS. Low stakes 
prodders endorsed moderate use of educational PCS and generally 
neither endorsed nor denied the use of argumentative, help-seeking, 
empathy, and humor PCS. Flexible confronters provided the highest 
endorsement of educational, argumentative, help-seeking, and empathy 
PCS of the four profiles and indicated similar use of humor PCS relative 
to other profiles. This profile broadly resembled informative confronters 
in PCS, with its relatively higher levels of argumentative PCS being the 
primary distinguishing characteristic. Finally, non-confronters indicated 
low use of all five PCS. Across profiles, we observed low variance in 
reported use of humor PCS.

When considering intended confrontations, the greatest distinctions 
between profiles were observed with intentions to confront prejudice 
toward marginalized social groups. Flexible, informative, and low stakes 
prodders all reported high intentions to confront prejudice toward 
marginalized social groups. In contrast, flexible confronters were the 
only profile that also reported higher intentions to confront prejudice 
toward dissident social groups compared to the other profiles. All pro-
files reported low intentions to confront prejudice toward conservative 
social groups and dangerous social groups. These findings demonstrate 

Table 3 
Exploratory factor analysis for intentions to confront prejudice toward social 
groups (Study 1).

Social groups Marginalized 
social groups 

(Factor 1)

Dissident 
social 

groups 
Factor 2

Conservative 
social groups 

(Factor 3)

Dangerous 
social 

groups 
(Factor 4)

People with 
physical 
disabilities

0.98 − 0.30 0.07 0.00

Black people 0.96 − 0.18 − 0.01 0.03
Hispanic/Latinx 

people 0.90 − 0.02 0.01 − 0.01

Multiracial 
people

0.90 − 0.07 0.07 − 0.02

Middle Eastern/ 
North African 
people

0.90 − 0.01 − 0.01 0.02

Documented 
immigrants 0.89 0.89 − 0.09 0.08

People with 
intellectual 
disabilities

0.88 − 0.11 0.05 − 0.05

Asian people 0.88 − 0.03 − 0.05 − 0.01
Gay men 0.84 − 0.10 0.01 0.04
Muslims 0.83 0.05 − 0.02 − 0.03
Transgender 

people 0.81 − 0.04 − 0.07 0.04

Women 0.81 − 0.08 0.02 − 0.06
Jewish people 0.79 − 0.02 0.07 − 0.01
Native 

Hawaiians/ 
Pacific 
Islanders

0.79 0.14 0.02 0.02

American 
Indians/Alaska 
Natives

0.79 0.11 − 0.04 0.05

Bisexual men 0.78 0.02 − 0.01 − 0.02
Lesbian women 0.77 0.01 0.07 − 0.12
Undocumented 

immigrants 0.76 0.04 − 0.24 0.27

People who are 
overweight 0.73 0.08 0.01 − 0.02

Bisexual women 0.73 0.10 0.00 − 0.08
Non-binary 

people
0.66 0.16 − 0.11 0.01

Psychiatric 
patients

0.65 0.19 − 0.01 − 0.10

Feminists 0.56 0.10 − 0.08 0.05
Unattractive 

people 0.55 0.25 0.15 − 0.14

Satanists − 0.23 0.66 0.03 0.08
Atheists 0.24 0.61 0.05 − 0.11
Drug dealers − 0.06 0.50 − 0.04 0.41
People who 

criticize 
authority

0.00 0.48 0.12 0.05

Sex workers 0.23 0.48 − 0.01 0.04
Left-wing 

protestors
0.25 0.44 − 0.10 0.12

Housewives 0.29 0.40 0.17 − 0.09
Democrats 0.32 0.38 0.02 0.08
Unemployed 

people 0.37 0.37 0.02 − 0.03

Drug users 0.25 0.35 − 0.11 0.30
Republicans − 0.10 0.11 0.77 0.03
Right-wing 

protestors
− 0.08 − 0.01 0.76 0.14

White people 0.00 0.13 0.65 − 0.11
People who 

choose not to 
be vaccinated 
against 
COVID-19

− 0.07 − 0.21 0.60 0.28

Christians 0.23 − 0.02 0.59 − 0.01
Men 0.17 0.16 0.48 − 0.08

Table 3 (continued )

Social groups Marginalized 
social groups 

(Factor 1)

Dissident 
social 

groups 
Factor 2

Conservative 
social groups 

(Factor 3)

Dangerous 
social 

groups 
(Factor 4)

People who 
make society 
dangerous

− 0.03 − 0.02 − 0.02 0.81

People who 
disrupt safety 
and security

0.06 − 0.02 0.15 0.67

Violent criminals − 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.61
Terrorists − 0.22 0.13 − 0.01 0.52
People who 

cause disunity
0.21 0.05 0.18 0.41

Note. Items with factor loadings 0.40 or less on all factors or loaded >0.40 on 
two or more factors are indicated in italics and were not retained.

Table 4 
Fit statistics for prejudice confrontation style latent profile analyses with 1–5 
profiles for Study 1.

Fit statistics Number of profiles

1 2 3 4 5

AIC 3739.73 3653.81 3627.11 3611.99 3613.45
BIC 3776.04 3711.91 3706.99 3713.66 3736.91
Adjusted BIC 3744.33 3661.18 3637.23 3624.88 3629.10
Entropy – 0.77 0.64 0.70 0.72
VLMR – 0.047 0.179 0.023 0.812
BLRT – <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.667
LMR – 0.050 0.186 0.026 0.818
Smallest n 279 39 22 23 24

Note. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; 
VLMR = Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin log likelihood ratio test p-value; BLRT =
bootstrap likelihood ratio test p-value; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted like-
lihood ratio test p-value. Fit statistics for the selected profile solution are bolded 
for emphasis.
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that the three “confronter” profiles—flexible, informative, and low 
stakes prodders—are selective about the types of prejudice that they 
intend to confront. Although the foundational results of Study 1 provide 
insights about these latent profiles, replication of the profile results 
found in Study 1 in other samples would thus provide evidence for the 
stability of the model results.

3. Study 2

The first aim of Study 2 was to identify latent PCS profiles of U.S. 
White adults. We selected this demographic for Study 2 as White people 
hold the greatest sociocultural and institutional power in the U.S. 
(Golash-Boza, 2016), and they may wield this power as prejudice con-
fronters (Dickter et al., 2012; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010; Wedell et al., 
2022). We examined differences across profiles in self-reported fre-
quency of prejudice confrontations as well as confrontation and anti-
racist behavior intentions. Further, to better understand the prejudice- 
related cognitive underpinnings of each profile, we compared profiles 
in their anticipated benefits of prejudice confrontations, concern about 
costs of prejudice confrontation, and lay theories of the malleability and 
origins of prejudice.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants
Participants included White adults living in the U.S. who were 

recruited in Spring 2022 via Prolific to participate in an approximately 
30-min online study for monetary compensation. As we aimed to recruit 
approximately 350 participants, to account for exclusions we recruited 
400 participants. Fifty-three participants were excluded for not 

identifying as White in the survey, failing all three attention check 
questions, or indicating they did not consent for data inclusion in ana-
lyses, leaving an analytic sample of 347 participants (Mage = 38.75, SD 
= 14.88).

Participants primarily identified as cisgender women (n = 241), with 
the remainder identifying as cisgender men (n = 72), non-binary/ 
genderqueer (n = 13), transgender men (n = 4), questioning or unsure 
(n = 4), or choosing a not listed option (n = 13). As in Study 1, the 

Fig. 1. Latent Profile Solution (Study 1). Note. Estimated mean scores of prejudice confrontation style latent profiles with profile counts and percentages based on 
most likely latent profile membership for a four-profile solution for Study 1.

Table 5 
Mean comparisons across latent profiles on confrontation frequency and intentions to confront prejudice toward social groups for Study 1.

Confrontation outcomes Prejudice confrontation style profiles Wald χ2 p- 
Value

Non-confronters (Profile 
1)

Low stakes prodders (Profile 
2)

Informative confronters 
(Profile 3)

Flexible confronters (Profile 
4)

Confrontation frequency 2.35a 4.27b 4.48b 5.70c 110.33 <0.001
CI: Marginalized social 

groups
40.82a 67.01b 76.00c 87.18d 59.35 <0.001

CI: Dissident social groups 24.12a 44.22b 43.50b 57.31c 44.42 <0.001
CI: Conservative social 

groups
30.96a 36.87a 32.60a 36.57a 1.94 0.584

CI: Dangerous social groups 14.70a 36.10c 28.19b 31.69b,c 21.79 <0.001

Note. Shared subscripts within a row indicate mean scores that do not differ significantly from each other (p < .05). Significant omnibus Wald χ2 test results (p < .01) 
and the highest means are bolded for emphasis. CI = Confrontation intentions.

Table 6 
Sample characteristics (Study 2).

Demographics n (%)

Sexual orientation
Straight or heterosexual 254 (73.2 %)
Gay or lesbian 16 (4.6 %)
Bisexual 49 (14.1 %)
Pansexual 11 (3.2 %)
Queer 5 (1.4 %)
Questioning 3 (0.9 %)
Asexual 9 (2.6 %)

Socioeconomic status
Poor or just barely making it 33 (9.5 %)
Working or labor class 118 (34.0 %)
Middle class 149 (42.9 %)
Upper middle class 44 (12.7 %)
Wealthy 3 (0.9 %)

Citizenship and visa status
American-born citizen 344 (99.1 %)
Naturalized citizen 3 (0.9 %)
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sample leaned liberal (M = 5.20, SD = 1.49). Table 6 presents additional 
demographics.

3.1.2. Procedure
After providing consent, participants responded to measures per-

taining to personality, confrontation behaviors and lay theories, and 
sociopolitical attitudes. The order of presentation of these three clusters 
of measures was randomized, as was the presentation order of measures 
within the clusters. Lastly, participants reported demographics and were 
debriefed.

3.1.3. Materials
Table 7 presents bivariate correlations, internal consistency statis-

tics, and descriptive statistics for all variables. Participants completed 
the same measures of PCS and confrontation frequency as in Study 1.

3.1.3.1. Confrontation and accomplice behavior intentions. Attitudes 
about prejudice confrontations and intentions to participate in antiracist 
actions were assessed with a seven-item measure (Wedell et al., 2022). 
Participants indicated agreement on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree) with items such as, “It is important to me that I stand up 
for racial equality,” and “It is important to speak out after acts of racial 
discrimination.”

3.1.3.2. Perceived benefits and concern about the costs to confronting.
Perceived benefits and concern about costs to confronting prejudice 
were assessed with a 14-item measure (adapted from Good et al., 2012). 
Following the prompt, “When you confront someone for saying some-
thing prejudicial, to what extent…” participants responded to eight 
items assessing perceived benefits (e.g., Do you think that the person 
you confront would become less prejudiced?) and four items assessing 
concern about costs (e.g., Do you worry about how the person you 
confront would react [e.g., get angry or upset]) on a scale from 1 (Not at 
all) to 7 (Extremely).

3.1.3.3. Lay theories of prejudice. Six lay theories of prejudice were 
assessed with 18 items. For all items, participants indicated agreement 
on a 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree) scale. Participants 
responded to three items assessing the malleability of prejudice (e.g., 
“People are able to become less prejudiced if they try”; see also Carr 
et al., 2012). Additionally, participants indicated agreement with three 
items each to assess three lay theories of the origins of prejudice (see also 
Chaney et al., in press): the lay theory that prejudice is learned (e.g., 
“Those who are prejudiced learned their prejudicial attitudes from 
others”), originates in ignorance (e.g., “The root of prejudice is igno-
rance”), and originates in malice (e.g., “Prejudice results from malice”). 

Participants indicated agreement on a 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly 
agree) scale.

3.2. Results

3.2.1. Profile solutions
Following the data analysis plan in Study 1, a four-profile solution 

was again identified as the best-fitting model (see Table 8 for fit statis-
tics). BIC decreased from the one- through four-profile solutions and 
increased slightly for the five-profile solution. Although AIC and 
adjusted BIC were lower for the five-profile solution compared to the 
four-profile solution, the fifth profile in the five-profile solution 
comprised three participants, which is substantially below the recom-
mended minimum profile size for model interpretation (e.g., n ≥ 30; 
Sinha et al., 2021). Although VLMR and LMR were nonsignificant for the 
four-profile model, BLRT indicated that the four-profile model was su-
perior to the three-profile model. Moreover, the four-profile model so-
lution broadly replicated the results from Study 1. Therefore, we again 
retained and interpreted the four-profile model.

Profile 1 (8.1 % of the sample) scored low on all five PCS and were 
thus deemed the “non-confronters” as in Study 1 (see Fig. 2 for Study 2 
profile results in bar chart format; see Supplemental Fig. 2 for these 
results in line chart format). We considered the largest profile, Profile 3 
(44.1 %), to replicate the pattern of “low stakes prodders” because they 
moderately endorsed educational, help-seeking, empathy, and humor 
PCS; however, they also scored low on argumentative PCS, indicating 
that the White adult “low stakes prodders” in Study 2 take “lower stakes” 

Table 7 
Bivariate correlations among prejudice confrontation styles and outcome variables (Study 2).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 M SD

1. Educational PCS 0.92 3.28 1.09
2. Argumentative PCS 0.34 0.86 2.02 0.88
3. Help-Seeking PCS 0.52 0.20 0.84 3.14 0.94
4. Empathy PCS 0.63 0.30 0.55 0.93 3.09 1.12
5. Humor PCS − 0.00 0.27 0.07 − 0.00 0.90 2.36 1.16
6. Confrontation frequency 0.71 0.38 0.34 0.52 0.04 – 3.74 1.72
7. Confrontation & accomplice behavior 

intentions
0.70 0.29 0.60 0.54 0.00 0.58 0.95 5.17 1.05

8. Perceived benefits to confronting 0.56 0.34 0.46 0.41 0.06 0.46 0.48 0.90 3.29 1.17
9. Concern about costs to confronting ¡0.02 0.13 0.19 0.04 0.19 − 0.09 0.08 0.23 0.93 3.29 1.67
10. LTP: Malleability of prejudice 0.29 ¡0.12 0.13 0.16 ¡0.03 0.23 0.34 0.10 0.02 0.76 5.62 1.09
11. LTP origin: Learned 0.24 0.01 0.23 0.17 − 0.05 0.25 0.40 0.18 0.04 0.39 0.93 5.55 1.05
12. LTP origin: Ignorance 0.37 0.02 0.24 0.30 0.00 0.28 0.48 0.24 − 0.03 0.36 0.51 0.94 5.51 1.35
13. LTP origin: Malice 0.31 0.18 0.19 0.29 − 0.02 0.25 0.41 0.19 0.00 0.13 0.38 0.36 0.91 4.54 1.31

Note. Significant correlations (p < .05) are bolded for emphasis. Cronbach’s alphas are underlined and shown on the diagonals. PCS = prejudice confrontation style; 
LTP = lay theory of prejudice. General confrontation frequency was assessed with the item, “How often do you confront someone when they have said something 
prejudiced?”

Table 8 
Fit statistics for prejudice confrontation style latent profile analyses with 1–5 
profiles for Study 2.

Fit statistics Number of profiles

1 2 3 4 5

AIC 5049.33 4717.56 4642.274 4601.38 4588.47
BIC 5087.82 4779.15 4726.96 4709.16 4719.35
Adjusted BIC 5056.10 4728.39 4657.17 4620.33 4611.49
Entropy – 0.87 0.76 0.74 0.78
VLMR – <0.001 0.001 0.077 0.108
BLRT – <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
LMR – <0.001 0.001 0.082 0.114
Smallest n 347 72 52 51 3

Note. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; 
VLMR = Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin log likelihood ratio test p-value; BLRT =
bootstrap likelihood ratio test p-value; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted like-
lihood ratio test p-value. Fit statistics for the selected profile solution are bolded 
for emphasis.
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than the same profile in the Study 1 racially diverse undergraduate 
sample. As Profile 4 (25.6 %) scored high in educational, help-seeking, 
and empathy PCS and low in argumentative and humor PCS, this pro-
file mirrored Study 1’s “informative” confronters. Lastly, Profile 2 (15.6 
%) reported the highest level of argumentative PCS in addition to high 
educational, help-seeking, and empathy PCS levels. Profile 2 also re-
ported the highest level of humor PCS compared to the other three 
styles. Because this profile reported relatively high levels of all PCS, we 
determined that this profile parallels the “flexible confronters” identi-
fied in Study 1. Considering that the Study 2 “flexible confronters” re-
ported higher levels of humor PCS compared to the other profiles, they 
appear to be even more “flexible” about their style of confronting prej-
udice than the same profile identified in Study 1.

3.2.2. Equality of means
Omnibus Wald χ2 tests indicated that PCS latent profiles were asso-

ciated with significant differences in confrontation frequency, confron-
tation and accomplice behavior intentions, perceived benefits to 
confronting, and several lay theories of prejudice (See Table 9).

3.2.2.1. Confrontation frequency. Flexible confronters reported con-
fronting prejudice significantly more frequently compared to low stakes 
prodders, Wald χ2 = 56.74, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 =

168.87, p < .001. Informative confronters also reported confronting 
prejudice significantly more frequently than low stakes prodders, Wald 
χ2 = 32.76, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 149.07, p < .001. 
Moreover, low stakes prodders reported confronting prejudice signifi-
cantly more frequently than non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 50.92, p < .001. 

The difference in confrontation frequency between flexible confronters 
and informative confronters was nonsignificant, Wald χ2 = 3.68, p =
.055.

3.2.2.2. Confrontation and accomplice behavior intentions. Informative 
confronters reported higher confrontation and accomplice behavior in-
tentions than low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 52.26, p < .001, and non- 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 151.03, p < .001. Similarly, flexible confronters 
reported higher intentions to confront prejudice and engage in antiracist 
behaviors than low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 40.50, p < .001, and non- 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 130.18, p < .001. Low stakes prodders also re-
ported higher confrontation and accomplice behavior intentions than 
non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 49.42, p < .001. Flexible confronters and 
informative confronters did not differ significantly in confrontation and 
accomplice behavior intentions, Wald χ2 = 0.13, p = .720.

3.2.2.3. Perceived benefits and concern about the costs to confronting.
Flexible confronters reported that they perceived greater benefits to 
confronting prejudice than did low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 17.22, p 
< .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 78.60, p < .001. Likewise, 
informative confronters perceived significantly greater benefits to con-
fronting than low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 21.31, p < .001, and non- 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 110.38, p < .001. Finally, low stakes prodders 
perceived significantly greater benefits to confronting than non- 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 42.76, p < .001. The difference in perceived 
benefits to confronting between flexible confronters and informative 
confronters was not significant, Wald χ2 = 0.13, p = .717.

A nonsignificant omnibus Wald test indicated that profiles did not 

Fig. 2. Latent Profile Solution (Study 2). Note. Estimated mean scores of prejudice confrontation style latent profiles with profile counts and percentages based on 
most likely latent profile membership for a four-profile solution for Study 2.

Table 9 
Mean comparisons across latent profiles on confrontation frequency, beliefs about confrontation, and lay theories of prejudice for Study 2.

Outcome variables Prejudice confrontation style profiles Wald χ2 p- 
Value

Non-confronters 
(Profile 1)

Low stakes prodders 
(Profile 3)

Informative confronters 
(Profile 4)

Flexible confronters 
(Profile 2)

Confrontation frequency 1.81a 3.17b 4.71c 5.38c 299.44 <0.001
Confrontation and accomplice behavior 

intentions
3.01a 4.91b 6.21c 6.14c 199.81 <0.001

Perceived benefits to confronting 1.99a 3.09b 3.91c 4.00c 147.50 <0.001
Concern about costs to confronting 3.13a,b 3.13a 3.26a,b 3.84b 4.45 0.217
LTP: Malleability of prejudice 5.28a 5.42a 6.17b 5.55a 25.45 <0.001
LTP origin: Learned 5.17a 5.46a,b 5.80b 5.75b 10.81 0.013
LTP origin: Ignorance 4.70a 5.30b 6.30c 5.59b 44.01 <0.001
LTP origin: Malice 3.73a 4.47b 4.75b,c 5.14c 23.90 <0.001

Note. Shared subscripts within a row indicate mean scores that do not differ significantly from each other (p < .05). Significant omnibus Wald χ2 test results (p < .05) 
and the highest means are bolded for emphasis. LTP = lay theory of prejudice.
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demonstrate significant mean differences in perceived costs to con-
fronting prejudice.

3.2.2.4. Lay theories of prejudice. For all lay theories of prejudice, 
omnibus tests revealed significant differences across profiles. Informa-
tive confronters endorsed a belief that prejudice is more malleable than 
flexible confronters, Wald χ2 = 6.26, p = .012, low stakes prodders, Wald 
χ2 = 17.93, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 19.05, p < .001. 
The remaining pairwise comparisons were nonsignificant: flexible con-
fronters did not differ significantly from low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 =

0.32, p = .574, or non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 1.14, p = .285, nor was the 
difference significant between low stakes prodders and non-confronters, 
Wald χ2 = 0.50, p = .480.

As for lay theories of the origins of prejudice, flexible, Wald χ2 =

6.02, p = .014, and informative confronters, Wald χ2 = 7.74, p = .005, 
both reported greater belief that prejudice is learned compared to non- 
confronters and did not significantly differ from each other, Wald χ2 =

0.07, p = .785. Additionally, low stakes prodders did not differ signifi-
cantly from flexible, Wald χ2 = 2.60, p = .107, informative, Wald χ2 =

3.72, p = .054, or non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 1.713, p = .191.
Next, informative confronters endorsed a belief that prejudice orig-

inates in ignorance significantly more so than flexible confronters, Wald 
χ2 = 6.34, p = .012, low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 = 26.36, p < .001, and 
non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 31.67, p < .001. Flexible confronters, Wald 
χ2 = 7.00, p = .008, and low stakes prodders’ endorsement, Wald χ2 =

4.32, p = .038, were significantly greater than non-confronters. Flexible 
confronters and low stakes prodders did not significantly differ, Wald χ2 

= 1.23, p = .267.
Finally, flexible confronters endorsed a significantly stronger belief 

that prejudice originates in malice relative to low stakes prodders, Wald 
χ2 = 6.87, p = .009, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 20.22, p < .001. 
Informative, Wald χ2 = 13.86, p < .001, and low stakes prodders, Wald 
χ2 = 8.04, p = .005, also endorsed this belief more than non-confronters. 
No significant differences emerged between informative and flexible 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 1.81, p = .179, nor informative and low stakes 
prodders, Wald χ2 = 1.74, p = .188.

3.3. Discussion

In Study 2, PCS latent profile results broadly replicated the solution 
identified in Study 1. Study 2 revealed a comparable set of four profiles 
as in Study 1. Moreover, Study 2 results illuminated several beliefs that 
further differentiated the four profiles. Whereas no significant differ-
ences emerged for perceived prejudice confrontation costs across the 
PCS latent profiles, flexible and informative confronters perceived 
greater benefits to confronting compared to low stakes prodders, all of 
which in turn perceived greater benefits than non-confronters. In other 
words, low concern about costs may not be sufficient to encourage 
people to confront (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008).

Several differences in endorsement of lay theories of prejudice across 
profiles emerged. Informative confronters more strongly endorsed the 
beliefs that prejudice is rooted in ignorance and that prejudice is 
malleable compared to all other profiles. People who believe that prej-
udice is malleable are more likely to confront prejudice, and they may 
do so by addressing perceived ignorance (Rattan & Dweck, 2010). Also 
notable is the difference between flexible confronters and both low 
stakes prodders and non-confronters in the belief that prejudice origi-
nates in malice. As higher endorsement of argumentative PCS is the 
distinguishing feature of the flexible confronter profile, this may suggest 
that perceiving malice as a cause of prejudice begets an argumentative 
response from confronters.

4. Study 3

While Study 2 focused on potential high-status, White American 

confronters of prejudice, Study 3 recruited U.S. Black adults because 
systemic racism in the U.S. has disproportionately targets Black people 
(Coates, 2014; Golash-Boza, 2016). Apart from the demographic re-
strictions in recruitment, the procedure and materials of Study 3 were 
identical to those of Study 2.

4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participants
Participants included Black adults living in the United States who 

were recruited during Spring 2022 via Prolific to participate in an 
approximately 30-min online study for monetary compensation. As we 
aimed to obtain an analytic sample of approximately 350 participants, 
we recruited 403 participants to account for exclusions. After account-
ing for exclusions (parallel to Study 2; n = 51), we obtained an analytic 
sample of 352 participants (Mage = 36.11, SD = 13.40).

The analytic sample primarily consisted of cisgender women (n =
199), with the remainder identifying as cisgender men (n = 72), non- 
binary/genderqueer (n = 13), transgender men (n = 2), those who 
were questioning or unsure (n = 2), or who chose an unlisted option (n 
= 12). On a scale from 1 (Strongly conservative) to 7 (Strongly liberal), the 
sample leaned somewhat liberal (M = 5.11, SD = 1.66). Table 10 pre-
sents additional demographics.

4.1.2. Procedure and materials
Table 11 presents bivariate correlations, and internal consistency 

statistics, and descriptive statistics for PCS and auxiliary variables.

4.2. Results

4.2.1. Profile solutions
We settled on the three-profile solution as the best-fitting model for 

Study 3 (see Table 12 for fit statistics). BIC, AIC, and adjusted BIC 
decreased as the number of profiles increased, and the BLRT was sig-
nificant for four- through five-model solutions. However, VLMR and 
LMR were significant for the three-profile solution but nonsignificant for 
the four- and five-profile solutions. Moreover, the smallest profiles in the 
four- and five-profile solutions made up <5 % of the sample. Thus, we 
determined that the three-profile solution provided the best fit to the 
data.

As in Studies 1 and 2, profile 1 (18.2 %) scored low in all PCS and 
thus comprised the “non-confronters” (see Fig. 3 for Study 3 profile re-
sults in bar chart format; see Supplemental Fig. 3 for the profile results in 
line chart format). The most populous profile, profile 3 (47.2 %), scored 

Table 10 
Sample characteristics (Study 3).

Demographics n (%)

Sexual orientation
Straight or heterosexual 284 (80.9 %)
Gay or lesbian 18 (5.1 %)
Bisexual 39 (11.1 %)
Queer 2 (0.6 %)
Questioning 2 (0.6 %)
Asexual 4 (1.1 %)

Socioeconomic status
Poor or just barely making it 49 (13.9 %)
Working or labor class 142 (40.3 %)
Middle class 130 (36.9 %)
Upper middle class 29 (8.2 %)
Wealthy 2 (0.6 %)

Citizenship and visa status
American-born citizen 340 (96.6 %)
Naturalized citizen 8 (2.3)
Immigrant with visa 4 (1.1 %)
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slightly higher in educational and help-seeking PCS and lower in argu-
mentative, empathy, and humor PCS. Based on the rationale we fol-
lowed in Studies 1 and 2, we designated this profile as “low stakes 
prodders.” Lastly, profile 2 (34.7 %) scored high in educational, help- 
seeking, and empathy PCS, moderately in argumentative PCS, and low 
in humor PCS. Therefore, this profile represented an “informative con-
fronters” profile analogous to Studies 1 and 2. As such, Study 3 profiles 

largely mirrored the profiles in Studies 1 and 2 with one exception: the 
finding that a flexible confronters profile was not present in Study 3. 
Whereas the greater use of argumentative PCS was a fixture of the 
flexible confronters in Study 1 (U.S. undergraduate students) and 2 (U.S. 
White adults), argumentative PCS was less common overall in the Study 
3 U.S. Black adult sample.

4.2.1.1. Equality of means. PCS latent profiles were associated with 
significant differences in confrontation frequency, confrontation and 
accomplice behavior intentions, perceived benefits and concern about 
costs to confronting, and several lay theories of prejudice (See Table 13).

4.2.1.2. Confrontation frequency. Informative confronters reported 
confronting prejudice significantly more than low stakes prodders, Wald 
χ2 = 76.51, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 160.620, p < .001. 
Low stakes prodders reported confronting prejudice significant more 
than non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 23.29, p < .001.

4.2.1.3. Confrontation and accomplice behavior intentions. Informative 
confronters reported significantly higher intentions to confront preju-
dice and engage in antiracist behaviors than low stakes prodders, Wald 
χ2 = 64.61, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 129.79, p < .001. 
Low stakes prodders reported significantly greater confrontation and 
accomplice behavior intentions than non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 37.40, 
p < .001.

Table 11 
Bivariate correlations among prejudice confrontation styles and outcome variables (Study 3).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 M SD

1. Educational PCS 0.92 3.32 1.15
2. Argumentative PCS 0.49 0.90 2.26 1.06
3. Help-Seeking PCS 0.53 0.23 0.84 3.22 1.01
4. Empathy PCS 0.67 0.45 0.49 0.94 3.11 1.27
5. Humor PCS 0.06 0.26 0.13 − 0.00 0.87 2.17 1.14
6. Confrontation frequency 0.57 0.42 0.28 0.50 − 0.06 – 3.85 1.83
7. Confrontation & accomplice 

behavior intentions
0.64 0.35 0.40 0.52 − 0.05 0.57 0.91 5.46 1.24

8. Perceived benefits to confronting 0.52 0.35 0.35 0.43 0.11 0.41 0.45 0.88 3.57 1.18
9. Concern about costs to confronting − 0.06 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.17 ¡0.16 − 0.08 0.18 0.91 2.76 1.60
10. LTP: Malleability of prejudice 0.18 ¡0.15 0.18 0.12 − 0.03 0.14 0.24 0.11 ¡0.13 0.80 5.47 1.16
11. LTP origin: Learned 0.16 0.04 0.12 0.11 − 0.02 0.15 0.25 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.88 5.78 1.03
12. LTP origin: Ignorance 0.24 0.04 0.16 0.22 − 0.04 0.17 0.25 0.17 − 0.09 0.23 0.38 0.90 5.72 1.31
13. LTP origin: Malice 0.22 0.15 0.21 0.21 − 0.05 0.19 0.30 0.13 0.00 0.11 0.28 0.30 0.88 5.33 1.23

Note. Significant correlations (p < .05) are bolded for emphasis. Cronbach’s alphas are underlined and shown on the diagonals. PCS = prejudice confrontation style; 
LTP = lay theory of prejudice. General confrontation frequency was assessed with the item, “How often do you confront someone when they have said something 
prejudiced?”

Table 12 
Fit statistics for prejudice confrontation style latent profile analyses with 1–5 
profiles for Study 3.

Fit statistics Number of profiles

1 2 3 4 5

AIC 5418.82 5060.70 4923.29 4893.83 4867.36
BIC 5457.46 5122.51 5008.29 5002.01 4998.72
Adjusted BIC 5425.73 5071.76 4938.49 4913.18 4890.86
Entropy – 0.87 0.82 0.86 0.83
VLMR – <0.001 <0.001 0.257 0.219
BLRT – <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
LMR – <0.001 <0.001 0.265 0.226
Smallest n 352 78 64 16 17

Note. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; 
VLMR = Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin log likelihood ratio test p-value; BLRT =
bootstrap likelihood ratio test p-value; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted like-
lihood ratio test p-value. Fit statistics for the selected profile solution are bolded 
for emphasis.

Fig. 3. Latent Profile Solution (Study 3). Note. Estimated mean scores of prejudice confrontation style latent profiles with profile counts and percentages based on 
most likely latent profile membership for a three-profile solution for Study 3.
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4.2.1.4. Benefits and costs to confronting. Informative confronters 
perceived significantly greater benefits to confronting than low stakes 
prodders, Wald χ2 = 35.63, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 =

133.15, p < .001. Low stakes prodders perceived significantly greater 
benefits than non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 42.06, p < .001.

Low stakes prodders perceived significantly greater costs to con-
fronting than informative, Wald χ2 = 4.72, p = .030, and non- 
confronters, Wald χ2 = 8.79, p = .003, who did not significantly differ 
from each other, Wald χ2 = 0.87, p = .352.

4.2.1.5. Lay theories of prejudice. Informative confronters endorsed the 
belief that prejudice is malleable significantly more than low stakes 
prodders, Wald χ2 = 8.72, p = .003, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 =

6.39, p = .012 who did not significantly differ from each other, Wald χ2 

< 0.01, p = .972.
Regarding lay theories of the origins of prejudice, the omnibus test 

indicated that there were no significant differences across profiles in 
terms of the belief that prejudice is learned. Note, however, that a belief 
that prejudice is learned was highly endorsed across profiles.

Informative confronters endorsed the belief that prejudice is rooted 
in ignorance significantly more strongly than did low stakes prodders, 
Wald χ2 = 13.72, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 12.52, p <
.001. Low stakes prodders and non-confronters did not significantly 
differ, Wald χ2 = 1.23, p = .268.

Informative confronters also endorsed the belief that prejudice is 
rooted in malice significantly more than low stakes prodders, Wald χ2 =

16.80, p < .001, and non-confronters, Wald χ2 = 17.48, p < .001 who did 
not significantly differ from each other, Wald χ2 = 0.89, p = .346.

4.3. Discussion

Study 3 replicated three of the profiles that emerged in Studies 1–2: 
informative confronters, low stakes prodders, and non-confronters. 

There was, however, no evidence for a flexible confronter profile. In 
Study 3, the informative confronters displayed somewhat higher argu-
mentative PCS levels compared to the low levels observed in the infor-
mative confronters in Studies 1–2. Whereas informative confronters in 
Studies 1–2 reported being markedly non-argumentative, this feature 
was not present among Study 3 informative confronters. Nonetheless, in 
a departure from Studies 1–2 findings, none of the three profiles iden-
tified in Study 3 actively endorsed usage of an argumentative PCS. 
Moreover, there were low overall mean levels of endorsed use of humor 
PCS across all three profiles in Study 3.

Like the Study 2 findings, informative confronters reported greater 
likelihood of confronting prejudice and greater anti-racism action in-
tentions (Study 3) compared to low stakes prodders and non- 
confronters, with the lowest rates occurring among non-confronters. 
This indicates that there may be similar behavioral differences be-
tween PCS profiles in Black and White adults alike.

Beliefs about prejudice confrontation benefits also mirrored Study 2 
findings. Informative confronters perceived greater benefits to con-
fronting compared to low stakes prodders, who, in turn, perceived 
greater benefits than non-confronters. Perceived costs of confronting 
represented a point of divergence from Study 2, however. In Study 3, the 
belief that confronting incurs costs was low among all profiles, with 
informative confronters and non-confronters reporting even lower costs 
than low stakes prodders. Although concern about costs of confronting 
were low across profiles among U.S. White adults (Study 2), profiles 
were not associated with significant differences in concern about costs in 
Study 2 as they were in Study 3. People who confront prejudice on their 
own behalf or on the behalf of their ingroup (i.e., targets of prejudice) 
tend to shoulder the burden of costs of confronting, whereas people who 
are not members of the social group targeted by an expression of prej-
udice or act of discrimination (i.e., non-targets; Dickter et al., 2012; 
Dickter & Newton, 2013) do not (Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). Therefore, it 
is noteworthy that Black informative confronters appear to be less con-
cerned about the costs of confronting than low stakes prodders.

Lastly, informative confronters differed from non-confronters and 
low stakes prodders in more firmly endorsing the beliefs that prejudice is 
malleable and rooted in ignorance and malice. These findings largely 
replicate the distinctions between informative confronters and the other 
profiles that we found within the U.S. White adult sample in Study 2, and 
they may hint that informative confronters’ beliefs shape how they 
decide to respond to prejudice. Compared to low stakes prodders and 
non-confronter counterparts, informative confronters in Study 3 appear 
to be optimistic that people’s prejudices can be changed (Rattan & 
Dweck, 2010). They may attempt to curb perpetrators’ ignorance and 
antipathy by appealing to empathy and teaching them about prejudice 
(Carter & Murphy, 2015).

5. General discussion

In the present study, we expanded upon prior individual differences 
approaches (e.g., Chaney & Sanchez, 2022; Dickter, 2012; Woodzicka & 
Good, 2021) to describe subgroups of individuals based on how they are 
likely to respond to prejudice and compared these subgroups in in-
tentions to confront prejudice toward various social groups (Study 1), 
self-reported frequency of prejudice confrontations, confrontation and 
antiracist behavior intentions, perceived outcomes of prejudice con-
frontations, and lay theories of prejudice (Studies 2–3).

The present study demonstrates the interplay among PCS and the 
psychosocial differences between PCS profiles. Flexible confronters 
(Studies 1–2) reported higher levels of the five PCS relative to the other 
profiles. Flexible confronters indicated strong intentions to confront 
prejudice, particularly toward marginalized social groups (Study 1). The 
absence of a flexible confronter profile in Study 3 may indicate that 
groups that have different histories, positions in societal race relations, 
and racial socialization may display different PCS profiles. The roles of 
argumentativeness and humor in responding to prejudice may also vary 

Table 13 
Mean comparisons across latent profiles on confrontation frequency, beliefs 
about confrontation, and lay theories of prejudice for Study 3.

Outcome 
variables

Prejudice confrontation style profiles Wald 
χ2

p- 
Value

Non- 
confronters 
(Profile 1)

Low 
stakes 
prodders 
(Profile 
3)

Informative 
confronters 
(Profile 2)

Confrontation 
frequency

2.25a 3.43b 5.30c 174.02 <0.001

Confrontation 
and 
accomplice 
behavior 
intentions

4.07a 5.36b 6.33c 164.16 <0.001

Perceived 
benefits to 
confronting

2.42a 3.47b 4.33c 133.73 <0.001

Concern about 
costs to 
confronting

2.33a 3.06b 2.57a 9.83 0.007

LTP: 
Malleability 
of prejudice

5.30a 5.31a 5.79b 10.56 0.005

LTP origin: 
Learned

5.63a 5.69a 5.96a 5.00 0.082

LTP origin: 
Ignorance

5.28a 5.57a 6.15b 21.12 <0.001

LTP origin: 
Malice

4.95a 5.15a 5.81b 25.19 <0.001

Note. Shared subscripts within a row indicate mean scores that do not differ 
significantly from each other (p < .05). Significant omnibus Wald χ2 test results 
(p < .05) and the highest means are bolded for emphasis. LTP = lay theory of 
prejudice.
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across racial lines. Flexible confronters (Studies 1–2) reported greater 
argumentative PCS than the other three profiles, and in Study 2 (U.S. 
White adults) flexible confronters reported the highest level of humor 
PCS compared to the other profiles. In Study 3 (U.S. Black adults), 
endorsed humor PCS was low for all profiles. For Black confronters, 
humor in prejudice confrontations may be reserved for Black audiences 
as subversive racial humor may be misinterpreted by those who harbor 
modern racist attitudes (Miller et al., 2019).

Flexible confronters (Studies 1–2) were the only profile that 
endorsed argumentative PCS. U.S. Black adults (Study 3) may generally 
confront in decidedly non-argumentative manners to preempt accusa-
tions that their confrontation communicated disproportionate anger or 
aggression. Black people in the U.S. are disproportionately subject to the 
societal stereotype of being angry (Motro et al., 2022) or aggressive 
(Zounlome et al., 2021). Non-Black confronters, especially White con-
fronters, may thus be more likely to use an argumentative PCS without 
concern for confirming this stereotype. Moreover, non-target con-
fronters may be perceived as especially respectable and persuasive when 
they confront more rather assertively (Dickter et al., 2012). Thus, the 
option to use a flexible confrontation style may be a privilege that is less 
accessible to Black people than White people and non-Black people of 
color.

Like flexible confronters, informative confronters (Studies 1–3) re-
ported high educational, help-seeking, and empathy PCS levels. 
Although flexible confronters and informative confronters both appear 
willing to use educational and empathic appeals in confrontations and 
recruit help from confidants in the process, flexible confronters seem 
more inclined to incorporate argumentativeness and humor in their 
response to prejudice and discrimination. We also observed two primary 
ideological differences between these profiles, with informative con-
fronters reporting stronger beliefs that prejudice is malleable and rooted 
in ignorance. Therefore, informative confronters may rely primarily on 
educational and empathy PCS from a belief that perpetrators are capable 
of changing their attitudes (Rattan & Dweck, 2010). Although flexible 
confronters are less likely to believe that prejudice is malleable and due 
to ignorance, they perceived confronting to be as beneficial as infor-
mative confronters. Rather than confronting to change others’ views, 
flexible confronters may confront to pursue other benefits, such as 
garnering respect (Becker & Barreto, 2019). Despite these differences, 
both flexible and informative confronters reported strong intentions to 
confront prejudice toward marginalized groups. Moreover, they 
perceived greater benefits to confronting than low stakes prodders and 
non-confronters.

Low stakes prodders (Studies 1–3) generally reported moderate re-
sponses to all five PCS; however, they also reported lower-than-average 
intentions to confront prejudice toward marginalized social groups 
(Study 1). Moreover, low stakes prodders’ perceptions of fewer potential 
benefits to confronting prejudice compared to informative confronters 
(and flexible confronters in Study 2), may indicate that they instead 
consider personal values and social norms that favor egalitarianism 
(Bamberg & Verkuyten, 2021) when they decide whether to confront.

Non-confronters (Studies 1–3) offer a point of comparison for the 
“confronter” profiles. Non-confrontations may represent the path of 
least resistance or a gesture to sustain the intergroup status quo. 
Although potential costs have widely been considered deterrents to 
confronting (Good et al., 2012; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010; Woodzicka & 
Good, 2021), we did not find evidence that non-confronters were 
especially concerned about costs. Non-confronters did, however, 
perceive the lowest benefits to confronting (Studies 2–3). In general, 
non-confronters differed from low stakes prodders in terms of lay the-
ories of prejudice in Study 2; however, they were broadly like low stakes 
prodders in Study 3. Distinct underlying reasons not to confront preju-
dice may help to explain these differences in findings across studies. For 
instance, some people may choose not to confront because they agree 
with the perpetrator (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008). This possibility may 
disproportionately apply to non-targets, who are generally more 

prejudiced than targeted individuals (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).

5.1. Future directions

Future work may take several directions to build upon the findings of 
the present study. It is unclear whether the identified profiles tend to 
correspond to the use of multiple PCS within a single statement, con-
versation (see Chaney & Sanchez, 2022), or multiple occasions across 
the lifetime. This question may be tested empirically by coding actual 
confrontations for PCS across latent profile membership. Tools such as 
Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC-22; Boyd et al., 2022) may be 
used to quantify the characteristics of actual confrontations, such as 
emotional tone, for analysis with the automatic BCH method as variables 
must be continuous for analysis using the automatic BCH method 
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014).

Although our inclusion of multiple samples was a strength, our 
samples were not comprehensive of the U.S. population. Our results 
clearly show that racial identity relates to profile membership. Future 
work should investigate profiles among additional groups, such as 
Asian, Latinx, and Indigenous people. Given these social groups’ varied 
stereotypes and statuses within U.S. society (Zou & Cheryan, 2017), 
members of these groups may employ varied profiles. Relatedly, further 
investigation would help to understand which socialization factors may 
impact profile development across the lifespan. Examining profiles from 
a developmental perspective or using a longitudinal approach may 
afford numerous benefits, such as an initial demonstration of causal 
effects of lay theories and profiles. Indeed, work on children indicates 
they recognize inequality and may confront it at an early age (Scott 
et al., 2023).

5.2. Limitations

This study examined prejudice confrontations through a novel 
person-centered lens, replicated profiles across samples (which is rela-
tively uncommon in LPA; see Hetelekides et al., 2023 as a notable 
exception), and examined a wide scope of auxiliary variables for profile 
comparison. Yet, the present research was based on self-reported per-
ceptions, presenting several limitations. Accurately recalling and 
reporting prior behavior can be challenging (Schwarz & Oyserman, 
2001). Participants’ responses may be skewed by recent events in which 
they did (not) confront. Therefore, the profiles may only reflect partic-
ipants’ current perceptions of their typical behaviors. Another meth-
odological limitation is that participants may have had different ideas 
about what behavior “counts” as exhibiting prejudice or a prejudice 
confrontation. Without definitions or examples, participants may have 
relied on different exemplars. Additionally, this study was cross- 
sectional and limited to U.S. samples. We were not able to determine 
whether PCS profiles caused differences in perceived benefits to con-
fronting, vice-versa, or whether a recursive process best describes the 
relationship. It is also unclear whether the profiles or associations that 
we observed with other variables are generalizable in other national 
contexts.

5.3. Conclusion

In sum, the present study identified four prejudice confrontation 
style profiles, including three profiles that spanned all samples (Studies 
1–3) and a fourth that was present in a sample of racially diverse un-
dergraduate (Study 1) and U.S. White adults (Study 2) but not a sample 
of U.S. Black adults (Study 3). Our findings demonstrate the prominent 
patterns of PCS among three key U.S. demographics of interest and 
illustrate the connections between PCS profiles and people’s intended 
responses to expressions of prejudice and beliefs about the nature of 
prejudice.
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