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Abstract
This paper examines how perceived pervasivenesepfdice differentially affects high and
low status group members’ support for a low stgtaesip member who confronts. In
Experiment 1 (N = 228), men and women read a tegtibing sexism as rare or as
pervasive and subsequently indicated their sugpoda woman who confronted or did not
confront a sexist remark. Experiment 2 (N = 324csied the underlying process using a
self-affirmation manipulation. Results show thatmmere more supportive of confrontation
when sexism was perceived to be rare than wheastpervasive. By contrast, women
tended to prefer confrontation when sexism wasgs#ve relative to when it was rare.
Personal self-affirmation decreased men’s and asg@ women’s support for confrontation
when prejudice was rare, suggesting that men’saamden’s support for confrontation when
prejudice is rare is driven by personal impressmamagement considerations. Implications
for understanding how members of low and high stgtoups respond to prejudice are

discussed.
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When do high and low status group members suppoftantation? The role of perceived
pervasiveness of prejudice

Confronting prejudice consists of directly expragsilissatisfaction to the source of
prejudice (Kaiser & Miller, 2004). Confrontationas effective prejudice reduction strategy
(Blanchard, Crandall, Brigham, & Vaughn, 1994; Qzojlonteith, & Mark, 2006),
particularly if supported by members of the hightis$ group (Czopp & Monteith, 2003). It
is, however, an uncommon response to prejudicdt®h& Stewart, 2004; Swim & Hyers,
1999; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001), largely dueh® negative interpersonal evaluations
that confronters incur at the hands of high stgtosip members (Czopp et al., 2006; Dodd,
Giuliano, Boutell, & Moran, 2001; Kaiser, Dyrenfost& Hagiwara, 2006; Kaiser & Miller,
2001). Understanding when high status group mendrerbkely to support confrontation is
important, since their support is likely to makestfesponse to prejudice both more likely
and more effective (Drury & Kaiser, 2014).

This paper examines whether perceived pervasivaigsgjudice affects high and
low status group members’ support for a low stgtaesip member who confronts prejudice.
Prior research demonstrated that members of atltwssgroup are more likely to support a
fellow ingroup member who confronts prejudice te #xtent that they see prejudice against
their group as pervasive in society (Gar8ahmitt, Branscombe, & Ellemer2010). We
propose that the opposite is the case for highs@ioup members, who are more likely to
support confrontation by a low status group memen they perceive prejudice to be rare
than when they perceive it to be pervasive. We asigipat this pattern emerges because the
perceived pervasiveness of prejudice towards latustgroup members has divergent
implications for members of low and high statusugps Crucially, we argue that members of
high and low status groups can both demonstratesstifor confrontation, but that they do

so for different reasons, and thus also undermiffecircumstances.
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When Do High Status Group Members Support PrejudiceConfronters?

High status group members may not support confremteprejudice because
confrontation raises threats to their collectiventity, centering on concerns about their
group’s privileged status. High status group memlgerto great lengths to maintain the
perception that the status quo is legitimate (&aB8anaji, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001),
such as by strategically downplaying their privéd¢lahn, Ho, Sidanius, & Pratto, 2009), or
minimizing the low status group’s disadvantage (fddaTormala, & O’Brien, 2006).
Confrontation can be threating for high status groembers because it raises questions
about the status quo. First, when a low statuspgyroember confronts prejudice from a high
status group member, the high status group’s pgeitl position is questioned (Jost &
Burgess, 2000; Stone, Whitehead, Schmader, & Fg@l11). This is consistent with
research showing that the stronger the need tidyjtisé social system, the more high status
group members derogate members of low status gmwhpslaim to be targets of prejudice
(Kaiser et al., 2006). Second, by highlighting ling status group’s potential for social
redress, confrontation can draw attention to theside loss of the high status group’s
privilege through social change (Wright, 2010; Witig& Lubensky, 2008; Wright & Tropp,
2002). In sum, confrontation constitutes a dirdxlienge to the status quo, which high status
group members are motivated to protect, and isa@husportant collective threat for high
status group members. For these reasons, higls gfadup members may be unwilling to
support a low status group member who confrontgigiee.

However, at times, high status group members mstgan support confronters of
prejudice due to different personal identity motigas. One such personal identity
motivation reflects an individual's desire to appegalitarian. Derogating low status group
members who confront prejudice is problematic fighlstatus group members as it makes

them vulnerable to appearing prejudiced themseResponding to strong normative



Pervasiveness and Confrontation of Prejudice 5

pressures in Western societies to avoid expregsgjgdice (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986;
Monin & Miller, 2001; Plant & Devine, 1998), higliatus group members are very
concerned about the possibility of being seen epgiced (Shelton, Richeson, & Vorauer,
2006; Vorauer, 2006). As a consequence, being adanfsexpressing prejudice is a highly
aversive experience that involves feelings of quildl shame (Czopp et al., 2006; Stone et al.,
2011). Thus, high status group members may exgrggsort for a low status group member
who confronts prejudice to demonstrate allegianaegalitarian norms and avoid appearing
prejudiced at a personal level.

Given these conflicting motivations, when do higditigs group members support
confrontation by members of the low status grouppndpose thdieliefs regarding the
pervasiveness of prejuditewards low status group members are likely to enate the
extent to which each of these collective and paktimeats guides high status group
members’ support for confrontation. As a result,ps@pose that high status group members
are less likely to support confrontation when theyceive prejudice to be pervasive than
when they perceive prejudice to be rare. Specijicale suggest that when prejudice is
pervasive the high status group has more to lase &ctions that challenge the status quo,
such as low status group members’ confrontatigorgudiced events. As such, when
prejudice igervasive confrontation constitutes a more significaoliective threatAt the
same time, when prejudice is perceived to be pamatsis also perceived to be more
normative, reducing the importance of appearingudreed. Indeed, impression management
is highly sensitive to salient norms (e.g., Crahd&hleman, & O’Brien, 2002; Leary, 1995
Therefore, when prejudice towards low status groepmbers is perceived to be pervasive,
high status group members are particularly likeldisplay responses to confrontation that
derive from a collective motivation to defend thieup’s status, such as derogating

confronters, or demonstrating little support fonfrontation.
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By contrast, we predict that support for confroiotaby high status group members
will increase when prejudice is perceived to be.révhen prejudice is rare, collective threats
are less salient, while personal motivations mayhb® more primary, leading to more
support for confronters of prejudice. When pregeds rare, high status group members have
less symbolic or tangible status to lose, so theathconfrontation presents to their collective
status is reduced. Prejudice is also less normatvappearing personally prejudiced is
likely to be more problematic, and it may be in individual’'s best interest to support
confronters Crandall et al., 2002)Although one could also be concerned about thepgrou
being seen as biased by not supporting confrorttassgroup level threat is less central when
prejudice is rare, due to the fact that rare piepidefines the larger group as unbiased. An
individual's support of confronters of prejudicencaso convey notions of paternalism
toward the low status group, as one could be sgethers as a protector of the low status
group (Jackman, 1994; Kay, Jost, & Young, 2009)ispersonal motivation to support
confronters could serve to further bolster onelsisgage. As such, when prejudiceraze,
high status group members’ responses to confrontgmejudice are likely to be primarily
driven bypersonal threatssuch as appearing prejudiced and being anti-noveaiihich is
likely to drive high status group members to supponfrontation of prejudice from low
status group members.

When Do Low Status Group Members Support PrejudiceConfronters?

Ironically, what makes prejudice confrontation lds®atening for members of the
high status group might make it more threatenimgrfembers of the low status group—
leading low and high status group members to egpgye=ater support for confronters under
different conditions. Specifically, and in contréstwhat we predicted for high status group

members, we expect low status group members kesssupportive of ingroup confronters
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when prejudice is rare than when it is pervasives pattern again reflects the distinct threats
that confrontation presents to the low status gopprsonal and collective identities.

Individuals from low status groups may support confers of prejudice because it
calls attention to unfair treatment and injustigaiast the group, a collective motive. If
confrontation highlights the potential for sociabnige and action, then it may have tangible
beneficial consequences for the low status grosgcsal position (Blanchard et al., 1994;
Czopp et al., 2006). As such, low status group nembave worthy reasons to support
confrontation to improve the group’s position.

However, low status group members do not alwaypa@tipngroup confronters.
Confrontation can also be threatening to the Iatustgroup due to its potential to portray
the individual (personal threat) as oversensitivasomaking unreasonable claims (e.g.,
Garcia, Reser, Amo, Redersdorff, & Branscombe, 28@fser & Miller, 2001). Ingroup
members may be particularly mindful of ingroup mensbactions that reflect poorly on
themselves (Garcia et al., 2005). Members of ltatus groups are well aware of the social
costs of confrontation and of how it might damagartown reputation (Shelton & Stewart,
2004). In sum, low status group members may beppwstive of confrontation because this
may threaten their personal reputation.

We hypothesize that perceived pervasiveness afigicg towards the low status
group can shift the emphasis on these personatalettive motivations, which is likely to
affect support for ingroup confronters. We exphbat tow status group members will be
more supportive of confronters when they percengguglice to be pervasive than when they
perceive it to be rare. Pervasive prejudice is nikedy to make salient collective concerns
about the group’s unfair low status. Pervasiveyglieg indicates that the low status group is
being unfairly and ubiquitously discriminated agsiim society, which is particularly harmful

to the group and its members (Eliezer, Major, & Blesy 2010; Schmitt, Branscombe, &
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Postmes, 2003; Stroebe, Dovidio, Barreto, Ellem&i3ohn, 2011). If prejudice is perceived
to be pervasive, the collective motive of invoksagial change is likely to be at the forefront
of low status group members’ concerns, leadingippsert for confrontation.

If, however, prejudice is perceived to be rare iafi@equent, there is little tangible
benefit to the group to be gained by confrontimglucing the emphasis on this collective
motive. Because prejudice is by definition infreaueonfronting will do little to improve
the low status group’s status in the societal stinec In this context, the possibility that
confrontation (and support thereof) might thredtenindividual’s (personal threat)
reputation by portraying them as oversensitive bexoa primary concern. When prejudice
is perceived to be rare, the problem is unlikelpeécseen as sufficiently significant to warrant
confrontation, rendering those who support confiban vulnerable to appearing
unreasonable or oversensitive. By expressing stjpgoconfrontation when prejudice is
rare, therefore, individuals risk their own repigat Together, these heightened personal
considerations are likely to render low status growembers’ support for confrontation
unenthusiastic when prejudice is rare. Although thipothesis for low status group members
has as yet to be tested experimentally, correlatievidence is suggestive of this pattern
(Garcia et al.2010).

The Current Studies

The research reported extends past research ires@agys. First, we examine the
circumstances under which high status group menarersupportive of confrontation
(Experiments 1 and 2). We predict that high stgtasip members (men) will express more
support for confrontation of prejudice when pregdis portrayed as rare than when it is
portrayed as pervasive (Hypothesis 1). Seconddingilon existing correlational evidence,
we experimentally test whether pervasiveness qiigiee affects low status group members’

(women) support for confrontation (Experiments @l 2h We predict that low status group
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members will express greater support for confraomatvhen prejudice is portrayed as
pervasive than when it is portrayed as rare (Hygsith2). Third, we provide insight into the
psychological mechanisms underlying these respdmsegamining the role of personal and
collective threat in producing these divergent @Bef pervasiveness of prejudice on high
and low status group members’ support for confromma Experiment 2). We propose that
when feelings of personal threat are mitigated érgpnal self-affirmation, personal threats
(e.q., fear of appearing sexists; being seen asensitive) will no longer affect men’s and
women’s support for confrontation (Experiment 2 pdtheses 3-6).
Experiment 1

Experiment 1 offers an experimental examinatioklgbothesis 1 and 2 by testing
how perceived pervasiveness of sexism affects n@msvomen’s evaluations of a woman
who confronts or does not confront a man who exgaegrejudice. Comparisons between the
confrontation and the no confrontation conditionswge that increased support is specific to
confrontation, rather than a reflection of a moeeeyalized increase in motivation to
demonstrate support for women, irrespective ofrthehavior.

Method

Design and Participants

One hundred and thirty four females and 94 malee wandomly distributed to
experimental conditions in a 2 pervasiveness assexpervasive vs. rare) X 2 confrontation
(target confronts vs. does not confront) betweetigyaants factorial design. Participants
were recruited from the MTurk online data collentgystem and received compensation for
participation. Participants were located in theteliStates and were fluent in English.
Participants’ average age was 33.4 years®li12.4), with 176 identifying as
White/Caucasian (77.2%), 21 as Asian/Asian Amer{@ %), 12 as Latino/Hispanic

(5.3%), 14 as African American/Black (6.1%), ands5‘Other” (2.2%).
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Materials and Procedure

After agreeing to participate, participants weirected to an online survey which
assessed people’s perceptions of American soametyraw individuals form impressions
about other people. After filling out demograpméormation, participants read the
pervasiveness of sexism manipulation, develope8dbynitt, Branscombe, and Postmes
(2003). Participants read a paragraph titled eithbe Pervasiveness of Sexism” or
“Reductions in Sexism.” The paragraph describas Women either face “widespread”
(pervasive condition) or “infrequent” (rare condit) prejudice and sexism in many
important areas of life, including “employment,a#l education, politics, the courtroom,
and in everyday interpersonal interactions.” Icdssed that “recent psychological research
has shown that between 90 and 95% of men holdtgexis-sexist) attitudes and will (refuse
to) discriminate against women if given the oppoitiy” As a manipulation check,
participants answered 3 questions with the follgypnompt, “To check whether you
understood the information you have just read,gaemswer the following questions about
men and women in US society.” An example item$isw often do you think that women
can expect to face gender discrimination?” (frorhr8itt et al., 2003; responses on 1-7
Likert-type scalesy = .93).

Next, participants read a paragraph purportediytevriby a 23 year old White woman
who had participated in a previous study wherei@pents had been asked to write about an
event they witnessed in the last week. The par&gnags as follows:

| was having lunch at a restaurant one afternodmléN was eating my lunch, | heard
a businessman talking to his friend about how le¢egpred to hire males instead of
females at his company. He said that women arasioommitted to the job as men,
always have childcare issues, are too emotiondlaamtoo soft for the business

world. | don't think they noticed me because nbjgavas half hidden from their
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view. After eating lunch, the friend he was spegkmleft. | did not like what the
businessman said.

In the confrontation condition, the paragraph enagd, “I went to his table and told
him that | found his comment offensive and sexistthe no confrontation condition, the
paragraph closed by sayirftjfound his comment offensive and sexist, budlrebt say
anything.”

Participants then responded to seven items thassesd their support for the target’s
response to the sexist comment— either confromimgt confronting the businessman.
Specifically, participants were asked how much thgseed with the woman'’s reaction, how
much they agreed with how the woman handled tliatsin, and the extent to which they
felt content, calm, confident, irritated (revereeled), and annoyed (reverse coded) about the
woman’s response to the businessman (from 1= diraligpgree to 7=strongly agraes
.81). To check on the confrontation manipulaticertigipants indicated whether or not the
female target confronted the perpetrator (yes ¢rhoexamine whether sexism in the
scenario was perceived similarly across conditipasticipants indicated the extent to which
they perceived the perpetrator's comment as serist 1-7 Likert-type scale. Finally,
participants were debriefed, wrote comments aldeiekperiment, were paid, and thanked
for participation.

Results
Manipulation Checks and Descriptive Variables

Data from 16 participants (~7%) were excluded bsedhey failed the confrontation
check (N=12) or because they explicitly wrote @& ¢imd of the study that they had not
believed the paragraph used to manipulate pervaassse(N=4). Results when these
participants are included are similar to what gorged here. This left a final sample size of

212 participants. As intended, participants belietree comment to be highly sexist
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(M=6.06,SD=1.16), which did not vary across gender or expemtadeconditions. Results
from the pervasiveness manipulation check showaidpdrticipants understood the
paragraphs’ different sexism messages, indicabiaggexism was more pervasive in the
pervasive condition (meml=5.17,SD=.99; womenM=5.78,SD=.89) than in the rare
condition (menM=2.44,SD=1.05; womenM=2.59,SD=1.06),F(1, 208)=460.87p<.001;
partialn®=.69. There was also a main effect of gender, sumhwomen perceived sexism
described in the paragraph to be more pervasivedlthmenf(1, 208)=7.56p<.001;
partialn®=.04.
Support for Target's Response

An ANOVA revealed the predicted three way interactbetween gender,
pervasiveness of sexism, and confrontation comdiio support for confrontatiof(1,

210)= 3.97p=.04, partiah”*=.02 (see Figure 1). We then examined our a phiggdtheses

12

for men and women using simple effects tests. Hygms 1 focused on the effects predicted

for male participants (the high status group).uport of this hypothesis, men supported the

target’s confrontation response when sexism was(ks4.65,SD=.91) more than when it
was pervasiveM=4.03,SD=1.06),F(1, 204)= 3.65p=.05, partiah®*=.02. By contrast,
support for no confrontation did not differ acrgesvasiveness conditions (Pervasive:

M=4.02,SD=.89; RareM=3.98,SD=.91;F(1,204)=.01p=.92, partiah®=.00). This

suggests that male participants’ greater suppoth@target’s confrontation when prejudice

is rare does not reflect a generalized desire @avsgupport for whatever women choose to
do, but a specific desire to express support femritt of confronting sexism. Also providing
additional support for the logic behind the hypsiteemen supported confrontatidi£4.65,
SD=.91) more than non-confrontatioM£3.98,SD=.91) when sexism was rafg(l, 204)=
4.50,p=.03, partiah?=.02, but not when it was pervasi]1, 204)=.001p=.97, partiah?

=.00.
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Hypothesis 2 focused on the effects predicted fmmen as the low status group.
Contrary to predictions, women did not supporttdrget’s confrontation more when
prejudice was pervasivélE4.48,SD=1.09) than when it was rar®€4.44,SD=1.27),F(1,
204)=.02p=.89, partiah?=.00. In light of this non-significant effect, wested a
complementary hypothesis that is consistent wighréasoning of Hypothesis 2: that women
would prefer confrontation over non-confrontatiarlyowhen prejudice was pervasive (and
not when it was rare). As described above, penagiprejudice as pervasive enhances the
salience of the collective motive to improve wonselow status. Thus, women should
support confronters under those conditions. Whejugice is perceived to be pervasive, a
woman who chooses to not confront is perceivedt@gainst that collective motive, so
other women should be less supportive of their biehaRare prejudice does not make this
collective threat salient to the same extent—Dbilieraemphasizes personal threats of being
seen as oversensitive—and thus women should suppafronters over non-confronters
under pervasive prejudice only. Tests of this eetended hypothesis revealed that women
did support confrontatiorM=4.48,SD=1.09) more than non-confrontatioM£3.58,
SD=1.13) when prejudice was pervasi#], 204)=12.46p<.001, partiah®=.06, but not
when it was raref; (1, 204)=1.82p=.17, partiah®=.01.

Discussion

In line with Hypothesis 1, pervasiveness of pregadnoderated high status group
members’ support for a low status group member gdrdronted sexism. Men supported
confrontation of sexism to a greater extent wheyy fperceived sexism to be rare than when
they perceived sexism to be pervasive. By conteast,inconsistent with prior correlational
research (Garcia et al., 2010), the evidence fon&owas mixed. Contrary to Garcia et al.
(2010), who employed a correlational approach tering the effects of perceived

pervasiveness, we experimentally manipulated Iseirethe perceived pervasiveness of
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sexism and did not find that these affected womeufsport for confrontation. However,
consistent with the reasoning underlying this higpsts, female participants did express
more support for confrontation over non-confromatonly when prejudice was pervasive,
and not when it was rare. We hypothesize that paregrejudice makes salient the
collective threat of the low status group’s disateged status and that, under these
circumstances, women should be more supportiverantation. When women do not
confront when prejudice is pervasive, their behaig@ounter to the salient collective motive
to improve women'’s status in society, and thus womighdraw their support. This
preference for confrontation over non-confrontaticas not found when prejudice was rare,
which we suggest is because the collective theetitet groups’ low status is less salient.
Instead, women should be more sensitive to thatlufeappearing oversensitive when
(other) women confront when prejudice is rare. altbh Hypothesis 2 was not directly
supported, this finding, together with past cotietzal evidence, supports a continued
investigation into this process among women in Expent 2.
Experiment 2

Experiment 2 provides additional tests of Hypotkesand 2 and focuses on the
mechanisms responsible for these effects. Speltyfi€aperiment 2 offers an examination
of the role of threat in producing differential gt for confrontation under conditions of
rare and pervasive sexism for high and low statoggmembers. To test these hypotheses,
Experiment 2 employed a manipulation of personfagérmation, which is commonly used
to examine the role of personal threat in a varodtygrocesses (see e.g., Taylor & Walton,
2011). Affirmation can affect responses at diffgérdevels of self-definition (self level or
group level), and there needs to be a match betthedevel of the threat and the level at
which self-affirmation is conducted to ensure tin&t specific threat (and related responses)

is alleviated (e.g., see work by Derks, Van LaaEl&mers, 2009). In Experiment 2, we first
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seek to replicate Experiment 1's finding correspogdo Hypothesis 1 (for men) and, in line
with Garcia et al.’s (2010) correlational studyfitad support for Hypothesis 2, for women.
If both of these hypotheses are confirmed, we bhan examine whether reducipgrsonal
threat through a manipulation of self-affirmation, wowbiminate the effects that we
propose are driven by personal threats—i.e., woslewer support and men’s relatively
higher support for confrontation when prejudiceaise.

Self-affirmation theory posits that individuals gamotect their self-image from threat,
and thereby reduce defensive responses to thistthmg affirming an unrelated aspect of
their personal identity (Steele, 1988; Steele & 11883, see for reviews: Aronson, Cohen, &
Nail, 1999; Sherman & Cohen, 2002; 2006). Whetigpants are not self-affirmed and
threats are present, we expected to find suppoHypotheses 1 and 2. However, if men’s
and women’s support for confrontation when prejadsrare is driven bypersonalthreats
(albeit different ones), we should find that sdffrenation modifies the extent to which men
and women express support for the confronter imdhe conditions. Since these personal
threats are proposed to differ for men and womenexpected self-affirmation to affect men
and women (in the rare conditions) differently.

Specifically, if men’s relatively high support foonfrontation when prejudice is rare
(vs. pervasive) is driven by a personal threatl{sagcthe concern of appearing sexist), self-
affirmation should reduce this concern and the@dby reduce men’s support for
confrontation (Hypothesis 3). If we are able talfgvidence for Hypothesis 2 in Experiment
2, which is also consistent with Garcia et al.81@) correlational findings, then women’s
lower support for confrontation when prejudiceaser (vs. pervasive) is more likely to be
driven by a personal threat (such, as we propbse;dncern with being seen as
oversensitive). As follows, self-affirmation shouttiuce this concern and thereby increase

women'’s support for confrontation when sexism re @ypothesis 4).
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Because the manipulation we employed affirms thieqmal self, rather than the
collective self, we expected that the manipulatiauld have little effect orollectivethreats
and corresponding responses. As such, we do netesplf-affirmation to modify men’s
and women’s responses in fhervasiveconditions. The personal self-affirmation
manipulation should not affect support for confeditn under pervasive prejudice neither for
men (Hypothesis 5) nor for women (Hypothesis 6sum, if personal self-affirmation alters
support in the rare condition, it further suppahts idea that personal threats play a primary
role in these conditions; a lack of change in tee/asive condition would support the idea
that personal threats are not as primary in thesditons—where we propose support for
confrontation is primarily driven by collective #ats.

Method
Design and Participants

Three hundred twenty four participants (127 mal€3, females) were randomly
assigned to experimental conditions in a 2 penes@ss of sexism (pervasive vs. rare) X 2
self-affirmation (affirmation vs. no affirmationebwveen participants factorial design. Given
the focus of this study on eliminating the persdhegats associated with confrontation, and
to keep the design manageable, all participants abaut a target who confronted. As in
Experiment 1, participants were recruited from Md uesided in the United States of
America, and received payment. Participants whoptetad Experiment 1 were not eligible
to participate in Experiment 2. Two hundred fiftyef identified as White/Caucasian (78.7%),
25 as Asian/Asian American (7.7%), 24 as Africaneiican/Black (7.4%), 14 as
Latino/Hispanic (4.3%), and 6 as “Other” (1.9%)heTaverage age of the sample was 31.4
years old §D=11.3).

Materials and Procedure
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The procedure was the same as in Experiment 1 efaghe following changes.
After answering demographic questions, participaotapleted a personal self-affirmation
manipulation, which followed the personal valuekiag procedure by Cohen, Aronson, and
Steele (2000; see McQueen & Klein, 2006; Sherm&o&en, 2006 for reviews).

Participants ranked 11 personal values from mosbitant (1) to least important (11) to

them personally. In the self-affirmation conditigrarticipants then wrote a paragraph
describing why they chose their first ranked vadaghe most important to them and detailed
a time in their life when it proved meaningful.thre no affirmation condition, participants
instead wrote about why someone else might chéwsed" ranked value as their most
important value. Participants were instructed t@enfior five minutes and include at least
five sentences. Following this section, particigaieiad the same pervasiveness of sexism
manipulation, answered the same manipulation chaektions, and read the same
confrontation of sexism scenario as in Experiment 1

Participants next provided their reactions aboetfémale target and her behavior.
Identical to Experiment 1, seven items focused amig@pants’ support for the target’s
reaction to the sexist comments .86. In addition, in this study we added senis to
measure impressions of the confronting target—anconty used dependent variable in the
confrontation literature (e.g., Garcia et al., 20K@iser et al., 2006; Kaiser, Hagiwara,
Malahy, & Wilkins, 2009). Two items measured gehergressions: A feeling thermometer,
measuring cold to warm feelings toward the fematgdt and one item measuring
participants’ overall impression of the targetnfrgery negative to very positive (response
on a 1-7 Likert-type scale). Focusing on competamteagency as the domains in which
women displaying assertive behavior are derog&edifhan, 1998), participants rated how
assertive, powerful, capable, and efficient thgegaiseemed as a specific trait impression

measure (from 1=strongly disagree to 7= stronghg@ga=.80. The 13 items displayed
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identical patterns, loaded in one factor, reliadidgled together, and were collapsed into one
scale measuring support for the target90. After answering the manipulation checks,
participants were debriefed, could write commebitsua the experiment, and received
payment.
Results

Manipulation Checks and Descriptive Variables

A total of 17 participants (~5%) were excludedfaling the basic manipulation
checks: 14 for failing the confrontation conditicimeck, and 3 for stating, at the end of the
study, they had not believed the pervasiveness Tét final sample of 307 participants
found the comment highly sexid#1€6.01,SD=1.20), irrespective of gender or experimental
condition. Regarding the manipulation check, paénots reflected back the paragraphs’
messages about sexism, specifying that sexism weas pervasive in the pervasive condition
(men:M=5.22,SD=1.31; womenM=5.53,SD=1.03) than in the rare condition (men:
M=2.51,SD=1.14; womenM=2.75,SD=1.33),F(1, 303)=378.91p<.001, partiah®=.56.
As in Experiment 1, there was a main effect of gensluch that women perceived more
sexism than merk(1, 303)=3.76p=.05, partiah*=.01.
Support for Confronters

A 2X2X2 ANOVA confirmed the predicted three wayerdction on support for the
target who confrontsF(1, 299)=6.35p=.01, partiah?=.02 (see Figure 2). Replicating
Experiment 1, and as predicted by Hypothesis 1;afrmed men supported the confronter
more when sexism was ratd£4.90,SD=.88) than when it was pervasivid£4.36,
SD=1.03),F(1, 299)=3.64p=.05, partiah®=.01. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, when not
affirmed, women supported the confronter more wdetism was pervasivéE5.06,

SD=1.09) than when it was rar®M€4.49,SD=1.08),F(1, 299)=7.37p=.01, partiah*=.02.

! Analyzing the support for the target’s behavior gederal impression items separately producesaimil
patterns of results.
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We next examined the role of threat in producirgsthdifferential support patterns.
The effect of pervasiveness on support for therooér was eliminated when participants
were self-affirmed: in the self-affirmation conoiti, there was only a main effect of gender,
F(1, 299)=9.21p=.002, partiah®=.03, such that wome4.91,SD=1.09) were more
supportive of confrontation than were mén=4.38,SD=1.04).

We then examined Hypotheses 3 through 6, i.e gffieets of personal self-
affirmation and non-affirmation on the support eegged by men and women in the
pervasive and rare conditions. Hypothesis 3 arxbdnee changes in support between the
personally affirmed and non-personally affirmedtiggrants when personal threats are
hypothesized to be primary motivators: when prejeds rare. Confirming Hypothesis 3,
self-affirmation significantly affected men’s supptor confrontation when sexism was rare:
when sexism was rare, self-affirmation decreaseasrsipport for the confronter (no
affirmation conditionM=4.90,SD=.88; affirmation conditionM=4.38,SD=1.11),F(1,
299)=3.95p=.04, partiah?=.01. This is consistent with the idea that menjsp®rt for the
confronter when sexism is rare is at least paytiddiven by personal threat (such as the threat
of appearing sexist).

Examining women'’s responses, self-affirmation tdijiaffected women’s responses
when prejudice was rare. In line with Hypothesisvien prejudice was rare, women
expressed more support for confrontation when thene self-affirmed (i.e., not threatened,;
M=4.98,SD=1.15) than when they were not affirméd<4.49,SD=1.08),F(1, 299)=4.72,
p=.03, partiah?=.02. This finding suggests that the effect of/psiveness of sexism for
non-affirmed women is likely to be guided by pemdhreats, such as appearing
oversensitive, when confronting prejudice thataebdved to be rare.

Because the self-affirmation manipulation involyestsonal level affirmations, it was

not predicted to affect support for the confronteder conditions primarily motivated by
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collective level threats. Hypothesis 5 and 6 exa&aiwhether support changed based on self-
affirmation when collective threats were primarytives, e.g., under pervasive prejudice
conditions. For men, self-affirmation did not atfeapport for the confronter when sexism
was pervasive (self-affirmatioM=4.39,SD=.97; no-affirmationM=4.36,SD=1.03),F(1,
299)=.01,p=.93, partiah?=.00, supporting Hypothesis 5. This suggests theat sresponses

to confronters when sexism is pervasive are notgmily driven by personal level threats, but
are more likely influenced by collective threag(ethreat to group’s status).

Similarly, for women, self-affirmation also did naffect responses when sexism was
pervasive: support was equally high in the penasondition for both affirmedy{=4.85,
SD=1.05) and non-affirmed{=5.06,SD=1.09) female participant&(1, 299)=1.02p=.31,
partialn®=.003. This indicates that Hypothesis 6 is suppbated that the effect of
pervasiveness of sexism on (non-affirmed) womeumfgpsrt for confronters is less likely to
be primarily driven by personal level threats, imstead by collective threats (e.g., the
increased salience of the need for group levebscobiange).

Discussion

Replicating Experiment 1, these results show twhgn not self-affrmed, members
of high status groups (in this case, men) are rmopportive of confrontation when they
perceive prejudice to be rare than when they pesgaiejudice to be pervasive. Also,
providing support for Hypothesis 2, and in linelw@arcia et al. (2010), female participants
revealed the opposite pattern by supporting cotditeon to a greater extent when sexism
was pervasive than when it was rare.

Going further, this study provided insight into fh&ychological mechanisms
responsible for these effects. Comparing the effetpersonal self-affirmation under rare
and pervasive conditions allows us to suggest Vevals and types of threat might guide

men’s and women’s responses to confrontation. Rafself-affirmation should affect
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responses when the primary threats are persorthh@traffect responses when the threats
are primarily collective. Personal threats wereppsed to be the more salient mechanisms
under rare prejudice. In support of Hypothesiwl3en prejudice was rare, men’s support
significantly decreased when they were self-affariEhis pattern is consistent with the idea
that non-affirmed men’s support for confrontationem sexism is rare is driven by personal
level threats, which include the threat of appepsgexist and going against established
norms. Similarly, reducing personal threat throsgh-affirmation affected women’s support
for confrontation when sexism was rare. This resofilies that non-affirmed women’s
support for confrontation was lowered due to peasthreat, such as the personal threat of
appearing oversensitive. Women’s support was comisex when the belief that sexism was
rare made them vulnerable to appearing to overreact

Collective level threats should be less affectedinypersonal level self-affirmation
procedure. The lack of change in support when gdreguwas pervasive provides support for
the hypothesis that collective level threats weoegenprimary motives when prejudice was
pervasive. The fact that self-affirmation did affect men’s responses when sexism was
pervasive suggests that men’s responses in thesi@ions may not be driven by personal
level threat, and instead may be more concernddasitective level threats—in this case,
potential threats to the status quo introduceddmfrontation. Self-affirmation also did not
affect women’s support for confrontation when sexisas pervasive. The collective motives
stemming from the salience of their group’s lowtistavere likely affecting their levels of
support for the confronter.

General Discussion

When are members of high and low status groups k&g to support low status

group members who confront prejudice? Results stdhgat members of high status groups

are more likely to support confrontation when tpeyceive prejudice to be rare rather than
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pervasive. Ironically, the conditions that motevéigh status group members to support
confrontation make confrontation less desirablddar status group members, as they were
more likely to support confronters when prejudie@ervasive rather than rare. Experiment 2
clarifies that this support pattern is influencgdgooup specific personal and collective
threats.

It is important to acknowledge that the currentadzn not specify the exact personal
and collective threats and levels of threats in@dlvindeed, it is possible that there are both
collective and personal group level threats andvatbns present under pervasive and rare
prejudice. For example, in addition to a persanativation, one may also be concerned that
their group may be viewed as prejudice if they dbsupport a confronter. However, our
data suggests that the relative salience of thaelgsctive and personal motivations shift
depending on the perceived nature of prejudiceusThoth personal and collective
motivation may be present, but one will be moréumfitial on evaluations given the context.

Further, although suggestive, the effects of siiifraation do not entirely pin down
the exact processes underlying these effects. thdlee precise nature of the personal
motivation experienced was not measured and canbeninferred from the patterns
observed together with existing knowledge regardnggpreoccupations of members of low
and high status groups. It is possible that chaimgsspport for the confronter stem more
purely from self-enhancement motivations, rathantthreat per se. Non-affirmed men may
have supported a confronter to present themsetrasraprejudiced, which enhanced their
self-image. Under self-affirmation, they no lond¢@t the need to enhance the self, and
lowered their support. Importantly, however, dadings are consistent with the overall
notion that high and low status group members neednsider and navigate different
personal and collective threats, which lead themespond quite differently to confrontation

when prejudice is perceived as rare and wherpieliseived as pervasive.
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Using a collective level group-affirmation proceduin which group level traits are
affirmed, would help to further clarify this prosedf relieving collective threats in the group
affirmation condition decreases support for contation when prejudice is pervasive for
women, this would support the claim that non-afechwomen who believe that sexism is
pervasive are collectively threatened by the laatust of their group and, consequently,
focused on the possibility of social change. Fonpiewould provide more support for our
belief that non-affirmed men express weak supmrednfrontation when sexism is
pervasive at least in part due to the collectivedahthat confrontation might pose to the
status quo.

Across the experiments, the results for female@pants were weaker than for
males. The pervasiveness of prejudice manipulati@s unsuccessful in producing the
expected patterns in Hypothesis 2 for females ipeirnent 1, while it did in Experiment 2.
It is possible that a marginal gender*pervasiveresslition interaction on pervasiveness
beliefs in Experiment 1A(1, 208)=2.65p=.11; partiain®=.01] hampered our ability to find
the predicted pattern for women. It was not presekxperiment 2f(1, 303)=.08p=.78,
partialn®=.00], and the predicted pattern was confirmedis Titight suggest that women
who have personal or vicarious experiences witisaexnay be particularly persuaded by the
pervasive message, relative to the rare messag® aneih. Males may be more influenced
by such statements, having less personal experregeeding incidents of sexism.

These results build upon and are consistent wegbareh on support for confronters of
prejudice and may also have implications for whyneo do not confront prejudice
themselves when they experience it. Prior resesitolvs that women who claim to be
targets of sexism are seen as oversensitive [Bodd et al., 2001; Kaiser et al., 2009) and
that women may refrain from confronting sexism lusesof this personal threat (Shelton &

Stewart, 2004; Swim & Hyers, 1999). Although weraa directly measure the concern of
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appearing oversensitive, our results imply that tancern may also restricts women'’s ability
to support other women who take the step to cohBerism, particularly if they believe that
sexism is rare. This research thus illustrateshrenatetrimental effect of the perceived social
costs of confrontation: while low status group menstmay otherwise be highly supportive
of confrontation, the personal threat of sociaktgmsay be sufficiently significant to cause
them to stay silent. Not confronting prejudice wliteis experienced may reinforce the
behavior by the dominant group, and lead themew/the comments as appropriate.
Through this process, prejudice may in fact bengfiteened and inequalities maintained. This
work also converges with prior research on theed#ifit concerns of low and high status
group members during intergroup interactions (Bekgs, Shelton, & Richeson, 2010).
Although both high and low status group membersaneerned with self-presentation,
these concerns are of a very different nature have different implications for their
willingness to express support for confrontation.

These findings also have clear practical impligaid-irst, one key to recruiting the
support of high status group members, who may be filely to believe that prejudice is
rare, is to potentially heighten their personalaayn with appearing prejudiced. This can be
achieved in a variety of ways, such as by influegdiigh status group member’s perceptions
of descriptive norms or by clarifying prescriptimerms (e.g., Hogg & Reid, 2006; Vorauer,
2006). Second, for low status group members, #ssarch suggests that to recruit support
for confrontation, or indeed for other forms of f@st against social inequalities, it is
important to remove concerns about appearing omsitsee for ingroup members who may
not believe that prejudice is pervasive. Targetiollective level threats for both men and
women under pervasive prejudice may also be ettt enhance support.

When members of socially stigmatized groups puskdoial redress, support from

both ingroup and outgroup members can be cruaigdp&t from outgroup members makes
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social change more likely, while ingroup suppotta &asic level, is necessary for group-
based collective action to occur. Whereas lackuppsrt from the outgroup can have
important consequences for one’s ability to overeahscrimination, rejection by ingroup
members can be more psychologically harmful (Post@nBranscombe, 2002).
Confrontation of prejudice that is not supportedddiow ingroup members could be
uniquely hurtful to the confronter’s identity, patelly leading to dis-identification and
decreasing the likelihood that one will confrongjpdice in the future. Balancing these
competing forces—between garnering ingroup suppbite also not threatening the

outgroup—remains a challenge in addressing sauegjuality.
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Figures

Figure 1.Experiment 1: Support for target’s behavior agracfion of perceived
pervasiveness of prejudice, target’s response (@on¥s. no confront), and participant

gender.
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Figure 2.Experiment 2: Support for target who confrontsidsnction of perceived

pervasiveness of prejudice, participant gender saffeaffirmation condition.

5.00 -

4.50 -
[}
2
8
S |
= 4.00 m Rare
g
=3 u Pervasive
n

3.50 A

3.00 -

No Affirmation Affirmation No Affirmation Affirmation
Male Female




