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Abstract

Prejudice confrontations are an interpersonal strategy to reduce bias in perpetrators, including up to 1
week later. Despite confrontations serving as an effective method to reduce bias, it is unclear if being
confronted also motivates active allyship by becoming a confronter of prejudice. Replicating past
research, White participants who were confronted for using negative Black stereotypes immediately
reported greater negative self-directed affect and used fewer stereotypes 1 week later compared to
participants who were not confronted. Novel to the present research, confronted White participants
were more likely to confront prejudice in a hypothetical scenario, but not in self-reports of behaviors,
and were more likely to indicate ruminating on their biases 1 month later compared to participants
who were not confronted. Critically, the initial negative self-directed affect and prolonged rumination
mediated the effect of confrontation on participants’ becoming confronters in a hypothetical scenario
and self-reported monitoring of themselves and others for bias. Thus, our findings suggest that
prejudice confrontation may not be limited to just a tool for encouraging stereotype inhibition in
White people, but rather an ideological shift toward thinking and behaving in egalitarian ways.
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Prejudice against Black Americans remains preva-
lent in the United States (US; King et al., 2023; Lee
et al., 2019). As such, efforts to reduce bias and
promote active allyship are essential to achieving
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Williams & Gran-Ruaz, 2023). This focus on inde-
pendently reducing prejudice and promoting ally-
ship behavior suggests a disconnected process
whereby reducing prejudice will not facilitate ally-
ship. In the present study, we examine if prejudice
confrontations may operate to not only reduce
bias in perpetrators but also to promote allyship in
the form of confronted perpetrators becoming
confronters of prejudice. In two studies, we assess
White Americans 1 week and 1 month after the
initial confrontation, and examine if the con-
fronted become confronters 1 month after the ini-
tial confrontation. We examine two pathways by
which the confronted may become confronters:
greater monitoring of bias in others and a stronger
perceived norm of confronting prejudice.

Prejudice Confrontations

Prejudice confrontations are verbal and nonverbal
challenges expressing disapproval or dissatisfac-
tion with a person’s blatant, subtle, or nonverbal
bias (Chaney et al, 2023; Saucier et al., 2018;
Shelton et al., 2006). Consistent with a self-regula-
tion model of prejudice reduction, research has
indicated that after being confronted for using
negative Black stereotypes, White participants
demonstrate reduced use of stereotypes about
Black Americans and other marginalized groups
immediately (Chaney et al., 2021; Czopp et al.,
2006) and 1 week later (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018).
Prejudice  confrontations make evident one’s
biases, a necessary step in motivating efforts to
reduce bias (Monteith et al., 2002, 2009), and signal
that bias is unacceptable and should not continue.
Feelings of negative self-directed affect (i.c., neg-
self) have been highlighted as critical in promoting
lasting bias reduction in the prejudice confronta-
tion literature (for review, see Monteith et al.,
2022). Indeed, awareness of one’s bias can increase
neg-self, and prolonged feelings of neg-self (i.e.,
rumination over 1 week) have been associated with
bias reduction 1 week after confrontation (Chaney
& Sanchez, 2018; Czopp et al., 2006; Devine &
Monteith, 1993; Monteith et al., 2002).

Extending upon previous research integrating
the self-regulation model of prejudice reduction
(Chaney et al., 2021; Czopp et al., 2006; Monteith,

1993; Monteith et al., 2010) and research on social
influence on prejudice acceptability (e.g., De Souza
& Schmader, 2022; Ford & Ferguson, 2004; Zitek
& Hebl, 2007), we hypothesized that when some-
one is confronted, neg-self and rumination may
elicit heightened monitoring not just of one’s own
prejudicial expressions, but also of the expressions
of others.

Monitoring for Bias

While neg-self has often been examined as the
immediate affective response that promotes
motivated bias reduction, this motivation to
reduce bias must be paired with a monitoring for
potential future instances of bias. Indeed, theo-
retical models of self-regulation of prejudice
argue that being confronted makes people
develop cues for control (Monteith, 1993;
Monteith et al., 2002). Cues for control are
defined as stimuli in the environment associated
with neg-self and one’s past prejudiced behaviors
(Monteith & Mark, 2005). Once such cues for
control are identified, future encounters with
these cues are believed to alert an individual of a
situation in which they may express bias, initiating
behavioral inhibition and prospective reflection
in order to respond in a nonbiased way (Monteith
et al., 2002; Monteith & Mark, 2005; Patterson &
Newman, 1993). Yet, while theoretical models
indicate that these cues for control may be estab-
lished automatically (Monteith et al., 2002, 2009),
with previous research making reference to
potential links between cognitive accessibility and
attributions to prejudice (Marti et al., 2000), we
propose that people experiencing neg-self after
being confronted may be actively monitoring
themselves for instances that may elicit bias. That
is, we propose that prejudice confrontations may
ultimately increase monitoring of one’s own
(potential) biases, which in turn develops aware-
ness of cues for control.

Beyond Prejudice Reduction

Past research on outcomes of prejudice confron-
tations has frequently focused on perpetrators’
bias reduction. This research has shown that con-
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fronted perpetrators may be defensive (Czopp
et al., 2006; Wessel et al., 2023) but do also reduce
their immediate expressions of prejudice after
confrontation (Czopp et al., 2006). One impor-
tant outcome that has not been previously stud-
ied is whether, through increased monitoring of
bias in themselves, individuals might also increas-
ingly monitor other people’s biases.

Increasing one’s likelihood of detecting and
responding  to
Americans make significantly fewer prejudiced

racism is important—White

attributions compared to Black Americans (e.g,
Inman & Baron, 1996; Levin et al., 2002; Norton
& Sommers, 2011). We propose that this White
deficit in bias awareness and monitoring of bias
may be somewhat mitigated after being con-
fronted, an experience that produces deeper
thinking about one’s own biases (Chaney &
Sanchez, 2018; Chaney et al., 2021), and, we pro-
pose, bias more broadly. For example, in a bias-
reduction intervention that provided feedback on
racial implicit bias and strategies to reduce bias,
participants demonstrated greater recognition of
bias in society 6 weeks after the intervention
(Devine et al., 2012). While attention to bias in
the self and others was not explicitly assessed in
past research, we propose that prejudice confron-
tations may lead to greater monitoring of other
people’s biases in the future. In turn, such
increased monitoring of bias in others may sub-
sequently promote greater likelihood of con-
fronting others’ expressions of prejudice.
Indeed, awareness of bias in others is a critical
step to becoming a confronter of prejudice.
Research has demonstrated that a greater propen-
sity to perceive prejudice is associated with
actively perceiving prejudice differently (as more
of a systemic issue), greater support for people
protesting racial discrimination, and greater per-
sonal intentions to speak out against prejudice
(Miller et al., 2021). These effects have also been
demonstrated through interventions showing
that people trained to recognize prejudice, later
reported that it was more important to speak out
against prejudice (Paluck, 2011), suggesting
awareness (when paired with egalitarian motiva-
tions) may create motivation to confront preju-
dice. Notably, prolonged rumination following

being confronted is positively related to greater
egalitarian motivation (Chaney et al., 2021), which
we propose may lead to greater motivations to
confront others’ prejudices. As such, we propose
that being confronted may lead to prolonged
rumination about neg-self, which will in turn pro-
mote increased awareness of others’ prejudice,
and in turn motivate allyship behavior, such as
confronting prejudice in others.!

Confronting Prejudice as a Norm

Additionally, confronted perpetrators may come
to perceive confrontations as more normative
compared to perpetrators who have not been
confronted. First, behaviors seen as more com-
mon are seen as more moral (Goldring &
Heiphetz, 2020). Thus, in seeing confrontations
as more normative, concerns about the social
costs of confronting bias (e.g:, backlash; Ashburn-
Nardo et al., 2014; Kaiser & Miller, 2001; Kutlaca
et al., 2020; Schultz & Maddox, 2013) may be
reduced. Supporting this theory, reading about
confrontations of sexism leads to greater support
of such confrontations (Vaccarino & Kawakami,
2021).

Moreover, past research has found that people
report more egalitarian attitudes after merely wit-
nessing a prejudiced remark being condemned by
just one person (compared to supported;
Blanchard et al, 1994), including changes in
reported attitudes 1 month later (Zitek & Hebl,
2007). Such changes in intergroup attitudes after
merely witnessing prejudice being condemned by
one person were believed to occur due to social
influence, that is, awareness of social norms of
prejudice as unacceptable (Monteith et al., 1994;
Zitek & Hebl, 2007). Further, recent research has
demonstrated that when prejudice is confronted
by one or two people, compared to not con-
fronted, perceivers believe an antiracism norm has
been restored (Li et al., 2024). While this past
research hypothesized that perceived social norms
of prejudice expression guided attitude change,
we propose that being confronted may promote
allyship behavior in the form of confronting bias
(in others) due to greater perceived normativity of
prejudice confrontations.
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Importantly, people generally report a desire
to confront prejudice when it is witnessed
(LeMaire & Oswald, 2016), but actual confronta-
tion rates remain relatively low (Dickter &
Newton, 2013; Swim & Hyers, 1999). Low rates
of prejudice confrontations may be due, in part,
to beliefs that others do not confront prejudice.
Indeed, a belief that others do not endorse egali-
tarian ideals or engage in allyship behaviors can
prevent people from confronting prejudice (e.g,,
De Souza & Schmader, 2022). Yet, when witness-
ing just one ingroup member confront bias, peo-
ple were more likely to strongly confront bias, in
part due to beliefs that other members of the
ingroup cared about inequalities (De Souza &
Schmader, 2022). Further, when White Americans
witness just one person confront prejudice, they
report believing that prejudice confrontations are
more of the norm, resulting in lower anticipated
costs for confronting prejudice relative to when
prejudice is not confronted (Pereira-Jorge &
Chaney, 2024). As such, expanding past research
on witnessed confrontations facilitating more
confrontations, we propose that when people are
themselves confronted, they may come to see
confrontations as a social norm, increasing their
own engagement in confrontation behaviors.

Longitudinal Examination

Importantly, research on prejudice confronta-
tions, as with many prejudice reduction strategies,
often focuses on immediate or short-term effects
(ct. Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Devine et al., 2012,
2017; Paluck et al., 2021). Indeed, research on in-
person prejudice confrontations has not exam-
ined outcomes beyond 1 week (Chaney &
Sanchez, 2018), except for research on social
media prejudice confrontations that found some
support
(Hangartner et al., 2021). Yet, in acknowledging

for bias reduction over 4 weeks
that prejudices are learned over time (e.g,, through
parental socialization; Crandall & Eshleman,
2003; Pahlke et al., 2021; Rodriguez-Garcia &
Wagner, 2009), it becomes imperative to study the
unfolding process of unlearning prejudices over

time. Indeed, changes in bias, or efforts to

promote egalitarianism, are unlikely to occur
right away. Research has suggested an initial
avoidance phase (or even a short-term increase in
bias; Bosson et al., 2015) may occur when con-
fronted with one’s implicit racial bias, followed by
a more active-approach phase to reduce racial
biases (e.g., by reading about strategies to reduce
bias; Amodio et al., 2007). While this transition
occurred within one study session, transitioning
from recognizing oneself as a perpetrator to
enacting efforts as an active ally is likely to be a
drawn-out process. As such, it is essential that
research continues to examine the enduring
effects of prejudice confrontations, including
monitoring for bias and confronting bias in
others.

Current Research

In two experiments, the present research tests our
hypothesis that White participants who are con-
fronted for their use of negative Black stereotypes
are more likely to become confronters of racial
bias 1 month later compared to White participants
who are not confronted. We assess this transition
to confronter via confrontation in a hypothetical
scenario as well as participants’ self-reported con-
frontation of prejudice in their daily lives 1 month
after being confronted (or not being confronted)
during a laboratory session. We propose that such
a process may unfold via two paths. First, we
hypothesize that participants who have been con-
fronted, versus not, will experience greater neg-
self, leading to greater pondering rumination and,
in turn, greater monitoring of bias in others that
will facilitate greater confrontation behavior.
Second, we hypothesize that participants who have
been confronted, versus not, will come to see prej-
udice confrontations as a norm, which will in turn
facilitate greater confrontation behavior. Finally, in
a replication of past research, we assess the use of
stereotypes about Black Americans 1 week after
the manipulation (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018), and,
as an extension of the model of cues for control
(Monteith & Mark, 2005), we hypothesize that
confronted participants will also report monitor-
ing their own biases more than nonconfronted
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participants. Studies 1-2 include indices of inter-
nal and external motivation to respond without
bias (Plant & Devine, 1998), and Study 1 includes
a measure of social desirability (Crowne &
Matlowe, 1960) to ensure any detected effects are
not related to external motivations or social desit-
ability concerns.

As such, the present studies offer the first
assessment of the enduring effects of prejudice
confrontations 1 month after White participants
were confronted (or not) and seck to determine
if confronted perpetrators can become confront-
ers of prejudice. All conditions, exclusions, and
measures are reported; data and materials are
available on the Open Science Framework (OSF;
https://osf.io/bmeyt/?view_only=68244002£ff0
429395b£885eda179de9). This research was con-
ducted with Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approval at the University of Connecticut. Studies
wete not preregistered.

Study 1

We sought to test the above outlined hypotheses
in Study 1. To minimize demand effects, we
included minimal measures of our proposed
mechanisms (i.e., perceived norm, monitoring
bias in self and others) until after assessing par-
ticipants’ confrontation intentions and behaviors
1 month after being confronted or not.

Method

Participants. A total of 337 participants who iden-
tified as White were recruited, and completed the
Time 1 (T1) session in the lab. However, 34 par-
ticipants (10.10%) did not use any negative Black
stereotypes during the baseline task and were
removed from analyses, leaving an analytic sam-
ple of 303 participants at T1. Participants were
undergraduates at a Northeastern U.S. university
(Mg = 18.95, 5D, = 1.36). In all, 92 identified
as cisgender men, 203 as cisgender women, two

age

as genderqueer, and one as nonbinary. The sam-
ple was relatively moderate with regard to politi-
cal orientation (M = 4.84, SD = 1.49) on a
7-point scale (1 = very conservative, 7 = very liberal).

Of the 303 participants who completed T1, 249
(82.18%) completed Time 2 (T2), an online sur-
vey 1 week after T'1, and 151 (49.83%) completed
Time 3 (T3), an online survey 1 month after T'1.
Participants completed T1 during either the fall
or spring semesters of the 2022—-2023 academic
year. We aimed to recruit as many participants as
possible across two semesters. A sensitivity
power analysis for a two-cell, between-subjects
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) revealed the
T3 sample had 80% power to detect a medium
effect of 4 = 0.40.

Procedure. Participants who identified as White
during a large prescreen survey were eligible to
sign up for a three-part study about “inferences.”
During this large prescreen, participants also com-
pleted a measure of social desirability (see Sup-
plemental Material). Participants who signed up
attended the 30-min portion of T1 in a lab space
where they were the only participant, and were
greeted by one of five undergraduate research
assistants who were all White women (given some
research finding backlash against people of color
who confront prejudice; e.g, Alt et al., 2019;
Czopp et al., 2006; and as in past research, Chaney
& Sanchez, 2018). After providing consent, par-
ticipants completed a stereotype application task
that has been used in prior work to elicit negative
stereotypes about Black people (Czopp et al.,
20006; Monteith et al., 2002). This task involves
making inferences about a person when only an
image and a brief descriptive sentence (e.g., “This
person works with numbers”) are provided. Three
trials typically elicit stereotypically negative infer-
ences about Black people (see detailed description
below). After completing all trials, participants
who were randomly assigned to the confrontation
condition were confronted by the experimenter,
who said, “I thought some of your answers
seemed a little offensive. [The Black guy wander-
ing the streets could be a lost tourist.] People
shouldn’t use stereotypes, you know?” (the por-
tion in brackets was tailored to one of partici-
pants’ responses). Participants in the control
(nonconfrontation) condition received no feed-
back. All experimenters were instructed to remain
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neutral and, if participants responded, to simply
respond “Okay” before moving on to the next
portion of the study. Participants then completed
measures of affect, followed by several filler infer-
ence tasks. Finally, participants received instruc-
tions regarding the second and third part of the
study and were dismissed from the lab session.

One week after their lab session, participants
received an email instructing them to complete a
follow-up survey that included a shorter, modi-
fied version of the stereotype application task
and a measure of rumination.? Participants wete
requested to complete this survey within 48
hours. Thus, participants completed the stereo-
type application task at the beginning of the
study, during which, participants were either con-
fronted or not (T1), and a modified version of
the task 7 days later (T2).

One month after their lab session, participants
received another email instructing them to com-
plete another follow-up survey (T3). During this
survey, participants were first presented with a
scenario and asked to indicate how likely they
would be to confront a perpetrator. After this,
participants indicated if they had witnessed inter-
personal discrimination in the last week, and if
so, how frequently they confronted that discrimi-
nation. Next, participants completed the T2
measure of rumination and new measures of
monitoring bias in themselves and others during
the previous week. Participants also completed
measures of internal and external motivation to
respond without prejudice (IMS, EMS; Plant &
Devine, 1998), which are reported in the
Supplemental Matetial> After this, participants
were debriefed. Participants who did not com-
plete T3 received an email with the debriefing.
Participants received partial course credit for T1
and T2, and a US$10.00 gift card for completion
of T3.

Materials

Baseline stereotyping task. During the stereotype
application task, participants viewed 16 images
of White and Black men and women with neu-
tral expressions (images selected from the Aging
Mind Face Database, Minear & Park, 2004; and

images used in past research, Chaney & Sanchez,
2018), each paired with a descriptive sentence
(e.g,, “This person works with numbers”; entire
paradigm borrowed from Czopp et al., 2000).
Participants were instructed to make an infer-
ence about this person (e.g., they are an account-
ant). Three of the 16 images paired Black male
faces with descriptive sentences intended to
evoke stereotypical responses (e.g., “This person
can be found behind bars”; response: criminal),
but which could also evoke neutral responses
(e.g,, bartender). Participants were instructed to
say their responses aloud and the experimenter
recorded the participant’s verbal answers on a
separate computer. Participants who were ran-
domly assigned to the confrontation condition
were confronted by the experimenter at the end
of the trials, while participants in the control con-
dition received no feedback.

T7 affect. Participants completed measures
regarding neg-self and neg-other affect during
their session. Participants were presented with 15
affective words or phrases (Czopp et al., 2000)
and asked to rate the extent to which they expe-
rienced these feelings during the session so far
on a 7-point scale (1 = does not apply to me, 7 =
applies very much). Sample neg-self items (10 items)
included “guilty” and “angry at myself”’; and neg-
other items (five items) included “frustrated” and
“angry at experimenter.” These scales were both
found to be reliable (neg-self: o0 = .95; neg-other:
o = .92).

T2 stereotyping fask. Participants completed a
modified version of the stereotype application
task from the in-lab session that included 17 tri-
als not presented during the T'1 stereotyping task.
Three trials included images of Black men and
descriptive sentences meant to evoke negative
stereotypes, and three trials included images of
White women meant to elicit gender-based stere-
otypes about women (e.g;, “This person works on
a plane”; possible responses include: flight atten-
dant or pilot; Chaney et al., 2021). The remaining
trials included images of White, Black, Asian, and
Hispanic men and women. Participants could see
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a timer on each screen that counted down from
15 seconds, the time allotted for them to type in
an answer for each trial. The order in which these
trials were presented was randomized. Results of
gender stereotypes are reported in the Supple-
mental Material.

T2 and T3 rumination. Participants completed
a four-item measure of rumination (T2 a = .93;
T3 o = .95), with items such as “Over the last
week, how often did you find yourself feeling
guilty about the experience you had in the lab”
and “Over the last week, how often did you find
yourself feeling negatively about the experience
you had in the lab” (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018).
Items were completed on a 7-point scale (1 = ot
at all, 7 = all of the time).

T3 confrontation
asked to imagine the following scenario (Chaney
& Chasteen, 2024):

scenario. Participants were

Yesterday, Jamie was on the downtown bus.
After a few stops, a Black family boarded and
sat down near Jamie. Shortly after the family
sat down, he got up, walked down the aisle,
and held a handrail. Jamie did not get off at
the next stop.

After this, participants were asked, “If you were
riding on the bus and witnessed Jamie’s behavior,
what would you do or say?” These open-ended
responses were then coded by three research
assistants who were blind to condition and
hypotheses. Codings were dichotomous: con-
frontation or no confrontation. The three coders
were in agreement for 93% of responses. A tie-
break was used to decide the remaining responses.
After providing the open-ended responses, par-
ticipants also indicated, on a 7-point scale (1 =
very unlikely, 7 = very likehy), “How likely would
you be to confront Jamie for his behavior?”

T3 self-reported confrontation. Participants were
provided with a definition of interpersonal dis-
crimination, including “any action that denies
social participation or human rights to someone

based on prejudice,” and indicated if, in the last
week they “witnessed or noticed discrimination
on an interpersonal level (e.g,, hear a racist joke,
a marginalized student ignored in class)?” Only
participants who indicated witnessing prejudice
(yes vs. no) were prompted with a question, “In
the last week, how frequently did you express dis-
satisfaction when you saw discrimination (e.g., via
a confrontation with someone, over social media,
a verbal complaint to others)?” Responses were
provided on a 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = always).

T3 monitoring bias. Participants completed two
items assessing monitoring of their own biases,
n(148) = .78, p < .001, and two items assessing
monitoring of other people’s biases, /{148) = .75,
p < .001. On a 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = very
[frequently), participants responded to “How fre-
quently did you find yourself thinking about your
own [other people’s] prejudices in the last week”
and “How frequently did you find yourself con-
sciously monitoring yourself [other people] this
week for any prejudiced behavior.”

T3 perceived confronting norm. Participants com-
pleted a five-item measure (o0 = .87) assessing
perceptions that confronting prejudice was per-
ceived to be a descriptive norm on a 7-point scale
(1 = never, T = very frequently). Participants were
asked to indicate, for example, to what extent
they believed that others “confront someone for
using racial stereotypes” and “express disapproval
to someone for acting racially discriminatory.” All
items are provided in the Supplemental Material.

Results

Correlations of all variables are presented in the
Supplemental Material. Analyses of conditional
effects are presented below in order of their
measurement. See Table 1 for condition descrip-
tive statistics.*

Time 1

Baseline stereotype use. A two-cell analysis of
variance (ANOVA) indicated no effect of condi-
tion on baseline stereotype use, F(1, 301) = 1.04,
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Table 1. Conditional descriptive statistics: Study 1.

Confronted Not confronted
Session Outcome M (SE) M (SE)
Time 1 Neg-self 2.69 (0.10), 1.79 (0.10),
Neg-other 1.41 (0.05), 1.00 (0.05),,
Time 2 Black stereotype use 0.43 (0.09), 1.20 (0.08),
Rumination 2.48 (0.10), 1.55 (0.10),
Time 3 Scenario confrontation 2.63 (0.10), 2.16 (0.106),,
Scenario response code 0.26 (0.05), 0.12 (0.04),
Witness discrimination 0.74 (0.05), 0.65 (0.05),
Self-report confrontation 2.29 (0.25), 2.27 (0.24),
Monitoring self 2.84 (0.10), 2.57 (0.16),
Monitoring others 3.36 (0.18), 2.98 (0.18),
Rumination 1.83 (0.12), 1.38 (0.12),
Perceived confrontation norm 4.14 (0.12), 4.07 (0.12),

Note. Cells not sharing a subscript significantly differed. Neg-self = feelings of negative self-directed affect; Neg-other =

feelings of negative affect towards others.

P =.309,d = 0.06 M, = 212, SE = 0.06;
Mot = 2.21, SE = 0.06). As such, baseline
stereotype use was not controlled for in the

remaining analyses.

T7 affect. A two-cell ANCOVA controlling for
the research assistant serving as the experimenter
(coded 1-5) on T1 affect revealed confronted
participants reported greater neg-self than con-
trol participants, (1, 300) = 42.50, p < .001,
d = 0.75. Confronted participants also reported
greater neg-other than control participants,
F({1, 300) = 31.23, p < .001, d = 0.64. Note the
research assistant variable was a significant factor
for neg-self, I(1, 300) = 4.02, p = .046, d = 0.23,
but not neg-other, F(1, 300) = 2.71, p = 101, d =
0.19. Based on an a priori decision plan, we opted
to control for research assistant in all remaining
analyses due to the critical role of neg-self in down-
stream outcomes of prejudice confrontations.

Time 2. An initial chi-square analysis indicated
no effect of condition on completion of the T2
survey that was completed 1 week after T1, y%(1)
= 0.06, p = .800. In all, 120 participants who
were confronted completed T2 (82.76%), and

129 participants who were not confronted com-
pleted T2 (81.65%).> On average, participants
took the T2 survey 7 days after T1 (M = 7.21,
8§D = 1.43; range: 7-16). Given this range and an
a priori decision to control for time between ses-
sions, T2 analyses were conducted as ANCOVAs
controlling for days between T1 and T2.° We
again controlled for research assistant based on
T1 effects.

Participants who were confronted 1 week
prior, used significantly fewer negative Black ste-
reotypes, F(1, 245) = 41.80, p < .001, 4 = 0.83,
and reported greater pondering rumination about
their experience in the lab, (1, 245) = 42.006, p <
001, 4 = 0.83, than participants who were not
confronted.

Time 3. An initial chi-square analysis indicated no
effect of condition on completion of the T3 sur-
vey that was completed 1 month after T1, %3(1) =
0.41, p = .522. In all, 76 participants who were
confronted completed T3 (52.41%), and 77 par-
ticipants who were not confronted completed T3
(48.70%). On average, participants completed the
T3 survey 28 days after T1 (M = 28.38, §D =
2.05; range: 27-43). Again, based on an a priori
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decision, days between T3 and T'1 was included as
a covariate, with experimenter code, in T3

ANCOVAs.

T3 becoming a bypothetical confronter. A binary
logistic regression examining the effect of condi-
tion, controlling for time between T3 and T1 and
experimenter code, on dichotomous codings of
participants’ written responses (1 = confronted, 0
= did not confront) revealed condition was a sig-
nificant predictor of confrontation, B = 0.94, SE
= 0.40, p = .040. Among confronted participants,
19 responses were coded as confrontations and
55 were coded as nonconfrontations. However,
among nonconfronted participants, only nine
responses were coded as confrontations, while 68
were coded as nonconfrontations. Moreover, the
ANCOVA examining participants’ self-reported
Likert-scale response of how likely they would
be to confront the perpetrator revealed that after
being confronted 1 month prior, participants were
more likely to indicate they would confront the
perpetrator in the hypothetical scenario than par-
ticipants who were not confronted 1 month prior,

F(1, 147) = 4.86, p = .029, d = 0.34.

T3 self-reported detection and confrontation of dis-
crimination. A binary logistic regression revealed
no effect of condition on self-reported detec-
tion of discrimination in the last week, B = 0.48,
SE = 0.37, p = .195. Among participants in the
confronted condition, 54 (73.97%) reported
witnessing discrimination in the last week, and
19 indicated no discrimination. Among par-
ticipants in the control condition, 50 (64.94%)
reported witnessing discrimination in the last
week, and 27 indicated not witnessing discrimi-
nation. Additionally, participants who had been
confronted 1 month prior were not significantly
more likely to say they confronted discrimina-
tion in the last week than participants who were
not confronted 1 month prior, F(1, 147) = 0.01,
p =.940,d = 0.01.

T3 bias monitoring. An ANCOVA revealed that
participants who were confronted 1 month prior
did not report monitoring their own biases more

in the previous week than participants who were
not confronted 1 month prior, F(1, 147) = 1.40,
p = .239, d = 0.18. Additionally, confronted par-
ticipants did not report greater monitoring of
others’ biases compared to participants in the
control condition, F(1, 147) = 2.25, p = 135, d
= 0.23.

T3 rumination. The ANCOVA revealed par-
ticipants who were confronted 1 month prior
reported greater pondering rumination than
participants who were not confronted 1 month

ptior, F(1, 147) = 6.76, p = .010, d = 0.42.7

T3 confronting norm. The ANCOVA revealed
no effect of condition, F(1, 146) = 0.19, p =
.661, 4= 0.06.

Mediation — analyses. Our primary hypothesized
mediation analyses focused on T3 outcomes
related to becoming a confronter.® We did not
move forward with hypothesized analyses exam-
ining a perceived confronting norm as a mecha-
nism by which being confronted might facilitate
becoming a confronter due to the null effect of
condition on perceived norm. We did, however,
examine the hypothesized alternative model, in
which we examined the effect of condition (con-
front = 0, control = 1) on T3 confronting out-
comes, with T'l neg-self, T2 rumination, and T3
monitoring of others’ biases as serial mediators
(see Figure 1). These analyses were conducted in
PROCESS (Version 4; Hayes, 2012) with 5,000
bootstrapped samples. Analyses controlled for
research assistant, time between T1 and T3, and
between T1 and T2. Confronted participants
reported significantly greater T1 neg-self, which
was associated with greater T2 rumination. T2
rumination did not significantly predict greater
T3 monitoring of others’ biases. As such, the
serial indirect effects via the three proposed
mechanisms were not significant.

Yet, we examined the alternative, exploratory
indirect effect paths that utilized just one or two
of the proposed mechanisms, as provided by
PROCESS. Two
emerged. The indirect effect of condition on T3

significant indirect effects
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Figure 1. Mediation analyses: Study 1.
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scenario confrontation was significant via T1
neg-self and T2 rumination, B = —0.11, SE =
0.07, 95% CI [0.01, 0.28]. The indirect effect of
condition on T3 reported confrontation fre-
quency in the last week was significant via T1
neg-self and T3 monitoring of others’ biases,
B = —0.15, SE = 0.08, 95% CI [0.02, 0.33].

Discussion

Study 1 provided the first examination of preju-
dice confrontations over a 1 month period. While
participants who were confronted at T'1 indicated
they would be more likely to confront prejudice
in a hypothetical scenatio, in both free-response
and on a Likert scale, no effects of condition
emerged for self-reported confrontation in the
previous week nor on the proposed mechanisms
of perceived confrontation norm and monitoring
of others’ biases. Yet, significant indirect effects
of being confronted emerged on scenario con-
frontation (Likert scale, not codings) and self-
reported confrontation in the previous week,
though via different mechanisms: T1 neg-self
and T2 rumination for scenario confrontation,
and T1 neg-self and T3 monitoring of others’
biases for self-reported confrontation frequency.

Study 1 suffered from very low rates of reten-
tion. Additionally, we opted to assess minimal
measures at T2 to minimize demand effects on
T3 outcomes; yet this approach also minimized
our ability to adequately assess processes over
time that might facilitate the confronted becom-
ing confronters. Thus, while Study 1 offered evi-
dence of confronted participants becoming a

confronter 1 month later in a hypothetical sce-
nario, we found inconsistent support for the con-
fronted to confronter mechanisms.

Study 2

Study 2 sought to replicate Study 1. The study was
largely identical except additional efforts were taken
to ensure retention (e.g, email reminders), and addi-
tional measures were assessed at T2, including moni-
toring of ones own bias and the proposed
mechanisms and monitoring of bias in others and
perceptions of a confrontation norm. By including
these proposed mechanisms at T2 and T3, we aimed
to examine the persistence of these effects across
time and provide a more rigotous assessment of
mechanisms. Our hypotheses mirrored Study 1
except for one adjustment in mediations. As monitor-
ing of others’ biases was not assessed at T2 in Study
1, Study 1 analyses examined T2 pondering rumina-
tion. In Study 2, our first hypothesized mediation
analysis examined T1 neg-self and T2 monitoting of
others’ biases as serial mediators. We again tested for
perceived confrontation norm as a mechanism from
condition to T3 confrontations. Exploratory media-
tion analyses examined the role of T2 rumination.

Method

Participants. In all, 107 White undergraduate par-
ticipants completed T1; however, two partici-
pants were excluded from all analyses for not
using any Black stereotypes during the baseline
stereotyping task. The analytic T1 sample (N =
105, M,,. = 18.73, §D,,. = 0.86) included 72
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cis-women, 29 cis-men, and four participants
who identified as transgender, nonbinary, or
another identity. The sample was politically mod-
erate (M = 4.79, SD = 1.35). Of the 105 partici-
pants retained at T1, 99 completed T2 (94.29%)),
and 81 completed T3 (77.14%). Reminders were
sent every 3 days to participants who had not yet
completed the subsequent survey, and no 48-hour
restriction was placed on survey completion. Par-
ticipants again received partial course credit for
T1 and T2, and a US$10.00 gift card for T3.

We aimed, a priori, to recruit as many partici-
pants as possible in the spring 2024 semester. A
sensitivity power analysis indicated 80% power to
detect a medium-large (4 = 0.60) effect at T3 in
two-cell, between-subjects ANCOVAs. However,
many analyses were conducted as mixed
ANCOVAs examining the effect of condition
and time; a sensitivity power analysis for a 2 (con-
dition) X 2 (time) ANCOVA indicated the
T3 sample had 80% power to detect a small effect
(d = 0.31).

Procedure. 'The study was identical to Study 1
except for the following changes. First, only three
White women research assistants ran the expeti-
ment. Second, at T2, participants now also com-
pleted measures of monitoring of own and
others’ biases and perceived norm of confronting
(using the same measures completed at T3 in
Study 1).? Thitd, at T3, participants indicated how
often they witnessed discrimination in the last
week on a continuous sliding scale from 0 to 10+;
Study 1 utilized a dichotomous measure. See Table
2 for all scale reliability measures and full indicator
of scale measurement at each time point. Table 2
reports condition descriptive statistics. See Sup-
plemental Material for correlations.

Results

Time 1. A two-cell ANOVA indicated no effect
of condition on baseline stereotype use, F(1, 103)
= 0.01,p = 440, d = 0.04 M_,,wo1 = 2.01, SE =
0.10; Mo nfione = 1.90, SE = 0.11). As such, base-

line stereotype use was not controlled for in the

remaining analyses. A two-cell ANCOVA con-
trolling for the research assistant serving as the
experimenter (coded 1-3) on T1 affect revealed
confronted participants reported greater neg-self
than control participants, F(1, 102) = 10.28, p =
.002, d = 0.64. Confronted participants also
reported greater neg-other than control partici-
pants, F(1, 102) = 8.68, p = .004, d = 0.58. The
research assistant variable was not a significant
factor for neg-self, F(1, 102) = 0.09, p = .772, d
= 0.06, or neg-other, F(1, 102) = 1.29, p = .258,
d = 0.23. As such, the remaining Study 2 analyses
did not control for the research assistant.

Time 2. A chi-square analysis indicated no effect
of condition on completion of the T2 survey
that was completed 1 week after T1, x%(1) = 0.75,
p = .387. Of the six participants who did not
complete T2, four were confronted at T1. On
average, participants took the T2 survey 9 days
after T1 (M = 8.54, D = 3.31; range: 7-23).
Based on an a priori decision, we again controlled
for days between T'1 and T2 for the remaining T2
analyses.

Participants who were confronted 1 month
prior used significantly fewer negative Black ste-
reotypes, F(1, 96) = 18.54, p < .001, 4 = 0.88;
reported greater pondering rumination, F(1, 96)
= 17.98, p < .001, 4 = 0.87; greater monitoring
of their own bias, F(1, 96) = 5.46, p = .022,d =
0.48; and reported that confronting prejudice was
more of a norm, F(1, 96) = 4.97, p = .028, d =
0.45, than participants who were not confronted
prior. No effect of condition emerged for moni-
toring of other people’s biases, (1, 96) = 1.62,
p=.200,d = 0.42.

Time 3. A chi-square analysis indicated no effect
of condition on completion of the T3 survey,
%2(1) = 0.97, p = .326. In all, 38 participants who
were confronted and 43 participants who were
not confronted completed T3. On average, par-
ticipants completed the T3 survey 31 days after
T1 (M = 30.57, SD = 5.02; range: 27-52). We
again controlled for time between T1 and T3
based on an a prioti decision.!”
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Table 2. Conditional descriptive statistics: Study 2.

Session Outcome Scale reliability Confronted Not confronted
o M (SE) M (SE)
Time 1 Neg-self .92 2.60 (0.15), 1.93 (0.15),
Neg-other 95 1.43 (0.10), 1.02 (0.10),,
Time 2 Black stereotype use - 0.35 (0.14), 1.20 (0.14),
Rumination .90 2.49 (0.16), 1.57 (0.15),
Monitoring self .87 3.14 (0.22), 2.44 (0.21),
Monitoring others 92 2.83 (0.21), 2.46 (0.20),
Petceived confrontation norm 93 4.49 (0.19), 3.88 (0.19),,
Time 3 Scenario confrontation - 3.68 (0.23), 2.84 (0.21),
Witness discrimination - 2.21 (0.14), 1.81 (0.13),
Self-report confrontation - 2.97 (0.33), 1.94 (0.31),
Monitoring self .88 2.84 (0.24), 2.47 (0.22),
Monitoring others 93 3.43 (0.28), 2.90 (0.27),
Rumination .87 1.63 (0.11), 1.18 (0.11),
Perceived confront. norm .89 4.78 (0.10), 4.33 (0.15),

Note. Cells not sharing a subscript significantly differed by condition. Neg-self = feelings of negative self-directed affect; Neg-

other = feelings of negative affect towards others.

T3 becoming a hypothetical confronter. A binary
logistic regression examining the effect of con-
dition, controlling for time between T3 and T1,
on dichotomous codings of participants’ written
responses (I = confronted, 2 = did not con-
front) revealed a significant effect of condition,
B = —-1.30, SE = 0.49, p = .008. Of the 34 par-
ticipants who confronted (41.98% of T3 sample),
22 were confronted 1 month prior. Moreover, the
ANCOVA examining participants’ self-reported,
Likert-scale response of how likely they would
be to confront the perpetrator revealed that after
being confronted 1 month prior, participants
were more likely to indicate they would confront
the perpetrator in the hypothetical scenario than
participants who were not confronted 1 month
prior, F(1,78) = 3.28, p = .009, 4 = 0.61.

T3 self-reported detection and confrontation of dis-
crimination. Participants who were confronted 1
month prior reported greater detection of dis-
crimination compared to nonconfronted pat-
ticipants, F(1, 78) = 4.51, p = .037, d = 0.48.
Further, participants who had been confronted
1 month prior were significantly more likely to

say they confronted the witnessed discrimina-
tion than participants who were not confronted 1
month prior, F(1,78) = 5.22, p = .025, 4 = 0.52.

T3 bias monitoring. Participants who were con-
fronted 1 month prior did not report monitoring
their own biases, F(1, 78) = 2.33, p = 131, d =
0.20, or others’ biases, I(1, 78) = 1.85, p = .178,
d = 0.31, more than participants who were not
confronted 1 month prior.

T3 rumination. Participants who were con-
fronted 1 month prior reported greater ponder-
ing rumination than participants who were not
confronted 1 month prior, F(1, 78) = 8.50, p =
.005, 4 = 0.66.

T3 confronting norm. Participants who were
confronted 1 month prior reported a greater con-
frontation norm than participants who were not
confronted 1 month prior, F(1, 78) = 4.23, p =
.043, 4 = 0.46.

Repeated measures analyses. 'To demonstrate stability
of pondering rumination, monitoring of own
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Table 3. Mixed ANOVA analyses: Study 2.

Condition Time Interaction
F(1,78) P d F1,78) P d F(1,78) P d
Rumination 15.85 < .001 0.90 31.99 < .001 1.25 5.39 .023 0.53
Monitor own bias 4.83 .031 0.50 2.28 135 0.34 0.19 .663 0.09
Monitor others’ bias  2.49 118 0.36 10.00 .002 0.72 0.29 .595 0.13
Perceived norm 8.93 .004 0.68 6.26 .014 0.56 1.05 .309 0.23

and others’ biases, and perceptions of a confron-
tation norm from T2 and T3, exploratory 2 (con-
dition) X 2 (time) mixed ANOVAs were
conducted. As time was a factor, we did not con-
trol for time between sessions (see Table 3).

For rumination, significant main effects of
condition and time were qualified by a significant
interaction. Confronted participants reported
greater rumination than nonconfronted partici-
pants at T2 (M ponea = 2-40, SE = 0.17; M, 00
= 1.51, SE = 0.16), (1, 78) = 15.44, p < .001,
d = 0.89, and T3 M nteoneqa = 1.02, SE = 0.11;
Mpowor = 1.18, SE = 0.11), F(1, 78) = 8.08, p =
.006, d = 0.64, though the effect of condition
was larger at T2.

For monitoring of own biases, a main effect
of condition emerged. There was no main effect
of time and no significant interaction. Confronted
participants reported monitoring their own biases
M = 298, SE = 0.19) more than nonconfronted
participants (M = 2.39, SE = 0.18).

For monitoring of others’ biases, there was a
main effect of time, but not condition. The inter-
action was not significant. Participants reported
monitoring others’ biases more at T3 (M = 3.13,
SE = 0.19) than at T2 (M = 2.65, SE = 0.10).

For confrontation norm, main effects of con-
dition and time emerged. There was no signifi-
cant interaction. Participants perceived a stronger
confrontation norm if they had been confronted
M = 4.67, SE = 0.15) compared to not con-
fronted (M = 4.05, SE = 0.14), and at T3 (M =
4.56, SE = 0.11) more than at T2 (M = 4.17,
SE = 0.15).

Mediation analyses. We first tested our hypothe-
sized serial mediation analyses examining the
effect of condition (confront = 1, no confront =
2) on T3 confronting outcomes (coded scenario
confrontation, scenario confrontation Likert
scale, confrontation frequency), with T1 neg-self
and T2 monitoring of others’ biases as serial
mediators. As indicated in Figure 2, the serial
indirect effects of condition on scenario con-
frontation and confrontation frequency, but not
the coded confrontation, were significant via T'1
neg-self and T2 monitoring of others. Findings
did not significantly change when controlling for
time between T1 and T2 or T3.!!

To test our second hypothesized mechanism,
we conducted simple mediations examining the
effect of condition on confrontation outcomes
via T2 confrontation norm perceptions. Only the
indirect effect of condition on confrontation fre-
quency was significant (see Figure 3).12

Discussion

Study 2 participants who were confronted, com-
pared to not, were more likely to report pondering
rumination at T2 and T3, more likely to perceive
confronting as a norm at T2 and T3, more likely
to report monitoring their own biases at T2, but
not T3, and more likely to indicate confronting
prejudice across the three measures at T3 (sce-
natio confrontation and coding, self-reported
confrontation in the last week). Participants’ mon-
itoring of their own bias was stable across T2 and
T3, while perceptions of a confrontation norm
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Figure 2. Monitoring bias mediation: Study 2.
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Figure 3. Confrontation norm mediation: Study 2.
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and monitoring of others’ biases increased from
T2 to T3, regardless of participant condition.
Participants’ pondering rumination decreased
from T2 to T3 among confronted participants,
demonstrating that while effects of confrontation
on pondering rumination last up to 1 month, the
effect size is significantly smaller over time. Lastly,
mediation analyses demonstrated that perceived

confrontation norms may mediate the effect of
being confronted on confronting in a hypothetical
scenario, while neg-self and monitoring of others’
biases may mediate the effects of self-reported
confrontation and hypothetical scenario confron-
tation (Likert, not coded). Study 2 thus largely
supported hypotheses that confronted perpetra-
tors may transition to ally confronters, due in part
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to shifting confrontation norm perceptions and
monitoring of bias in others, although we encour-
age a future replication with a larger sample size.

General Discussion

Past research on prejudice confrontations has
overwhelmingly focused on immediate and short-
term bias reduction in White people confronted
for their prejudice, at most 1 week after confron-
tation (e.g., Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Czopp
et al., 2006), or separately examined how to pro-
mote allyship behavior, such as prejudice con-
frontations (e.g, Chiu, 2022; Gonzalez et al,
2015). The present research is the first to examine
whether being confronted for racial bias might
produce not just a reduction in stereotyping, but
also greater engagement in allyship behaviors,
such as confronting others in the future.

For the first time, the present studies demon-
strated that White participants who were con-
fronted for the use of negative Black stereotypes
were more likely to become confronters of preju-
dice 1 month later compared to participants who
were not confronted for using stereotypes, in a
hypothetical scenario (Studies 1-2) and self-
reported confrontation in day-to-day activities
(Study 2). Moreover, compared to participants
who were not confronted, confronted partici-
pants reported greater pondering rumination 1
month later compared to participants who were
not confronted (Studies 1-2). Greater monitoring
of one’s own bias appeared to occur 1 week after
confrontation (Study 2), but not 1 month after
(Studies 1-2), and direct effects of confrontation
condition on monitoring of others’ biases did not
emerge 1 week or 1 month after (Studies 1-2).
Lastly, our findings on perceptions of a norm of
prejudice confrontations were inconsistent across
studies, with effects of confrontation condition
only occurring in Study 2 (both 1 week and 1
month after).

While we found a significant effect of being
confronted on becoming a confronter on five of
the six confrontation outcomes across Studies
1-2, mediation analyses were not consistent in
indicating mechanisms for this process. Study 1

findings suggested that neg-self and rumination
mediated the effect of condition on confronting
prejudice in the hypothetical scenario, while neg-
self and monitoring of others’ biases mediated
the effect of condition on self-reported confron-
tation of prejudice in participants’ day-to-day
lives. Yet, Study 2 suggested that neg-self and
monitoring of others’ biases mediated the effect
of condition on scenario confrontation and self-
reported confrontation in day-to-day experiences,
while perceived confrontation norms mediated
the effect of condition on confrontation in day-
to-day experiences. While these findings are
inconsistent, the correlations do suggest the piv-
otal role of monitoring others’ biases and norms
of prejudice confrontation in facilitating preju-
dice confrontations.

Together, these findings offer the longest
examination to date of prejudice confrontations
and demonstrate the first examination of preju-
dice confrontations promoting allyship and mon-
itoring for cues for control, with some evidence
for perceived norms of confronting and moni-
toring of others’ biases as mechanisms.

Confronted to Confronter

Importantly, the present research expands the
empirical evidence of prejudice confrontations as
an interpersonal strategy to not only reduce bias,
but also to promote egalitarianism. The present
research explored two ways this process might
unfold, confrontation norms and monitoring for
others’ biases. While past work theorized that par-
ticipants who were confronted would become
active allies (Chaney et al., 2015), no previous
research, to our knowledge, has examined this
process. Studies 1-2 generally supported that con-
fronted participants were more likely to become
confronters than nonconfronted participants
were. Yet, we relied on self-reported confronta-
tions over a 1-week period and responses (free-
response, Likert scale) to a hypothetical scenario
in which the prejudiced behavior was relatively
ambiguous. Moreover, it is possible that prejudice
confrontation rates from confronted people may
be higher in settings that more closely match the
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instance on which they, themselves, wete con-
fronted. That is, the confronted may become con-
fronters in more closely matched situations via
behavioral modeling (e.g;, Lamb et al., 2009). As
such, it will be imperative for future research to
utilize an interpersonal behavioral assessment of
confrontation in replications of this research.
Nevertheless, the present research suggests that
confronted participants at least recognized a need
or intention to confront prejudice.

Confrontation norm. While being confronted did
not increase perceptions that confrontation was a
norm 1 month later in Study 1, this effect did
occur 1 week and 1 month later in Study 2. Nota-
bly, this effect on perceived norm occurs from
witnessing just one person confronting prejudice.
While witnessing more people confronting preju-
dice would likely result in a greater perceived
norm shift (e.g., affirmed confrontations; Hilde-
brand et al., 2020), past research has frequently
found changes in perceived norms based on just
one actor (e.g., De Souza & Schmader, 2022; Li et
al., 2024; Pereira-Jorge & Chaney, 2024; Zitek &
Hebl, 2007). While that one actor was a research
assistant in the present study, the research assis-
tant could also be considered an ingroup member
(shared racial and university identity across par-
ticipants, shared gender identity for the majority
of participants). We anticipate that an outgroup
individual would be less likely to facilitate a per-
ceived shift in norms, and we encourage future
research to explore this effect.

Moreover, we encourage a preregistered repli-
cation of this finding given the effect of per-
ceived norm did not emerge in Study 1. In
general, prejudice confrontations were perceived
as more of a norm in Study 2 than in Study 1,
perhaps due to the U.S. political climate during
Study 2, during which there were significant pro-
tests on college campuses confronting U.S. poli-
cies on the Isracl-Palestine conflict. Finally,
future research should consider assessing beliefs
about confronting norms across varied social
contexts (e.g, with friends, strangers), as well as
assessing beliefs that prejudice confrontations are

an injunctive norm rather than merely a descrip-
tive norm.

Monitoring for bias in others. Previous research has
argued that detection of prejudice, or recognition
that a comment or action is discriminatory, is a
necessary step in facilitating confrontations (Ash-
burn-Nardo et al., 2008, 2014). White partici-
pants in our study may not have recognized
actions outside of the laboratory as being preju-
dicial or reaching the threshold of racism they
were familiar with (e.g, more easily detecting
overt racism compared to subtle or ambiguous
racism). Yet, the significant serial mediation and
relationship between neg-self, rumination, and
monitoring of bias in the self and others suggest
that being confronted could increase vigilance
towards bias or shift definitions of what is con-
sidered biased. Thus, future research should con-
sider including more objective assessments of
bias monitoring, such as attributional paradigms
(Simon et al., 2013, 2019).

Notably, the documented discrepancy in how
marginalized and advantaged groups detect rac-
ism is due in part to literacy on what constitutes
racism (e.g, Carter & Murphy, 2015; Gonzalez
et al,, 2015). Yet, by promoting allyship, prejudice
confrontations may open a window to bias recog-
nition (in the self and others) that may encourage
a self-education on prejudice, which may sharpen
socially advantaged group members’ awareness
of the various covert and overt forms of preju-
dice manifesting in their natural environment
(e.g., learning about critical race theory or gender
bias; Martin & Johnson, 2023; Pietri et al., 2017).
As such, we encourage future research to exam-
ine alternative downstream outcomes of preju-
dice confrontations, including interest in learning
about inequalities and attributions of racial ine-
qualities to interpersonal or structural bias (e.g,,
Miller & Saucier, 2016; Rucker & Richeson,
2021).

Additionally, we note that confrontation rates
remained relatively low, though such levels are
comparable with estimates of confrontation rates
(Dickter & Newton, 2013; Swim & Hyers, 1999).
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While both measures of confrontation (hypo-
thetical scenario and self-report) are inherently
prone to bias in reporting, participants’ social
desirability was not significantly related to any
outcomes (Study 1). Nevertheless, we encourage
future research to examine rates of confrontation
in an interpersonal, behavioral paradigm in which
participants are unaware of the connection
between the study portion during which they are
confronted and the study portion where they may
confront others. Such a design will be critical in
advancing the study of prejudice confrontations,
though creates ethical concerns about incomplete
debriefings.

Future Considerations

We encourage future research to consider indi-
vidual differences, such as internal motivations to
respond without prejudice, that may moderate
effects of being confronted on becoming a con-
fronter.!* Further, future research may consider
how even privileged social group members who
are not internally motivated to engage in egalitar-
ian behaviors may still confront prejudice (to
avoid looking bad or to gain positive evaluations,
i.e., performative allyship; see Kutlaca & Radke,
2023). Relatedly, as people who are confronted
experience social costs, it is possible that other
performative motives may facilitate confronted
people to “restore” a favorable image by engag-
ing in prejudice confrontations of others. That is,
more work is needed to discern how motives to
engage in allyship and to behave in egalitarian
ways may impact the process from confronted to
confronter.

The present findings are potentially affected
by all confronters being White women and the
utilization of a confrontation of an unambiguous
stereotype. Previous research has highlighted the
importance of majority group allies in reducing
prejudice and promoting egalitarianism (Dickter
etal., 2012; Drury & Kaiser, 2014). However, our
results may have been different had the con-
fronter been a man, matched the gender of the
participant, or if the confronter were a racial

minority group member compared to the con-
fronter being a racial majority group member.
Future research should continue to evaluate the
effects of prejudice confrontation by members
of different groups on promoting and inspiring
allyship behaviors in the future rather than just
on prejudice reduction (Czopp et al., 2000).
Moreover, the present paradigm to confront prej-
udice is the prototype for prejudice confrontation
research (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Chaney et al.,
2021; Czopp et al., 2006). While it reliably elicits
the use of stereotypes, this type of paradigm
does not map onto many real-life prejudice con-
frontation scenarios in which bias is harder to
detect and feedback is not expected. Indeed, the
scenario used to assess if participants confronted
at T3 involves a situation where the scenario’s
actor’s actions are ambiguous, in direct contrast
to the unambiguous T1 stereotype use by partici-
pants (for the importance of perceiving a con-
frontation as “valid,” see Monteith et al., 2022).
We encourage future research to expand preju-
dice confrontation paradigms.

Finally, our results only examined a general
form of prejudice confrontation (expressing dis-
approval). Previous research has tested hot/cold
confrontations (e.g., Czopp et al., 2006) and has
identified a number of strategies (Chaney &
Sanchez, 2022), such as educational (secking to
help the perpetrator of prejudice understand how
what they said was wrong), argumentative (berat-
ing the perpetrator of prejudice by arguing with
them), help-seeking (seeking to get others involved
in the confrontation), empathy (secking to get the
perpetrator to empathize with the group[s] they
are targeting), and humor (using jokes or other
forms of humor to confront in a way that be per-
ceived as less aggressive and negative; see also
Saucier et al., 2018). Such varied prejudice con-
frontation styles may differentially impact the like-
lihood of neg-self and rumination (see Chaney et
al,, 2023; for null effect of confrontation style on
rumination, see Burns and Granz, 2021) and may
subsequently affect the likelihood of allyship in the
future. For example, an empathy confrontation
approach may make perpetrators more aware of
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the harm caused by prejudice, thus motivating ally-
ship actions.

Relatedly, participants’ written responses to
the T3 scenario were, at times, two-pronged, indi-
cating both support for the Black student and
confrontation of the White student (e.g, “If I
witnessed Jamie’s behavior, I would start a con-
versation with the Black student to make them
feel more comfortable. Then, I might confront
Jamie later on about his actions”). As such, it will
be important to consider other forms of allyship
that may occur as a result of being confronted.

Conclusion

In the first examination of prejudice confronta-
tions over 1 month rather than much shorter
durations, the present study demonstrates that
prejudice confrontations offer an interpersonal
strategy to not only reduce prejudice, but also to
promote allyship. White participants confronted
for their use of negative Black stereotypes dem-
onstrated greater attention to bias in the environ-
ment, themselves, and others 1 month later;
continued to ruminate about negative self-
directed affect 1 month later; and were more
likely to confront prejudice in a hypothetical sce-
nario (Studies 1-2) and in their day-to-day lives
(Study 2) 1 month later, compared to White par-
ticipants who were not confronted for their ste-
reotype use. Thus, our findings suggest that
prejudice confrontation may not be limited to just
being a tool to encourage stereotype inhibition in
White people, but rather an ideological shift
toward thinking and behaving in egalitarian ways.
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Notes

1. While past research has found that men who were
confronted for sexism were more likely to engage
in compensatory behavior towards
(Mallet & Wagner, 2011), such action is not inher-
ently allyship.

2. The T2 stereotyping task also included a meas-

women

ure of gender stereotypes, which are reported in
the Supplemental Material. These results replicate
past research (Chaney et al., 2021).

3. Participants also completed a measure of social
dominance orientation (SDO) at the end of T1
and T3 sutveys (see Supplemental Material). As
reported in the Supplemental Material, there was
no effect of condition on T3 IMS or EMS.

4. A measure of social desirability was assessed dur-
ing a large prescreen survey at the beginning of
the semester. As a check of robustness, analyses
controlling for participants’ social desirability
are reported in the Supplemental Material. No
findings significantly change from the analyses
reported in the manuscript when controlling for
social desirability.

5. See the Supplemental Material for additional tests
finding no effect of research assistant, partici-
pant gender, T1 neg-self, and T1 neg-other on T2
retention.

6. Note that across studies and outcomes, reported
effects do not significantly change when not con-
trolling for time or experimenter. Time between
T1 and T2 was significantly correlated with T3
scenario confrontation, 7(140) = —.17, p <
.05. Time between T3 and T1 was significantly
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10.

11.

12.

13.

correlated with T3 rumination, n(148) = .189, p
< .05, and T3 monitoring of own bias, /{148) =
194, p < .05.

See the Supplemental Material for analysis of
rumination by condition and time (T2, T3).

An exploratory serial mediation of condition on
T3 monitoring the self for bias via T1 neg-self
and T3 rumination revealed a significant indirect
effect, B = 0.13, SE = 0.07, 95% Cly,, [0.01,
0.26]. The indirect effect was not significant
when instead plugging in T2 rumination, B =
0.06, SE = 0.06, 95% Clj,, [~0.05, 0.18]. See the
Supplemental Material for other mediation analy-
ses that utilize T3 rumination.

Participants also completed measures of SDO,
IMS, and EMS at T2. These are reported in the
Supplemental Material.

See the Supplemental Material for additional tests
finding no effect of research assistant, partici-
pant gender, T1 neg-self, and T'1 neg-other on T3
retention.

As an exploratory analysis, we also conducted
serial mediations mirroring Study 1’s model (see
Figure 1). The serial mediation via T1 neg-self,
T2 rumination, and T3 monitoring of others was
not significant for scenario confrontation, B =
0.01, SE = 0.02, 95% Cly,,, [~0.03, 0.06]; coded
confrontation, B = 0.01, SE = 0.02, 95% Clg,,,
[—0.04, 0.07]; or confrontation frequency, B =
0.01, SE = 0.03, 95% ClI,,, [—0.04, 0.09].

An exploratory path model in MPlus 8 examin-
ing, in parallel, the mediation models depicted in
Figures 2 and 3 was also conducted. While the
individual indirect effects were not significant,
the total indirect effects were significant for con-
frontation frequency, B = —0.09, SE = 0.04, p =
.026, and scenario confrontation, B = —0.23, SE
=0.11, p = .033.

Per reviewer comments, we examined IMS as a
moderator of our effects. In Study 1, IMS did
not moderate the effect of condition on neg-self
(interaction term, B = 0.10, SE = 0.19, p = .627),
T2 pondering rumination (interaction term, B =
0.25, SE = 0.18, p = .163), T3 pondering rumi-
nation (interaction term, B = 0.22, SE = 0.16,
p = .181), T3 scenario confrontation (interaction
term, B = 0.19, SE = 0.20, p = .349), or T3 con-
frontation frequency (interaction term, B = 0.40,
SE = 0.38, p = .239). Given these null effects in
Study 1 and our smaller sample size in Study 2,
these tests were not conducted for Study 2.
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