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Abstract
Three studies and an integrative data analysis (N = 1,017) demonstrated that confrontations (speaking up against a stereotypical or prejudiced statement), when affirmed
by bystanders, serve as an effective safety cue for targets of bias. In Studies 1 and
2, Chinese-American and White women witnessed anti-Asian and sexist remarks,
respectively. Results revealed that a lone confronter (i.e., a confronter not affirmed
by others) was unable to boost identity-safety (e.g., belonging, safety) compared to
when the bias was not confronted, regardless of confronter identity (i.e., ally vs. ingroup confronter). Study 2 demonstrated that other people in the interaction group
(i.e., bystanders) must affirm the confrontation for it to serve as an effective safety
cue. Study 3 replicated and extended these results among White women for confrontation of sexism and Black women for confrontation of racism. Overall, these studies
suggest that confrontations, when affirmed, can serve as a safety cue.
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1 | I NTRO D U C TI O N

Or do biased expressions create a more indelible threat to marginalized group members’ feelings of belonging and safety?

In a 2016 Olympic interview, the interviewer incorrectly described

Allies are individuals who, although not a member of the group

Andy Murray as “the first person ever to win two Olympic tennis

targeted by bias, nonetheless take action to reduce discrimina-

gold medals”. Murray, a White man, immediately corrected the inter-

tion and increase social justice (Becker & Barreto, 2019; Drury &

viewer, stating that Venus and Serena Williams, two Black women,

Kaiser, 2014). In this example, Murray acted as an ally by choosing

“have won about four [gold medals] each” (Barr, 2019). Even though

to confront the biased statement. The present research investigated

the interviewer's mistake did not personally affect him, Murray

whether ally confrontation can restore target group members’ feel-

did not ignore it. Instead, he confronted. One can imagine how the

ings of safety and belonging in situations where biased comments

Williams sisters, as well as other Black women, may have felt as a re-

have occurred. Do ally confrontations increase targets’ sense of be-

sult of the interviewer's statement. Perhaps they felt invisible in the

longing and safety? How are ally confrontations perceived compared

Olympic environment, or like they didn't belong. Could Murray's con-

to confrontations by ingroup members or members of other disad-

frontation make the Williams sisters feel safer and more welcome?

vantaged groups? How important are the reactions of bystanders,
and do they need to affirm confrontations before targets’ feelings
of safety and belonging will increase? We examine these questions

Hildebrand and Jusuf contributed equally and are listed alphabetically.

across three experiments by manipulating confrontation, confronter

This research was conducted in compliance with the ethical principles outlined in the
Belmont Report (Respect for Persons, Beneficence, and Justice). All studies were
approved by the Purdue Human Research Protection Program and its associated
Institutional Review Board.

identity, and bystander behavior while examining targets’ reactions
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to the expression of anti-Asian, anti-Black, and anti-woman stereotypical comments.

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ejsp
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

|

1

2

|

HILDEBRAND et al.

1.1 | Confrontation of bias

1.2 | Confrontation as an identity-safe cue for
marginalized-group members

Although social norms often condemn bias (such as racial or gender
stereotypes), biased remarks are still common in everyday conver-

Given findings that confrontation can reduce the expression of bias

sations (e.g., Swim & Hyers, 1999; Swim, Hyers, Cohen, Fitzgerald,

and alleviate social identity threat, we reasoned that it might also

& Bylsma, 2003). These remarks may reduce the target individual's

signal to targets that their identities will be safe in environmental

desire for interaction with people involved in the conversations and

contexts (e.g., social, work, and educational settings) where bias

threaten their sense of belonging (Richman & Leary, 2009). However,

has been expressed. Bias threatens a marginalized group member's

to combat such effects, one can speak up, or confront, these biased

identity, which in turn may lead to decreased feelings of belonging

remarks.

and interest within the relevant environment (Branscombe, Schmitt,

Research suggests that confrontation is a powerful tool for curb-

& Harvey, 1999; Goffman, 1963; Murphy, Steele, & Gross, 2007).

ing people's expressions of bias. After confrontation, people are less

Confrontation, however, may act as a safety cue that counteracts

likely to express bias both immediately and several days later (Burns

this threat. Safety cues are environmental cues (e.g., organiza-

& Monteith, 2019; Chaney & Sanchez, 2018a; Czopp, Monteith,

tional diversity structures, gender-inclusive bathrooms) that signal

& Mark, 2006; Gulker, Mark, & Monteith, 2013; Mallet & Wagner,

a person's identity is valued and promote belonging and trust (i.e.,

2011; Parker, Monteith, Moss-Racusin, & Van Camp, 2018; Rasinski

identity-safety; Chaney & Sanchez, 2018b; Cheryan, Plaut, Davies,

& Czopp, 2010; for a review, see Mallet & Monteith, 2019). However,

& Steele, 2009; Wout, Murphy, & Barnett, 2014). Confrontations

a robust finding in this literature is that who does the confronting

may similarly signal identity valuation and promote identity-safety

(i.e., confronter identity) influences confrontation effectiveness.

because they often directly contradict a prejudiced or stereotypic

Specifically, confrontation by a dominant group ally (e.g., a man

remark and communicate that the confronter values the targeted

confronting sexism, or a White person confronting anti-Black preju-

identity and an egalitarian norm (Shelton, Richeson, Salvatore, &

dice) produces greater bias reduction than confrontation by a target

Hill, 2006).

group member (e.g., a woman confronting sexism, or a Black person
confronting anti-Black prejudice; Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Gervais
& Hillard, 2014; Gulker et al., 2013; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010; Schultz

1.3 | Confronter identity

& Maddox, 2013). This differential effectiveness appears to stem
from perceptions of target group confronters as complainers and

The extent to which confrontation serves as a safety cue may de-

overly sensitive, whereas dominant group ally confrontations are

pend on who does the confronting. We considered three types of

perceived as more legitimate and appropriate (Czopp et al., 2006;

possible confronters: a confronter from the target group, an ally

Eliezer & Major, 2012; Kaiser, Hagiwara, Malahy, & Wilkins, 2009;

who is a member of another similarly marginalized group, and an ally

Rasinski & Czopp, 2010).

who belongs to the dominant group with respect to the dimension

How do target group members perceive confrontations on their

of identity being targeted. For instance, imagine that an Asian per-

behalf? Target group members often perceive allies as interperson-

son observing a social interaction hears someone make an anti-Asian

ally supportive (Brown, 2015; Brown & Ostrove, 2013), especially

comment that is then confronted by another person in the interac-

to the extent that they provide autonomy-oriented, rather than

tion. Would the observing Asian person experience greater identity-

dependency-oriented, help (i.e., supporting disadvantaged group

safety when the confrontation comes from an Asian person in the

members in their efforts to address bias rather than taking over

interaction group (ingroup confronter), from a Black person (other

these efforts; Wiley & Dunne, 2019; see also Droogendyk, Wright,

marginalized group ally), or from a White person (dominant group

Lubensky, & Louis, 2016). Recent research examining ally confronta-

ally)?

tion revealed that targets perceive allies who confront bias as acting

An ingroup member's confrontation and, perhaps to a lesser ex-

appropriately and as not overreacting, and sometimes more so than

tent, a confrontation by a marginalized group ally, may signal solidar-

target confronters (Kutlaca, Becker, & Radke, 2020). Psychological

ity (Craig & Richeson, 2012; 2016) and help to establish a sense of

and performance outcomes may also be enhanced when allies con-

identity-safety within the given environment. Members of targeted

front bias on targets’ behalf. For instance, in Cihangir, Barreto, and

groups are most likely to expect and find support from their own

Ellemers's (2014) research, women participants were interviewed

ingroup (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Swim & Hyers, 1999; Tajfel

by a male who exhibited subtle sexism through questions he asked.

& Turner, 1986; Warner & Branscombe, 2012). Marginalized allies

Next, other men or women who had also completed the interview

may also provide a unique inclusive identity that supports solidarity

questions acknowledged and censured the sexism, or it was left un-

through similar histories of oppression and mutual benefit finding

acknowledged. On subsequent tasks, the women participants ap-

(Affleck & Tennen, 1996; Craig & Richeson, 2012; Warner, Wohl, &

peared to suffer on measures of self-confidence and performance,

Branscombe, 2014). Additionally, members of stigmatized groups

but not if men had confronted the sexism in the interview. Thus,

believe that, compared to dominant group allies, both ingroup mem-

ally confrontation appeared to alleviate bias-induced social identity

bers and similarly marginalized allies have a greater awareness of so-

threat.

cial injustice and inequality (Brown & Ostrove, 2013). This sense of
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solidarity may enable ingroup and marginalized ally confrontations

3

1.5 | Overview of the present research

to act as effective safety cues.
On the other hand, targets of bias may perceive dominant group

Across three studies, we investigated whether confrontation acts as a

confrontation as a stronger signal that bias will not be condoned in

safety cue for targets in a setting where a biased comment was made.

a given environment. As we summarized above, dominant group

Specifically, would targets report greater belonging, safety, and desire

ally confronters appear to curb bias more effectively than other

to join the interaction group (i.e., identity-safety) when a biased com-

confronters, often because they are not as likely to be dismissed as

ment was confronted (Studies 1–3)? In addition, we assessed evalua-

complainers or as seeing injustice where it does not exist (Czopp &

tion of the interaction group (i.e., how warmly, or positively, they felt

Monteith, 2003; Drury & Kaiser, 2014; Eliezer & Major, 2012; Gervais

toward the group) to gauge overall explicit attitude toward the group

& Hillard, 2014; Kaiser & Miller, 2001; Kutlaca et al., 2020; Schultz

(e.g., Nosek, 2007). Would the identity of the confronter (i.e., target

& Maddox, 2013). Targets may be aware of this powerful influence

group member, other marginalized group ally, dominant group ally) play

of dominant group members over others (Droogendyk et al., 2016).

a role (Studies 1 and 2)? Must non-confronting group members affirm a

As a result, dominant group allies may provide a stronger signal that

confrontation for it to act as a safety cue (Studies 2 and 3)?

one's identity and safety will be protected in environmental contexts

In Study 1, we examined two competing hypotheses concerning

involving interactions with others. Furthermore, dominant group

confronter identity. Specifically, we considered it theoretically pos-

allies’ confrontations may provide more potent validation of one's

sible that either (a) dominant group ally confrontations (i.e., a White

social identity than confrontations by ingroup members (Cihangir

confronter) or (b) ingroup confrontations (i.e., an Asian confronter)

et al., 2014) or marginalized group allies.

might provide a better safety cue and elicit more positive feelings toward the interaction group following an anti-Asian remark. In Study

1.4 | Group norms and affirmed confrontations

2, we tested these same competing hypotheses within the context
of gender bias. We also examined the role of confrontation affirmations by non-confronting interaction group members, with the

We also considered the possibility that, when targets consider their

hypothesis that affirmations would increase targets’ warmth toward

identity-safety in an environment after bias has been expressed, the

the group and identity-safety. Finally, in Study 3, we tested compet-

behavior of other people who are also present (i.e., bystanders) will

ing hypotheses that affirmed confrontations would enhance targets’

be important. That is, identity-safety may hinge not just on one per-

positive feelings and identity-safety (a) equally in the context of gen-

son speaking out against bias, but also on bystanders joining in to af-

der and racial bias, versus (b) more for gender than racial bias. In all

firm the confrontation. Even if one person has stepped up to express

experiments, we controlled for individual differences in sociability

discontent with a biased remark, if other people present in the situa-

and desire for group interactions (e.g., Wilt & Revelle, 2017) by using

tion do not affirm that confrontation, targets may continue to doubt

ratings participants completed for a filler group interaction when

that their social identities will be valued and safe in the environmen-

predicting dependent variables for the critical group interaction.

tal context. For instance, the silence of confrontation bystanders

These hypotheses were explored among three participant pop-

may communicate that they fear the person who made the biased

ulations (i.e., Qualtrics-recruited Chinese-American women, un-

statement (Swim & Hyers, 1999; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001), or

dergraduate participants, and MTurk-recruited Black and White

that they agree with or simply do not care about the expression of

women) and three types of bias (anti-Asian bias, anti-women bias,

bias. If this is the case, one person's confrontation, regardless of

and anti-Black bias).

their identity, may be insufficient for a target group member to infer
identity-safety.
However, if other people in that environment express support
for the confrontation, targets of bias should be more likely to perceive norms that do not tolerate bias. More specifically, affirmations of the confrontation by bystanders should establish both
injunctive and descriptive norms (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990;

2 | S T U DY 1
2.1 | Method
2.1.1 | Participants and design

Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993), thereby communicating that bias is
neither condoned nor characteristic of the environmental context.

Given the novelty of the present research questions, we did not have

Such norms cause people to adjust their behavior accordingly (Ata,

directly relevant prior effect sizes to inform a power analysis. We

Bastian, & Lusher, 2009; Miller, Monin, & Prentice, 2000; Smith &

considered that (a) most effects in social/personality psychology

Louis, 2008), and reduce expressions of prejudice (Allport, 1954;

range from small to medium (Richard, Bond, & Stokes-Zoota, 2003),

Crandall, Eshleman, & O'Brien, 2002; Crandall & Stangor, 2005).

(b) confrontation research routinely produces medium-sized effects

Therefore, when a confrontation is supported by other people who

(e.g., Czopp et al., 2006), and (c) our sample was difficult to recruit.

are also present, relative to when no support is provided, targets of

Given these considerations, we conducted a power analysis with

bias may feel more confident that their social identities will not be

G*Power v.3.1.9.2 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) using a

devalued in the setting.

medium-sized effect (f = 0.25), which indicated that 200 participants

4
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(or, approximately 40 participants per cell) would provide 80% power

2.1.3 | Measures 2

to detect this effect size.
We recruited 214 Chinese-American women between the ages
25 and 40 (Mage = 30.13, SDage = 3.25) through an online Qualtrics

Perpetrator Offensiveness
As a check that the perpetrator's (i.e., person who made the biased

Panel.1 Age was restricted to increase the likelihood that partici-

remark) remark was perceived as offensive, participants rated how

pants could relate to the critical script content. Each participant re-

rude, offensive, and ignorant this character was on a 1 (Strongly

ceived $4.95. Participants were randomly assigned to one of five

Agree) to 7 (Strongly Disagree) scale. Items were averaged to create a

conditions in a single-factor between-participants design. Three

composite offensiveness score.

conditions included an anti-Asian remark that was confronted by either a Chinese-American woman, a Black woman, or a White woman.

Feeling toward the Interaction Group

In a fourth condition, the anti-Asian remark was not confronted. In a

Participants reported their feeling toward the interaction group (i.e.,

fifth condition, the anti-Asian remark was not made.

the women who interacted in the script) using a feeling thermometer
ranging from 0 (cold) to 100 (warm).

2.1.2 | Procedure

Identity-safety
Based on prior literature (e.g., Cheryan et al., 2009), identity-safety

After consenting to participate, participants learned that the study

was assessed with measures of belonging (adapted from Walton &

examined perceptions of group interactions. Participants first read

Cohen, 2007; seven items; e.g., “Other members of this group would

a filler script, which was included to mask the study's focus. Before

accept me”), safety (adapted from Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies,

the script started, participants read a short description of each char-

Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008; Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012; seven items;

acter, accompanied by their name and picture. In the script, each

e.g., “I think that I could trust this group to treat me fairly”), and de-

character line identified the person “speaking” by name and picture

sire to join the group (adapted from Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008; seven

so participants would know who said what. Afterwards, participants

items; e.g., “I think it would be pleasant to be a part of this group”) on a

completed all measures (see below) in relation to this group.

1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) scale. Presentation of the items

Participants were randomly assigned to receive one of several

was randomized.

versions of the second, critical script. The context was described as
four women meeting for coffee after dropping their children off for
the first day of school. Participants viewed a short description of
each character, including names and pictures to convey each person's race (two White women, one Chinese-American woman, one

2.2 | Results
2.2.1 | Analytic approach

Black woman). Then, participants read a script of the interaction,
again with each line accompanied by the person's picture and name.

We observed high correlations between the identity-safety meas-

In the conditions including a biased remark, one of the White

ures (rs > .74), which also proved to be the case for subsequent

women stated, “Asians aren't really good drivers typically, so I’m just

studies. Therefore, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses

worried…I’m not sure I’d be comfortable with this [carpooling] ar-

(CFA) using MPlus (Version 8.0, Muthén & Muthén, 2017), in-

rangement”. In conditions involving a confrontation, the remark was

cluding data from all studies, to test whether a one-factor model

confronted with, “Hey, that's just a stereotype. Some Asians are bad

fit the data better than a three-factor model (see Figure 1). The

drivers, some aren't. Just like other people. You can't assume [she's/

three-factor model provided an excellent fit (according to Hu &

I’m] going to be a bad driver just because [she's/I’m] Asian!” The

Bentler’s, 1999, criteria); however, most fit indices indicated the

confronter identity was manipulated to be either the other White

one-factor model was acceptable (see Table 1). Further, results

woman, the Black woman, or the Chinese-American woman. When

were largely redundant across the identity-safety measures when

the confrontation occurred, the script ended immediately after it. In

analyzed separately (see Supplemental Materials). Thus, for all

the No Confrontation condition, the script ended with the uncon-

studies, results based on the one-factor measure, identity-safety,

fronted anti-Asian remark. In the No Comment condition, no biased

are presented.

remark was made.

Perpetrator Offensiveness was predicted using condition (No

Then, the full study purpose was disclosed, and participants

Confrontation, Chinese-American Confronter, White Confronter, Black

completed a post-session consent form that asked for permission to

Confronter, and No Comment) in a between-participant analysis of vari-

use their data.

ance (ANOVA). For analyses of Feeling toward the Interaction Group

1
Per our inclusion criteria, the Qualtrics Panel (see https://www.qualtrics.com/uk/resea
rch-services/online-sample/, for more on Qualtrics Panels) only provided data for
participants who passed two out of three attention checks embedded in the survey, took
at least 12 min to take the survey, and responded correctly to two items that asked about
critical script information.

2
Participants also completed two exploratory measures: (a) identification as an Asian
woman, and (b) confronter perceptions (i.e., the extent to which the confronter was seen
as a complainer and hypersensitive). However, condition did not influence either variable,
and so we do not discuss them further. See Appendix S1 for details.
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Models tested in confirmatory factor analyses

Fit statistics for CFA models, Study 1
χ2

3-Factor Model
1-Factor Model

*

1,262.45

*

2,573.755

df

RMSEA

RMSEA
90%CI

CFI

TLI

SRMR

AIC

BIC

167

0.08

<0.0001

0.96

0.95

0.03

61,387.71

61,703.36

170

0.113

<0.0001

0.90

0.89

0.04

62,693.01

62,993.63

*p < .00001.

and Identity-safety, we also included a covariate (thus, performing

that the biased comment was interpreted as intended, the perpetra-

ANCOVAs). Based on an a priori decision, participants’ scores on the

tor was seen as more offensive in conditions where a biased com-

corresponding measure from the filler script were used as a covariate

ment was made compared to the No Comment condition, regardless

in feeling and identity-safety analyses for this and all subsequent stud-

of whether the confronter was Chinese-American, t(209) = 7.47,

ies to control for these individual differences. Their inclusion affected

SE = 0.33, p < .001, 95%CI [−3.41, −1.52], Black, t(209) = 7.93,

significance in only one instance, which we have footnoted where the

SE = 0.34, p < .0001, 95%CI [−3.61, −1.35], White, t(209) = 7.39,

relevant result is presented. See Supplemental Materials for all analyses

SE = 0.33, p < .000, 95%CI [−3.41, −1.52], or no confrontation was

without covariates (i.e., ANOVAs).

made, t(209) = 6.53, SE = 0.37, p < .001, 95%CI [−3.42, −1.35]. No

For this and all subsequent studies, follow-up comparisons were

other comparisons were significant, ps = 1.00.3

performed with Bonferroni corrections (i.e., α/10 for Study 1, α/6
for Studies 2 and 3), and all reported ps reflect these corrections.
We report confidence intervals for the difference between relevant

2.2.3 | Feeling toward interaction group

means involved in comparisons. Small differences in degrees of freedom sometimes occur due to missing data.

Feelings toward the filler interaction group (i.e., the group in the filler

See Table 2 for descriptive statistics, reliability, and inter-mea-

script) was a significant covariate when predicting feelings toward

sure correlations and Table 3 for cell means and standard deviations.

the critical interaction group, F(1, 207) = 20.59, p < .001, ηp2 = .09.
Of greater interest, the ANCOVA revealed a significant main ef-

2.2.2 | Perpetrator offensiveness

fect for condition, F(4, 207) = 4.53, p = .002, ηp2 = .08. Participants
felt warmer toward the interaction group when no biased comment
was made than when it was made but not confronted, t(207) = 3.46,

The ANOVA revealed that an effect of condition on offensiveness
ratings was significant, F(4, 209) = 21.50, p < .001, ηp2 = .29. Verifying

3

Values of p = 1.00 often emerged due to the Bonferroni corrections applied.
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TA B L E 2 Descriptive statistics, reliability, and correlations
between measures, Study 1
M (SD)

α

1.

1. Perpetrator
Offensiveness

4.78 (1.83)

.91

–

2. Feeling toward
Interaction Group

62.91 (23.62)

–

−.47*

3. Identity-safety

4.15 (1.28)

.97

−.43

SE = 0.27, p = 1.00, 95%CI [−1.11, 0.43]. Finally, greater identitysafety was reported with no comment than with the ChineseAmerican confronter, t(208) = 3.87, SE = 0.26, p = .001, 95%CI [0.26,

2.

1.71], and the Black confronter, t(208) = 3.27, SE = 0.26, p = .01,
95%CI [0.11, 1.56]. Again, providing some, albeit weak, support

*

for the idea that the White confronter could serve as a safety cue,

–
.78

identity-safety was comparable in the No Comment and White
*

Note.: Note: Feeling toward the interaction group was a one-item
measure, so no alpha is reported.
*p ≤ .001.

Confrontation conditions, t(208) = 2.59, SE = 0.26, p = .10, 95%CI
[−0.06, 1.39].

2.3 | Summary

SE = 5.16, p = .007, 95%CI [−32.53, −3.23]. However, confrontation did not increase warmth. The No Confrontation condition did

An anti-Asian statement caused Chinese-American participants to

not differ from conditions with a Chinese-American confronter,

report colder feelings toward an interaction group and less identity-

t(207) = 0.30, SE = 4.99, p = 1.00, 95%CI [−15.71, 12.66], Black con-

safety (belonging, safety, and desire to join the group). Furthermore,

fronter, t(207) = 0.22, SE = 5.01, p = 1.00, 95%CI [−15.33, 13.10], or

confrontation did little to counteract this effect: When the biased

White confronter, t(207) = 1.02, SE = 4.99, p = 1.00, 95%CI [−19.25,

comment was confronted, participants did not report greater iden-

9.04]. Finally, greater warmth was reported in the No Comment con-

tity-safety than when the biased comment was not confronted. The

dition than with the Chinese-American confronter, t(207) = 3.46,

White confronter appeared to boost identity-safety somewhat, but

SE = 4.73, p = .007, 95%CI [2.95, 29.77], and the Black confronter,

in no case were levels of identity-safety greater when the White

t(207) = 3.52, SE = 4.75, p = .005, 95%CI [3.30, 30.23]. Providing

woman confronted the anti-Asian comment than when the comment

some, albeit weak, support that the White confronter served as a

was not confronted.

safety cue, warmth was comparable in the No Comment and White
Confrontation conditions, t(207) = 2.70, SE = 4.72, p = .07, 95%CI
[−0.62, 26.17].

3 | S T U DY 2
Study 2 further explored confrontation as a safety cue, this time in

2.2.4 | Identity-safety

the context of a sexist comment that was or was not confronted by
a woman (ingroup) or a man (ally). Given there was no significant

Filler identity-safety was a significant covariate, F(1, 208) = 13.64,

difference between any of the confrontation conditions and the No

p < .001, ηp2 = .06. More importantly, the ANCOVA yielded a signifi-

Confrontation condition in Study 1, we sought to increase power to

cant main effect for condition, F(4, 208) = 4.90, p = .001, ηp2 = .09.

detect significant effects if they were indeed to be found. In addi-

As with feeling toward the interaction group, participants felt more

tion to increasing sample size, we strengthened the manipulation by

identity-safety when no biased comment was made than when a

having participants listen to an audio recording of the interaction,

biased comment was made but not confronted, t(208) = 3.60,

rather than reading a script. Perhaps the biased statement was espe-

SE = 0.28, p = .004, 95%CI [−1.80, −0.21]. Furthermore, the No

cially salient when it was read in Study 1, thereby limiting attention

Confrontation condition again did not differ from conditions with

to subsequent content, including the confrontation. Also, reading

a Chinese-American confronter, t(208) = 0.06, SE = 0.27, p = 1.00,

the interaction may not have been very engaging, again potentially

95%CI [−0.79, 0.75], Black confronter, t(208) = 0.61, SE = 0.27,

dampening confrontation effects. Finally, the ingroup member's

p = 1.00, 95%CI [−0.94, 0.61], or White confronter, t(208) = 1.26,

confrontation in Study 1 involved the same person toward whom

TA B L E 3

Measures as a function of confrontation condition, Study 1
No Confrontation
n = 33

Black Confronter
n = 46

White Confronter
n = 47

Chinese Confronter
n = 47

No Comment
n = 41

Perpetrator
Offensiveness

5.14a (1.99)

5.41a (1.44)

5.22a (1.64)

5.22a (1.48)

2.76b (1.26)

Feeling toward
Interaction Group

56.97a (28.01)

59.00a (23.36)

62.74ab (25.11)

60.25a (19.17)

75.65b (18.98)

Identity-safety

3.85a (1.44)

4.01a (1.22)

4.12ab (1.20)

3.93a (1.18)

4.85b (1.19)

Measure

Note: Numbers in parentheses are cell standard deviations. Means not sharing a subscript within each dependent variable differ significantly at
p < .05 after applying Bonferroni corrections.
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the biased remark was directed, rather than an ingroup bystander.

The between-participants design included six conditions. Four

To address this confound, all confronters in Study 2 were bystanders

conditions included a sexist remark that was confronted by either

of the biased remark.

a man or a woman, and this confrontation either was or was not af-

As in Study 1, we hypothesized that, compared to participants in

firmed by other members of the group. A fifth condition included a

conditions without a biased comment, participants exposed to the

sexist remark that was not confronted. The final condition did not

biased comment would report more perpetrator offensiveness, less

include a sexist remark.

warmth toward the interaction group, and less identity-safety. We
again tested competing predictions that a target group ally (i.e., a
woman confronter) versus a dominant group ally (i.e., a man confron-

3.1.2 | Procedure

ter) would be more effective at raising identity-safety.
Study 2 also introduced a manipulation of whether bystand-

The cover story and procedure were the same as in Study 1, except

ers affirmed the confrontation. In line with group norms research

(a) participants listened to an audio file of the group interaction, (b)

(e.g., Reno et al., 1993), we reasoned that a single confronter may

the biased comment and accompanying confrontation concerned

be unable to establish an egalitarian group norm, thereby provid-

gender instead of race, and (c) for some participants, the confronta-

ing an insufficient safety cue. A witness may wonder, do the other

tion was affirmed by other members of the group.

group members agree with the biased statement, or do they share

The setting for the critical interaction was described as a work-

the same egalitarian values as the confronter? Without more infor-

place breakroom, with four coworkers interacting. The characters’

mation, the target-group member may not be able to infer consensus

names and voices conveyed gender. Participants were randomly as-

about the confrontation's value within the group. Thus, we expected

signed to one of six experimental conditions. In conditions including

participants to report greater identity-safety when bystanders af-

a biased comment, a White man stated, “I just don't think women are

firmed the confrontation compared to when they did not or when

assertive enough to lead the IT team. And do you think a woman could

the comment was not confronted at all.

actually stand up to the other directors? We don't have any female
directors right now, and when we have had women they didn't last

3.1 | Method
3.1.1 | Participants and design

long”. In conditions with a confrontation, a man or woman then said,
“C’mon, women can be assertive and very strong leaders! Your statements sound a little unfair and sexist, don't you think?” In the two
Confrontation Affirmed conditions, two remaining group members
(one man and one woman) responded, “I agree. Let's not assume that

Given the null effects for confrontation relative to No Confrontation

women make poor directors”, and “Yeah, hiring for any type of job

in Study 1, we aimed to power Study 2 better through an increased

should have nothing to do with gender”. In the No Confrontation con-

number of participants and procedural improvements. G*Power

dition, the biased remark was left unconfronted. In the No Comment

(Faul et al., 2007) indicated that 426 participants (71 participants

condition, no biased remark was made. At the end, the audio faded

per cell) would provide 80% to detect a small-to-medium effect

out, so that participants did not know what else was said.

(f = .18).
Due to a programming error, initial data collection inadvertently
left out the No Comment condition and replaced it with the No
Confrontation condition (thus doubling up on data collection in this
condition). Upon realizing the error toward the end of data collec-

3.2 | Results
3.2.1 | Analytic approach

tion, we corrected it to include data collection for the No Comment
condition. For this reason, the cell size for the No Confrontation con-

Initially, feeling and identity-safety were predicted in single-factor

dition is higher (n = 121) than in the No Comment condition (n = 72).

(No Confrontation, Female Confrontation without Affirmation, Male

Participants were 455 undergraduate women recruited via email

Confrontation without Affirmation, Affirmed Female Confrontation,

to complete an online survey. As compensation, participants were en-

Affirmed Male Confrontation, and No Comment) between-partici-

tered into a lottery to win an Amazon gift card (one of 18 gift cards

pants ANCOVAs. These analyses revealed a significant main effect for

ranging from $25 to $100, with decreasing odds of winning as the

condition for each dependent variable (Fs > 5.88, ps < .001). However,

amount increased). Based on a priori criteria, data were removed from

follow-up comparisons with Bonferroni corrections did not reveal any

five participants who did not give post-session consent to use their

instance in which the male and female confronter conditions differed,

data; five participants who responded incorrectly to both manipula-

regardless of affirmation condition (ps = 1.00). Thus, as in Study 1,

tion-based attention checks (i.e., incorrectly reporting the condition

confronter identity played no role in the results.

they were in) and failed an audio test; and four participants who re-

Given these non-significant effects, we collapsed across con-

sponded incorrectly to both manipulation-based attention checks and

fronter gender in subsequent analyses. We analyzed each depen-

responded repetitively (e.g., all “4”s). Thus, 441 participants were in-

dent variable with a single-factor between-participants variable with

cluded in the final dataset (Mage = 20.06, SDage = 1.96; 72.34% White).

four levels: No Confrontation, Confrontation without Affirmation,

8
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TA B L E 4 Descriptive statistics, reliability, and correlations
between measures, Study 2
M (SD)

α

1.

1. Perpetrator
Offensiveness

5.08 (1.44)

.90

–

2. Feeling toward
Interaction Group

64.47 (22.21)

–

−.26*

3. Identity-safety

4.58 (1.12)

.96

−.28

SE = 3.19, p < .001, 95%CI [−22.36, −5.44]. When the confrontation
was affirmed by others in the group, feelings were warmer than in the
No Confrontation condition, although this difference did not reach

2.

the Bonferroni-corrected significance level, t(436) = 2.62, SE = 2.74,
p = .054, 95%CI[−14.43, 0.07]. Nevertheless, feelings toward the

*

interaction group were still colder with an affirmed confrontation

–
.83

than in the No Comment condition, t(436) = 3.51, SE = 3.17, p = .003,
*

Note: Note: Feeling toward the interaction group was a one-item
measure, so no alpha is reported.
*p ≤ .001.

Confrontation Affirmed, and No Comment (i.e., sexist remark was
4

not made). As in Study 1, perpetrator offensiveness was predicted

95%CI [−19.54, −2.72].

3.3 | Identity-safety
Filler identity-safety was not a significant covariate, F(1, 436) = 0.01,
p = .91, ηp2 < .001. As expected, the main effect for condition was signif-

with an ANOVA; feeling and identity-safety were predicted with an

icant, F(3, 436) = 15.68, p < .001, ηp2 = .10. Participants felt more iden-

ANCOVA.

tity-safety in the No Comment condition than in the No Confrontation

See Table 4 for descriptive statistics, reliability, and inter-mea-

condition, t(436) = 6.58, SE = 0.16, p < .001, 95%CI [−1.47, −0.62]. We

sure correlations, and Table 5 for cell means and standard deviations.

again saw little support for the idea that confrontation alone could
improve identity-safety. Identity-safety in the Confrontation condi-

3.2.2 | Perpetrator offensiveness

tion did not differ from the No Confrontation condition, t(436) = 2.27,
SE = 0.14, p = .14, 95%CI [−0.05, 0.68], and was significantly lower than
in the No Comment condition, t(436) = 4.63, SE = 0.16, p < .001, 95%CI

The effect of condition was significant, F(3, 437) = 67.93, p < .001,

[−1.16, −0.32]. When the confrontation was affirmed, greater identity-

ηp2 = .32. As with Study 1, the biased comment was interpreted as

safety was reported compared to no confrontation, t(436) = 4.16,

intended. The perpetrator was seen as more offensive in condi-

SE = 0.14, p < .001, 95%CI [0.21, 0.93]. Nevertheless, identity-safety

tions with a biased comment compared to the No Comment con-

was still significantly lower in the Confrontation Affirmed condition

dition, regardless of whether the comment was not confronted,

than in the No Comment condition, t(436) = 3.04, SE = 0.16, p = .02,

t(437) = 12.83, SE = 0.18, p < .001, 95%CI [−2.75, −1.81], con-

95%CI [−0.90, −0.06]. These findings suggest that affirmed confron-

fronted, t(437) = 11.95, SE = 0.18, p < .001, 95%CI [−2.59, −1.65],

tations signal identity-safety in the group, although not to the same

or confronted and affirmed, t(437) = 12.30, SE = 0.18, p < .001,

degree as if no biased comment was made.

95%CI [−2.63, −1.70]. No other comparisons were significant,
ps = 1.00.

3.4 | Summary

3.2.3 | Feeling toward interaction group

A sexist comment among a group of coworkers caused women to
experience less identity-safety. As in Study 1, when the remark was

Feeling toward the filler interaction group was not a significant co-

simply confronted (whether by a man or a woman), identity-safety

ηp2

= 0.002. More importantly, the

was not restored. However, when other group members affirmed

main effect for condition was significant, F(3, 436) = 11.36, p < .001,

a confrontation by likewise indicating that the sexist comment was

ηp2 = 0.07. As in Study 1, participants felt warmer toward the interac-

unacceptable, identity-safety was significantly boosted compared to

tion group when no biased comment was made than when a biased

no confrontation. Thus, Study 2 suggests that, for a safety cue to be

comment was made but not confronted, t(436) = 5.73, SE = 3.20,

established following an act of sexism, there must be group consen-

p < .001, 95%CI [−26.78, −9.84]. Furthermore, the Confrontation

sus for the confrontation, which presumably makes clear that social

condition again did not differ from the No Confrontation condition,

norms within the group are against the expression of sexism.

variate, F(1, 436) = 0.67, p = .41,

t(436) = 1.60, SE = 2.76, p = .66, 95%CI [−11.72, 2.89], and was significantly less warm than the No Comment condition, t(436) = 4.35,

4
We also repeated all analyses with more stringent exclusion criteria, excluding 29
participants who (a) incorrectly responded to two out of three number-based attention
checks, (b) incorrectly responded to one out of two of the manipulation-based attention
checks, or (c) did not pass the audio test. Excluding these participants affected only one
result: the simple effect between “No Comment” and “Affirmed Confrontation” for
desire to join became significant at p = .03. Given this minor difference, we report the
main analyses including these participants.

4 | S T U DY 3
Study 3 examined whether the effect of affirmed confrontations
generalizes to anti-Black racism. We considered two possible outcomes. First, as in Study 2, an affirmed confrontation will restore
Black individuals’ identity-safety to the same extent that affirmed
confrontation restored identity-safety for women. However,
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Measures as a function of confrontation condition, Study 2

Measure

No Confrontation
n = 121

Confrontation (no affirmation)
n = 122

Confrontation affirmed
n = 126

No comment
n = 72

Perpetrator Offensiveness

5.52a (1.40)

5.36a (1.14)

5.41a (1.11)

3.25b (1.04)

Feeling toward Interaction
Group

58.17a (22.27)

62.64ab (21.86)

65.44ab (22.03)

76.50 c (18.13)

Identity-safety

4.16a (1.14)

4.47ab (1.00)

4.72b (1.15)

5.21c (0.89)

Note: Note: Numbers in parentheses are cell standard deviations. Means not sharing a subscript within each dependent variable differ significantly
at p < .05 after applying Bonferroni corrections. Because we collapsed across male and female confronters to create a single “Confrontation
(no affirmation) condition” and “Confrontation Affirmed” condition, these conditions have slightly higher ns than the “No Comment” condition.
Furthermore, the No Confrontation condition has a higher n than the No Comment condition due a computer programming error.

societal norms against racism toward Blacks are stronger than so-

variables in the No Comment condition (ps > .63), indicating that they

cietal norms against sexism (Fiske & Stevens, 1993; Woodzicka,

responded similarly with a neutral interaction.

Mallett, Hendricks, & Pruitt, 2015). Given this, we also considered
a second possibility that the expression of a biased statement about
Black people may be perceived as especially egregious, so that, re-

4.1.1 | Procedure

gardless of whether a confrontation is affirmed, it will not restore
identity valuation within the group. This competing hypothesis thus

The procedure and measures were identical to Study 2, with a few

posits that the damage done by an anti-Black statement cannot be

exceptions. In the critical audio, we manipulated whether the biased

countered through confrontation, even if it is affirmed by other

comment concerned women or Black people and used the following

group members.

wording: “Do you really think that a [woman/Black person] could be

Our two competing hypotheses for Study 3, along with methods
and data analysis plans, were preregistered, https://osf.io/cmn4v.

up to it? It is central to the company's functioning, and requires a lot
of advanced qualifications...” Given the non-significant confronter
identity effects in Studies 1 and 2, we did not manipulate this vari-

4.1 | Method
G*Power v.3.1.9.2 (Faul et al., 2007) indicated that 467 participants
(or, approximately 58 participants per cell) would provide 90% power
to detect a small-to-medium sized effect (f = .18). We tested our hypotheses among White and Black women. Given their underrepresen-

able. A White man always confronted the biased comment. Finally,
we did not collect measures of perceptions of the confronter. 5

4.2 | Results
4.2.1 | Analytic approach

tation, Black women are difficult to recruit, so we optimized statistical
power by over-sampling White women (Hennes, Lane, & Neo, 2019).
Black and White women (N = 461) received $1.00 for participat-

Each dependent variable was predicted using Type of Bias (Race vs.
Gender)

and

Confrontation

Condition

(No

Confrontation,

ing through TurkPrime. Data from six participants were removed:

Confrontation Only, Affirmed Confrontation, and No Biased

two who did not give post-session consent to analyze their data, two

Comment) in a between-participants ANCOVA.6 See Table 6 for de-

who experienced technical issues, and two who missed both manipulation-based attention checks and did not pass the audio test. The
final dataset included 455 participants (Mage = 41.26, SDage = 12.67;
59.6% White, 40.4% Black).
Study 3 used a 2 (Bias Type: Race vs. Gender) × 4 (Condition: No
Confrontation, Confrontation Only, Affirmed Confrontation, and No
Biased Comment) design. We recruited both Black and White women,
assigning Black participants to the race condition, White participants
to the gender condition, and randomly assigning confrontation condition. White participants were older (20–73; M = 43.33, SD = 12.93)
than Black participants (18–67, M = 38.21, SD = 11.67), t(453) = 4.43,
p < .001, and Black participants were more liberal (M = 2.98, SD = 1.49)
than White participants (M = 3.69, SD = 1.81) on a 1 (Very Liberal) to
7 (Very Conservative) scale, t(453) = 4.10, p < .001. However, including age and political orientation as covariates did not change results.
Also, White and Black participants did not differ for any outcome

5
As an exploratory measure, participants also reported their stigma consciousness of
both racism and sexism, so that these items could be included as covariates in the
ANOVA models. Although there were significant effects of gender stigma consciousness,
but not racism stigma consciousness, on feeling and identity-safety (see Appendix S1),
these variables did not change the main effect of confrontation condition, nor the
interaction between confrontation condition and bias type, for either variable.
Participants also reported the extent to which they believe sexism and racism are
acceptable in today’s society, which we explored as a potential mechanism between
confrontation condition and identity-safety. The effect of confrontation condition and
the interaction between confrontation condition and bias type were not significant (see
Appendix S1). Given this, we did not conduct subsequent mediation analyses. See
Appendix S1 for a more detailed consideration of why this potential mechanism was not
significant.
6
We conducted additional analyses excluding participants (n = 49) who (a) did not pass
the attention checks, (b) showed evidence of repetitive responding (e.g., responding “7”
to every question), or (c) suspected the study hypotheses. Excluding these participants
did not change results, so, based on an a priori, pre-registered decision, we report the
main analyses including these participants. We also included three checks to ensure
“server farms” (TurkPrime, 2018) were not completing the study, which all participants
passed.
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TA B L E 6 Descriptive statistics, reliability, and correlations
between measures, Study 3

1. Feeling toward
Interaction Group

More importantly, we observed the expected main effect
of confrontation condition, F(3, 446) = 17.49, p < .001, ηp2 = .11,

M (SD)

α

1.

63.61 (24.99)

–

–

.98

.84*

2. Identity-safety

4.40 (1.44)

Note: Note: Feeling toward the interaction group was a one-item
measure, so no alpha is reported.
*p ≤ .001.

which was not moderated by an interaction between type of bias
and confrontation condition, F(3, 446) = 1.31, p = .27, ηp2 = .009.
Replicating Studies 1 and 2, participants felt more identity-safety in
the No Comment condition than in the No Confrontation condition,
t(446) = 7.07, SE = 0.18, p < .001, 95%CI [0.79, 1.74]. Furthermore,
the Confrontation Only condition did not differ from the No
Confrontation condition, t(446) = 2.22, SE = 0.18, p = .16, 95%CI
[−0.87, 0.08], and was significantly lower than the No Comment
condition, t(446) = 4.91, SE = 0.18, p < .001, 95%CI [0.40, 1.34].

scriptive statistics, reliability, and correlations, and Table 7 for condi-

Replicating Study 2, affirmed confrontation boosted identity-safety

tion cell means and standard deviations.

compared to no confrontation, t(446) = 3.17, SE = 0.18, p = .01,
95%CI [−1.05, −0.09], but identity-safety was still higher in the No

4.2.2 | Feeling toward the interaction group
Feeling toward the filler interaction group was a significant covari-

Comment than the Affirmed Confrontation condition, t(446) = 3.84,
SE = 0.18, p = .001, 95%CI [0.21, 1.17].

ate, F(1, 446) = 21.33, p < .001, ηp2 = .12. Furthermore, the main ef-

4.3 | Summary

Participants in the Race Bias condition (M = 60.30, SD = 27.48) felt

A group-affirmed confrontation helped to restore participants’ iden-

colder toward the interaction group than participants in the Gender

tity-safety to the same extent for Black women who were exposed

Bias condition (M = 66.14, SD = 22.63).

to a racist comment as for White women who were exposed to a sex-

fect for bias type was significant, F(1, 446) = 6.86, p = .009, ηp2 = .02.

We also observed the expected main effect of confrontation con-

ist comment. Thus, even in the case of racism toward Black people,

dition, F(3, 446) = 19.90, p < .001, ηp2 = .12, which was not moderated

target group members will be able to experience warmer feelings

by an interaction between type of bias and confrontation condition,

and greater identity-safety if biased comments are confronted and

F(3, 446) = 1.73, p = .16, ηp2 = .01. The results mirrored Study 2.

the confrontation is affirmed by others.

Participants reported warmer feelings with no comment than no confrontation, t(446) = 7.42, SE = 3.10, p < .001, 95%CI [14.80, 31.22].
Furthermore, the Confrontation condition did not differ from the No

5 | I NTEG R ATI V E DATA A N A LYS I S

Confrontation condition, t(446) = 1.94, SE = 3.07, p = .32, 95%CI
[−14.09, 2.17], and was significantly colder than the No Comment

We examined our hypotheses across all studies using integra-

condition, t(446) = 5.56, SE = 3.07, p < .001, 95%CI [8.93, 25.17].

tive data analyses [IDA], which has been called the “gold standard

However, when the confrontation was affirmed, feelings towards the

meta-analytic approach” (McShane & Böckenholt, 2017). We com-

interaction group improved compared to the No Confrontation condi-

bined the data from all studies and conducted separate one-way

tion, t(446) = 2.80, SE = 3.13, p = .03, 95%CI [−17.08, −0.48].7 Still,

ANCOVAs testing the effect of (a) confronter identity (ally vs. in-

feelings in the Affirmed Confrontation condition were significantly

group confrontation) and (b) confrontation (No Confrontation,

colder than in the No Comment condition, t(446) = 4.56, SE = 3.12,

Confrontation Only, Confrontation Affirmed, and No Comment) on

p < .001, 95%CI [5.97, 22.49].

feeling toward the interaction group and identity-safety. In accordance with IDA best practices (Curran & Hussong, 2009), we statisti-

4.2.3 | Identity-safety

cally accounted for which study the data came from by including
study as a covariate. The relevant variable from the filler script was
again entered as a covariate (ps < .002), and pairwise comparisons

Filler identity-safety was a significant covariate, F(1, 446) = 14.10,

were Bonferroni-corrected.

p < .001, ηp2 = .03. Furthermore, the main effect for bias type was

significant, F(1, 446) = 11.20, p = .001, ηp2 = .02. Participants in the
Race Bias condition (M = 4.14, SD = 1.44) reported less identity-

5.1 | Feeling toward the interaction group

safety than participants in the Gender Bias condition (M = 4.59,
SD = 1.37).

In the analysis examining confronter identity, feelings toward the
filler interaction groups were a significant covariate when predict-

7

When the covariate was excluded, this comparison was not significant, t(446) = 2.54,
SE = 3.20, p = .07, 95%CI [−0.34, 16.62], though it still trended in the hypothesized
direction.

ing feelings toward the critical interaction groups, F(1, 611) = 9.45,
p = .002, ηp2 = .02. However, the main effect of ally condition was

not significant, F(1, 611) = 0.45, p = .51, ηp2 = .001. Thus, there was
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Measures as a function of confrontation condition, Study 3
No Confrontation
n = 112

Confrontation (no affirmation)
n = 119

Confrontation affirmed
n = 108

No comment
n = 116

Feeling toward Interaction
Group

54.72a (25.17)

61.03ab (24.73)

62.28b (23.38)

76.09c (21.78)

Identity-safety

3.85a (1.36)

4.28ab (1.42)

4.39b (1.40)

5.06c (1.31)

Measure

F I G U R E 2 Measures as a function of
confrontation condition, Integrative Data
Analysis. Note. Error whiskers represent
standard errors

Feeling Toward Interaction Group

Note: Note: Numbers in parentheses are cell standard deviations. Means not sharing a subscript within each dependent variable differ significantly at
p < .05 after Bonferroni corrections were applied.

100
80
60
40
20
0
No Confron.

Confron. Only Confron.Affirmed

No Comment

Confrontation Condition
7

Identity-Safety

6
5
4
3
2
1
No Confron.

Confron. Only Confron. Affirmed

No Comment

Confrontation Condition
no evidence that participants’ feelings depended on confronter
identity.

5.2 | Identity-safety

In the analysis examining confrontation condition, feelings
toward the filler interaction groups were again significant, F(1,

In the analysis examining confronter identity, filler identity-safety

= .02. More importantly, the main ef-

was not a significant covariate, F(1, 611) = 2.40, p = .12, ηp2 = .004.

fect for confrontation was significant, F(3, 1,103) = 34.39, p < .001,

The main effect of ally condition was not significant, F(1, 611) = 2.12,

ηp2 = .09 (see Figure 2). Confrontation alone did not boost warmth

p = .15, ηp2 = .003. Thus, there was again no evidence that identity-

toward the interaction group compared to the No Confrontation

safety depended on confronter identity.

1,103) = 22.98, p < .001,

ηp2

condition, t(1,103) = 2.19, SE = 1.83, p = .17, 95%CI [−0.84, 8.84], and

In the analysis involving confrontation condition, filler identi-

reported feelings were significantly less warm in the Confrontation

ty-safety was a significant covariate, F(3, 1,104) = 10.95, p = .001,

Only than in the No Comment condition, t(1,103) = 8.10, SE = 1.92,

ηp2 = .01. The main effect for confrontation was significant, F(3,

p < .001, 95%CI [−20.63, −10.48]. However, as in Studies 2 and 3,

1,104) = 35.40, p < .001, ηp2 = .09 (see Figure 2). Again, confronta-

a group-affirmed confrontation boosted warmth compared to no

tion alone did not increase identity-safety compared to no confron-

confrontation, t(1,103) = 5.62, SE = 2.10, p < .001, 95%CI[−17.31,

tation, t(1,104) = 2.44, SE = 0.10, p = .09, 95%CI [−0.02, 0.51], and

−6.24], but feelings were still colder than when no biased comment

identity-safety was significantly lower in the Confrontation condi-

was made, t(1,103) = 3.85, SE = 2.02, p = .001, 95%CI [2.45, 13.13].

tion than in the No Comment condition, t(1,104) = 7.90, SE = 0.11,
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p < .001, 95%CI [−1.11, −0.56]. More importantly, a group-affirmed

These findings contribute to the existing literature on target

confrontation increased identity-safety compared to no confronta-

group members’ reactions to allies. Previous research has found that

tion, t(1,104) = 5.33, SE = 0.11, p < .001, 95%CI [0.29, 0.88], and

target group members sometimes regard allies less positively than

to confrontation only, t(1,104) = 3.23, SE = 0.11, p = .008, 95%CI

ingroup members who stand up against bias. For example, target

[0.06, 0.62]. However, identity-safety was still lower in the Affirmed

group members perceive allies as less aware of inequality (Brown &

Confrontation condition compared to the No Comment condition,

Ostrove, 2013), less supportive of target group goals, less capable of

t(1,104) = 4.28, SE = 0.12, p < .001, 95%CI [−0.80, −0.19].

supportive contact (i.e., supporting the group while upholding their

In sum, the integrative data analysis provided further evidence

autonomy; Droogendyk et al., 2016; Wiley & Dunne, 2019), and as

that affirmed confrontation can promote warmth and identity-safety

having less solidarity (Craig & Richeson, 2012; Warner et al., 2014)

after a biased comment, though still lower than if a biased comment

compared to ingroup members. On the other hand, other research

had been made at all.

on the interpersonal consequences of ally confrontation has found
that allies are well-liked by target group members and are per-

6 | G E N E R A L D I S CU S S I O N

ceived as responding to the situation appropriately (Kutlaca et al.,
2020). The present research contributes to this existing literature by
demonstrating that confrontations by allies that were affirmed by

Marginalized group members often witness biased remarks being

bystanders promoted feelings of warmth and identity-safety to the

made about their group (e.g., Swim et al., 2003), which can threaten

same extent as ingroup confrontations. Thus, although allies may not

their identity and decrease feelings of belonging and safety within

always be viewed as positively as ingroup members, their confron-

the given environment (e.g., Murphy et al., 2007). The present re-

tation of bias can signal safety to target group members in interper-

search investigated whether ally confrontations can restore target

sonal situations (see also Cihangir et al., 2014).

group members’ safety and belonging following such biased com-

The present research also adds to the literature on safety cues.

ments. Across three studies, the present research demonstrates

Existing safety cue work has examined the extent to which both

that, regardless of confronter identity (i.e., ally or ingroup member),

environmental features (such as stereotypically masculine ob-

confrontations caused target group participants to feel like their

jects; Chaney & Sanchez, 2018a, 2018b; Cheryan et al., 2009) and

identity was safe and valued following a biased remark, but only

the presence of other people (such as role models, or non-White

if other members of the interaction group spoke up to affirm the

friends; Pietri, Johnson, & Ozgumus, 2018; Wout et al., 2014) con-

confrontation.

tributes to threat or safety within a given environment. Yet, little

In Studies 1 and 2, we tested whether confronting a biased com-

research has studied factors that influence the efficacy of those

ment would increase positive feelings toward the interaction group

safety cues, nor have these issues been examined in the context

and identity-safety compared to when no confrontation occurred.

of confrontation. The present research highlights confrontations as

Furthermore, we tested competing hypotheses concerning whether

a potential safety cue and affirmations as a factor that influences

dominant group ally or ingroup confrontations would provide the

effectiveness.

most effective safety cue. However, results from both studies

The present work also extends prior confrontation research

demonstrated that target group members saw little value in con-

focusing on bias reduction among dominant group members (e.g.,

frontations performed by lone confronters (i.e., confrontations that

Chaney & Sanchez, 2018a; Czopp et al., 2006). In contrast to our

were not affirmed by others). Regardless of whether the confronta-

findings showing the necessary role of bystanders who affirm a

tion was performed by someone having the same social identity as

confrontation, single confronters have generally succeeded in re-

the person targeted by bias (i.e., an ingroup member), by someone

ducing dominant group members’ expressions of bias (for a review,

with a different but still marginalized identity (i.e., a marginalized

see Czopp, 2019). This discrepancy may hinge on different psy-

group ally), or by someone with a dominant group identity (i.e., a

chological perspectives and concerns across the two situations.

dominant group ally), these lone confrontations did not restore

People who are confronted about expressing bias may perceive

identity-safety following a biased remark. Studies 2 and 3, which

minimal cost to complying. Furthermore, reducing subsequent ex-

compared lone confrontations to affirmed confrontations, demon-

pressions of bias may bring benefits, such as fulfilling affiliative

strated that bystander social support is necessary for confronta-

and epistemic needs by participating in a non-biased, “shared re-

tions to serve as a safety cue. Specifically, confrontation boosted

ality” (Echterhoff, Higgins, & Levine, 2009). In contrast, from the

identity-safety following a biased remark if it was supported by

perspective of the target group members in our research, there

other members of the interaction group via verbal affirmations that

likely was little perceived benefit to joining an interaction group in

agreed with the confrontation content. Thus, overall, the present

which a biased comment had been made. Furthermore, the threat

research suggests that affirmed confrontations serve as a safety

of further bias by the perpetrator and possibly others in the in-

cue for target group individuals following a biased comment, re-

teraction group may be perceived as significant potential costs,

gardless of confronter identity. These conclusions were supported

unless unified opposition to bias is expressed through confron-

by an integrative data analysis that combined the data from all three

tation affirmations. Thus, the differential balance of benefits and

studies.

costs across the two situations may explain why one confronter is
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enough for prejudice reduction and not enough for the establish-

responsibility when someone else has already confronted. Therefore,

ment of safety cues.

allies should be encouraged both to confront and to affirm others’

This balance of benefits and costs may also explain why affirmed confrontations could not completely restore feeling and

confrontations, because doing so may establish strong egalitarian
norms and afford greater identity-safety for target group members.

identity-safety following a biased remark. Even though feeling
and identity-safety increased following an affirmed confrontation
compared to when the biased comment was not confronted, both

6.1 | Limitations and future research

outcomes still remained significantly lower than if no biased comment had been made at all. Likely, the target group member still

The present research examined confrontations as a safety-cue across

perceived a significant amount of threat from the perpetrator, even

several different forms of prejudice (i.e., anti-Asian, gender, and

though the other interaction group members expressed opposition

anti-Black bias) with marginalized-group participants (i.e., Chinese-

to the biased comment. Perhaps if the interaction group had more

American, White women, and Black women) who varied in age

extremely censured the perpetrator, such as ostracizing them from

(i.e., older participants recruited through Qualtrics and TurkPrime,

the group, feeling and identity-safety would have been completely

younger undergraduate college students). Despite this diversity,

restored compared to the No Comment condition. However, such

the present research is limited in that it examines each marginalized

extreme action was not taken in the present paradigm. In the pres-

group individually. Many people hold a combination of intersecting

ent paradigm, the cost of joining a group with a biased member likely

identities, and our methods did not examine potential intersectional

outweighed any potential benefit. As a result, participants reported

effects. For example, in Study 3, Black women only responded to

less positive feeling and identity-safety following a biased comment,

confrontations of anti-Black bias and not to confrontations of sex-

even when the comment was confronted and affirmed by others in

ism. This decision was made strategically, as we anticipated that

the interaction group.

we would be unable to recruit enough Black women participants to

Even though affirmed confrontations could not restore feeling

examine their reactions to both sexism and racism. Yet, this deci-

and identity-safety completely, they still boosted identity-safety

sion also discounts the unique experience of Black women as both

compared to when the comment was not confronted or when the

gender and racial minorities. Black women do in fact experience

comment was confronted by one person. Why was affirmed con-

racism and sexism simultaneously (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008;

frontation a better safety cue than lone confrontation? When the

Remedios & Snyder, 2015), and, like other women of color, subse-

other interaction group members do not respond to the confronta-

quently face unique forms of discrimination due to their intersecting

tion, target group members may question the extent to which the

marginalized identities (e.g., Major & Crocker, 1993; Mohr & Purdie-

confrontation represents group norms. However, when additional in-

Vaughns, 2015; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). For example, Black

teraction group members affirm the confrontation, the impact of the

women are subject to both intersectional invisibility, in which they

confrontation increases; target group members may be more likely

are ignored and underrepresented compared to prototypical, sin-

to believe that the confrontation represents egalitarian group norms.

gly stigmatized group members (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008),

The effect of affirmed versus not affirmed confrontation aligns with

and double jeopardy, in which they experience more discrimination

the literature on group norms. For instance, Social Impact Theory

than prototypical members of their groups (Beal, 2008; Remedios

(Latané, 1981) states that as the number of people supporting a norm

& Snyder, 2015). Perhaps this is why Black women reported lower

increases (such as through affirmation), the social impact of the norm

identity-safety (across all conditions) than White women (Study 3).

also increases. In other words, if multiple people speak up supporting

Given these issues, it is critical that future research examine affirmed

a condemnation of prejudice, then both a descriptive (i.e., what peo-

confrontations as a safety cue with an intersectional approach.

ple do) and injunctive (i.e., what people should do) egalitarian norm is

The paradigms we used may have limitations that should also be

established (e.g., Cialdini et al., 1990; Reno et al., 1993). As a result,

examined in future research. For example, people may respond dif-

target group members should feel safer in the given environment

ferently in an actual group setting, where discussion is face-to-face

and believe that their identity will be supported and valued within

rather than reading about (Study 1) or listening to (Studies 2 and 3)

the given environmental context following an affirmed confrontation

a group interaction. In line with Social Impact Theory (e.g., Latané &

(Ata et al., 2009; Miller et al., 2000; Smith & Louis, 2008). Although

Wolf, 1981), such immediate, individualized interaction may increase

the group norms literature supports this line of thinking, we did not

the impact of both the confrontation and the subsequent interac-

test this process directly. Future research should explore the possible

tion group affirmations. Furthermore, future research would benefit

mediating role of group norms and social support.

from incorporating behavioral measures, such as nonverbal behavior.

Although the present research highlights the benefits of affirmed
confrontation, people may be hesitant to speak up following another
person's confrontation. According to the Confronting Prejudiced

7 | CO N C LU S I O N

Responses (CPR) model (Ashburn-Nardo, Morris, & Goodwin, 2008),
bystanders are much more likely to confront prejudice when they

At the beginning of this article, we asked whether Andy Murray's

feel a sense of responsibility to confront, and they may feel less

confrontation provided a safety cue for Black women in the Olympic
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environment. Importantly, his confrontation prompted an outpouring of support, including Tweets such as “I award [Murray] the
gold medal for feminism in the men's events” (Phillips, 2016) and
“[Murray] just reminded [the interviewer] that women are people,
too” (Rowling, 2016). While Murray's confrontation alone may have
not been enough to act as a safety cue, the present research suggests that, when combined with the deluge of online affirmations,
identity-safety for Black women within the Olympic environment
may have been improved. This serves as just one example of how
allies may provide benefits through their confrontations, especially when others speak up to affirm the ally's actions. Specifically,
when confrontations of prejudice are affirmed, they may provide an
identity-safety cue for members of groups being targeted by bias,
increasing their belonging and safety in an environment. We hope
that the present research findings spur more work on the role of
confrontation and allyship in boosting identity-safety among marginalized individuals.
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