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INTERPERSONAL
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Where you see wrong or inequality or injustice, speak out, because this is

your country. This is your democracy. Make it. Protect it. Pass it on.
Thurgood Marshall, 1978

Thurgood Marshall was an influential American civil rights lawyer and activist
who fought Jim Crow and segregation through the courts, eventually becoming
the first African American to serve on the Supreme Court, He is well-known for
the above quote—words he imparted to graduating students in a commence-
ment address at the University of Virginia in 1978. Speaking out to confront
bias entails a range of actions, such as marching, lobbying, striking, providing
community education, reporting harassment and discrimination, and protesting
through art and music. In addition, interpersonal confrontation occurs when
someone points out another person’s biased statements, remarks, or behavior.
Interpersonal confrontation provides a strategy whereby people can speak out
about injustice in their everyday lives (see Mallett & Monteith, 2019).

This chapter reviews social psychological research on interpersonal confron-
tation of stercotyping, prejudice, and discrimination—which we will refer to
as bias. We first address research concerning the significant and broad benefits
of confrontation. Next, we address whether people confront, including factors
that discourage confrontation and possible remedies to these deterrents. Despite
abundant benefits of interpersonal confrontation and avenues for encouraging
it, an unfortunate reality is that people do not like criticism, and confrontation
may be interpreted as criticism. Because of this, confronters often encounter
undesirable consequences in the form of social costs, such as being perceived as
complainers and liked less than if they had not confronted. Thus, in the final
section of this chapter, we discuss the often-observed negative interpersonal
consequences of confrontation and how such consequences may be mitigated.
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Benefits of Confrontation

Interpersonal confrontation is associated with a variety of outcomes, many of
which are highly beneficial. We will conceptualize beneficial outcomes in terms of
three spheres of influence (see Figure 15.1). At the first and core sphere of influ-
ence, the most direct consequence of confrontation is the reduction of perpetrator
bias. After a perpetrator of bias is confronted by another person, the perpetrator
is less likely to express the same and related biases in the future {e.g., Czopp et al.,
2006). A second sphere of imfluence concerns the benefits of confrontation for
people who belong to marginalized groups that are targeted by bias. Marginal-
ized group members who witness bias may experience beneficial psychological
outcomes if they see that the bias is confronted rather than left unchallenged {e.g.,
Hildebrand et al., 2020; Sanchez et al., 2016). A third and broader sphere of
influence concesns the effect of confrontation on beliefs that people do not and
should not do biased things within the local environment—or the perception of
anti-bias social norms (Li et al., 2024). Because social norms have the potential
to exert control over current and future behavior {e.g., Reno et al., 1993) and
imply sanctions for norm violation (Cialdini & Trost, 1998}, they have potentially
far-reaching effects on encouraging nonbiased behavior. We review evidence for
each of these favorable outcomes below, and factors that maximize the likelihood
thart these outcomes will occur.

Signaling of Anti-Bias Norms

* When people observe bias {e.g., work, educational, and socis] settings), they
asswine it is condoned {injunciive norm) and prevalent {descriptive norm)
* Cenfrontation boosts the perception of anti-bias horms in the face of bias (Li ¢t al.,

2024)
Benefits fox Targets of Bias
‘When targets confront, they When sllies confront, targets
experience... experience. .,

+ Autonomy (Sanchez et al., 2016) * Self-esteern {Chu & Ashbum-Narde, 2022),
* Less stress, muxiety, and depression {¢.., ||* Identity-safety (Hildebrand et al., 2020)

Noh & Kaspar, 2003; Sanchez et al.. + Improved self-confidence and performance]

2016} ' (Cihangic et al., 2014)

Redaction of Perpetrator Bias

« Following confrontation, perpeimors
reduce biased responses
(Chaney & Sanchez, 2018: Czopp et al., 2006; Hildebrand et
al., 2023; Parker et al., 2018)

Figure 15.1 Interpersonal confrontation’s three spheres of influence
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Bias Reduction

Monteith and colleagues (2022) recently provided a theoretical framework to
explain how imterpersonal confrontation produces bias reduction, and why
reduction is greater under some conditions than others, called the Validity
and Impugnment as Determinants of Confrontation Consequences (VIDOCC)
model. According to VIDOCC, when someone is confronted, they ask them-
selves, “Is the confrontation valid?” or in other words, whether their response
is considered biased. People may decide the confrontation is valid because it
conflicts with their own internalized standards for responding (“I should not
have done that!”) or standards they have internalized based on important oth-
ers in their life (“Others | care about surely do not want me to do thatt™) (see
Higgins, 1987). When regarded as valid, self-regulatory processes previously
studied in the context of the Self-Regulation of Prejudice Mode! (e.g., Burns
et al. 2017; Monteith, 1993; Monteith et al., 2002} will be triggered. In brief,
negative self-directed affect will be activated (e.g., disappointment with the
self}; ongoing behavior will be briefly interrupted (behavioral inhibition); peo-
ple will engage in retrospective reflection that helps them encode stimuli con-
nected with their biased response and the resulting negative affect, called cues
for control; and in future situations where they may engage in bias again, cues
for control will trigger behavioral inhibition, prospective reflection about how
one wants to respond, and the inhibition and replacement of biased responses.

The powerful effect of confrontation on bias reduction is well-documented.
Before summarizing this research, we first describe a task frequently used to
clicit biased responses that can then be confronted, called the “stereotypic
inference task.” Initially developed and used in self-regulation of prejudice
research (Monteith et al., 2002, Experiment 3), the task involves generating
labels for people based on their photo and a descriptive sentence. A few critical
items are included among filler items. For instance, “This person can be found
behind bars” paired with a photo of a Black person could yield the stereotype-
consistent response, “criminal,” whereas a non-stereotypic response could be
“bartender.” Supporting the validity of this task for assessing racial bias, greater
stereotype-consistent responding is positively associated with racial bias on the
Implicit Association Test (Greenwald et al., 1998) and symbolic racism (Henry 8
Sears, 2002) and negatively associated with Internal Motivation to Respond
without Prejudice {Plant & Devine, 1998).

Across three experiments, Czopp et al. (2006} used this task to elicit stereo-
typic responses, which were then confronted by a confederate posing as another
participant (“I thought some of your answers seemed a little offensive. The
Black guy wandering the streets could be a lost tourist and the Black woman
could work for the government. People shouldn’t use stereotypes, you know?”).
Being confronted caused participants to experience negative self-directed affect,
and to generate fewer stereotypic responses on a modified stereotypic inference
task including new items. Also, the effect of confrontation on bias reduction
was mediated by negative self-directed affect, thus supporting a self-regulatory
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explanation of bias reduction. Finally, the findings did not seem to reflect mere
compliance because participants’ post-confrontation responses were made pri-
vately, and confrontation also reduced bias on a racial attitudes measure.

Several other findings point to meaningful self-regulation of bias following
confrontation. First, confrontation has lasting effects on bias reduction across
up to a week later (Burns 8 Monteith, 2019; Chaney & Sanchez, 2018). Sec-
ond, consistent with the self-regulation account, participants ruminate on their
biases following confrontation, indicating retrospective reflection, and this
rumination is helpful for subsequent regulation and reduction of bias {Chaney &
Sanchez, 2018). Third, the effect of confrontation about bias toward one target
group appears to activate egalitarian motivations that drive reduced stereotyp-
ing of groups other than those targeted in the mitial confrontation (Chaney
et al.,, 2021). In this research, White participants initially confronted about
applying negative stereotypes to Black people on the stereotypic inference task
subsequently were [ess likely to apply negative and positive stereotypes to Black
people, negative stereotypes to Latine people, and gender role stereotypes to
women {Studies 1 and 2}, Finally, White male participants confronted for gen-
der role stereotyping reported greater motivation for racial egalitarianism one
week later than counterparts who were not confronted, which in turn predicted
fewer negative stereotypic responses for Black and Latino men (Study 3).

In sum, confrontation has a consistent effect on subsequent bias reduction
that appears to reflect the internalization of the bias feedback and the insti-
gation of processes to facilitate subsequent identification of potential biases
and their reduction. Furthermore, the effect of confrontation on bias reduction
is robust to a host of potential moderators. For instance, studies examining
whether prejudiced attitudes or motivation to respond without bias influ-
cnce extent of bias reduction have found no evidence of moderation (Burns 8
Monteith, 2019; Czopp et al,, 2006; Parker et al., 2018). Perhaps this is
because current broader societal norms call for the suppression of the type of
biases that have been studied in confrontation research (Crandall & Eshleman,
2003; but see Kroeper, 2020). As another example, how much the person who
is confronted trusted the confronter did not affect bias reduction, regardless of
whether trust was experimentally induced or varied according to whether the
confronter was a stranger or a friend (Hildebrand et al., 2024).

Many studies have found that confrontation content likewise does not
influence bias reduction. Czopp and colleagues (2006, Experiment 1) found
that the bias reducing effect of confrontation was equally strong whether the
confrontation content was relatively unthreatening (“You shouldn’t use stereo-
types, you know?”) or more threatening (*You seem like some sort of racist
to me”). Whether a confrontation message appealed to internal or external
motivations for reducing bias (e.g., striving for justice vs. political correctness)
also had little effect on bias reduction (Burns & Monteith, 2019). In other
research, participants reduced bias equally whether their role-restrictive infer-
ences about women (e.g., assuming a woman was a teacher rather than school
principal} were confronted with an emphasis on stereotyping women positively
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(e.g., caring) or negatively (e.g., low status) (Burns & Granz, 2021). Finally,
confrontation caused bias reduction to the same extent whether the confronter
indicated they thought the perpetrator could or could not change their preju-
dices (Rattan et al., 2023).

However, below we address two factors that may moderate the magnitude
of bias reduction following confrontation, perhaps at least under some circum-
stances. Both factors can be linked to the VIDOCC framework prediction that
conditions that reduce the perceived validity of a confrontation will reduce bias
reduction {Monteith et al., 2022).

The Group Targeted by Bias

Whereas anti-Black bias is strongly condemned by many people, norms against
sexism are weaker (Crandall et al., 2002; Glick & Fiske, 2001). Furthermore,
because people often like women and apply positive stereotypes to them (Glick &
Fiske, 2001}, people may question whether confrontations about sexism are
valid. Several findings are consistent with this reasoning. Confrontation of sex-
ism elicits less negative self-directed affect and discomfort and more amuse-
ment than confrontation of racism (Czopp & Monteith, 2003). Sexist jokes
and statements are regarded as less offensive and confrontation-worthy than
racist jokes and statements (Woodzicka et al., 2015). Furthermore, when par-
ticipants were confronted about their proneness to sexist biases, they were less
likely to accept the confrontation as accurate, as true of them, and as indicat-
ing bias that they should monitor in the future, compared to participants con-
fronted about their proneness to racist biases (Gulker et al., 2013).

Strategies to establish an evidentiary basis of sexist bias and their harmful
effects may enhance the perceived validity of sexism confrontations and boost
bias reduction. Four experiments reported by Parker and colleagues {2018}
tested this possibility. Participants evaluated a woman’s application for a lab
manager position and were Jed to believe they would not have hired her. This
rejection was characterized as showing gender bias for all participants, but
some participants were also shown evidence that their evaluations were more
negative than those of males with identical materials who ultimately received
favorable hiring decisions. Participants shown evidence of gender bias reported
greater negative self-directed affect and, in turn, stronger intentions to moni-
tor themselves to avoid future gender bias, compared to no gender bias evi-
dence and no confrontation conditions (Experiments 1-3). Also, Experiment
4 showed that the typical discrepancy between reactions to confrontations of
racism and sexism was eliminated when evidence of gender bias and its harmful
effect on the hiring decision was presented.

Altogether, these findings suggest that the tendency to dismiss confronta-
tions of gender more than racial bias can be overcome by concretely pointing
out evidence of harmful gender bias. We suspect that other research showing
that confrontation reduced sexist bias provided sufficient evidence of gender
bias to be perceived as valid (e.g., Burns & Granz, 2021; Burns & Monteith,
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2019; Mallett & Wagner, 2011). Future research is needed to address whether
other aspects of bias (e.g., whether it is expressed in a subtle versus blatant
torm) affect bias reduction following confrontation.

Confronter Identity

Whether a confronter is a member of the group targeted by bias or not {e.g., a
gay versus straight person confronting a homophobic remark) might influence
bias reduction, although relevant evidence is mixed. Such an effect is theoreti-
cally sensible given arguments are perceived as less valid when people have a
vested interest in outcomes (Eagly et al., 1978), and targets are likely to be
perceived as having a vested interest in bias reduction.

We are aware of only two experiments that investigated the effect of con-
fronter identity on bias reduction. In one experiment, Twitter users were con-
fronted by a White or Black man with a strong following for their use of a racist
slur. (In reality, the confronter accounts were controlled by the experimenter, i.e.,
“bots” were used.) Only those confronted by a White man subsequently reduced
their use of the racist slur (Munger, 2017). In another experiment, participants
were confronted for responses on the stereotypic inference task by a Black or
White person they believed was in a neighboring lab room, However, this study
revealed no cffect for confronter race (Czopp et al., 2006, Experiment 2).

Researchers have examined the persuasiveness of confrontations depend-
ing on confronter identity, which provides additional insight into confronter
identity effects. In one study, White participants watched a video of a discus-
sion between a White actor who made biased comments and another actor
who was White or Black, and who either confronted or did not (Rasinski &
Czopp, 2010). When a White person confronted, versus a Black person, pas-
ticipants reported that the perpetrator was more prejudiced and they were less
likely to agree with his comments—suggesting the White confronter was more
convincing. In another experiment, participants were confronted about their
own unconscious racial biases by a White or Black scholar, and they were more
persuaded if the confronter was White (Gulker et al,, 2013).

Although these findings suggest greater influence for nontarget than target
confronters, Wallace et al. {2024) highlighted that extant rescarch provides
inconsistent evidence of the persuasiveness of target group members’ advo-
cacy (broadly defined) for their group relative to nontarget group members.
These researchers found that the perceived expertise of targets (given their
experiences with discrimination) boosts their persuasiveness when advocating
for their group. However, at the same time, perceived bias (given their vested
interest) undermines targets’ persuasiveness relative to nontargets. Given these
opposing effects, Wallace et al. (2024) found limited evidence that target group
membership influenced the effects of advocacy on attitudes and collective
action intentions. This framework will be useful in future research addressing
the conditions under which target group membership in confrontation situa-
tions may or may not influence bias reduction.,
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Overall, research reviewed in this section underscores strong and consist-
ent effects within the first sphere of influence of interpersonal confrontation:
Many studies indicate that confrontation causes bias reduction in the perpe-
trator, with little evidence of moderating factors. Beyond these findings, it is
also important to recognize that failures to confront may imply that biases are
condoned, and individuals who fail to confront may convince themselves that
prejudiced behavior was not so offensive, and that confronting is unimportant
{Rasinski et al., 2013). Indeed, people report more prejudiced attitudes after
failing to confront bias compared to their prior attitudes (Szekeres et al., 2023).
Whereas confronting curbs bias, failure to confront magnifies it.

Benefits for Targets of Bias

A second sphere of influence for confrontation concerns its beneficial outcomes
for targets of bias. We consider how targets’ confrontation may promote their
psychological well-being, and how ally confrontation may foster the well-being
of people who belong to marginalized groups.

Target Confrontation and Well-Being

The experience of discrimination has profound effects on the psychological
and physical health of marginalized group members (e.g., Pascoe & Richman,
2009; Schmitt et al., 2014). Targets may benefit by confronting bias not only
because doing so may reduce future occurrences, but because this proactive
strategy for coping with discrimination may have positive psychological conse-
quences. Results of correlational studies are consistent with this possibility, Noh
and Kaspar (2003) found that Korean adults living in Canada who were highly
acculturated reported that confrontation was their most frequently used strategy
for coping with prejudice, and further found that confrontation was associated
with lower depression. In a 28-day online diary study among women, the use
of confrontation in reaction to sexism was associated with various indicators of
well-being (Foster, 2013). Other correlational research highlights confrontation
as uniquely beneficial for the psychological well-being of target group members:
Women who confronted sexism in an online (staged) interaction subsequently
reported greater competence, self-esteem, and empowerment, whereas these out-
comes were not observed for men (Gervais et al., 2010). Finally, as American
racial minority participants’ self-reported use of confrontation increased, they
reported greater well-being (less depression, stress, and anxiety) {Sanchez et al.,
2016). Confrontation was also associated with greater autonomy, which medi-
ated the effect of confrontation on well-being.

Of course, target group members who confront bias may have certain char-
acteristics that make confrontation uniquely beneficial to them. Studies that
manipulate confronting behavior are sparse and needed to establish causal
impact. We are aware of one relevant experiment (Foster, 2015). Across three
days, women read about a variety of instances of sexism. Participants were
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randomly assigned to tweet about the sexism they read about on each day, or
they were assigned to a control condition. Most tweets served to confront sex-
ism, and women who tweeted about sexism reported lower negative affect and
greater psychological well-being across the days of tweeting,

Despite possible benefits, we emphasize that confrontation may not always
be beneficial for target group members (cf Czopp, 2019). For instance, angered
confrontations may have negative cardiovascular effects (Dorr et al., 2007).
Also, targets who value communality or who live in communal cultures may
find that confrontation is not viable or beneficial. Consider as well that the
experience of bias is a significant stressor and cognitively depleting (Qzier
et al., 2019; Salvatore & Shelton, 2007). Although people may expect targets
to confront bias (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2020), targets may lack the capacity to
navigate a confrontation in the face of bias. Finally, as discussed later, some-
times the benefits of target confrontation may not outweigh potential costs
(e.g., to physical safety and material and social capirtal). Thus, despite possible
benefits, we caution against prescribing target confrontation and emphasize the
importance of ally confrontation as well.

Ally Confrontation and Target’s Well-Being

Target group members are chronically exposed to discrimination in their
everyday lives, and as a result, are attuned to cues that signal they will be
devalued (e.g., Kaiser et al., 2006). Identity-safety cues in an environment (e.g.,
gender-inclusive bathrooms and racial minority teachers) may mitigate targets’
concerns about bias and promote feelings of safety, trust and belonging (i.e.,
identity-safety) (Murphy et al., 2007; Pietri et al., 2018).

A series of studies investigated whether confrontation can serve as an effec-
tive identity-safety cue (Hildebrand et al., 2020). In Study 1, Chinese American
women reported less identity-safety (i.e., belonging, safety, and desire to join
the group) after someone in a group made an anti-Asian comment compared to
a no bias control condition. Interestingly, observing that someone confronted
the bias did little to boost identity-safety relative to when bias was not con-
fronted. The researchers reasoned that with a lone confronter, target group
members might be left wondering whether other bystanders agree with the
confronter or with the perpetrator’s biased comment. Therefore, in Study 2,
they also included a condition in which bystanders affirmed the confronta-
tion by indicating agreement that the comment was problematic. Results indi-
cated that women who heard a sexist remark in a group setting reported lower
identity-safety than women for whom no sexist remark was made. Moreo-
ver, consistent with predictions, women who witnessed confrontation of the
sexist remark and others who agreed with the confronter reported greater
identity-safety relative to when bias was not confronted, whereas a lone con-
fronter did not boost identity-safety compared to the bias not confronted con-
dition. Study 3 replicated these results among White women in a sexism context
and among Black women in a racism context. Figure 15.2 shows results of an
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Identity-Safety

No Confrontation, Affirmed No Biased
Confrontation  Not Affirmed Confrontation Comment

Confrontation Condition

Figure 15.2  ldentity-safety as a function of confrontation cendition, integrative data
analysis of Studies 2 and 3 in Hildebrand et al. (2020)

Note: Identity-safety assessed on a scale from 1 to 7, with higher scores reflecting greater iden-
tity-safety. Error bars represent standard deviations. Means not sharing a lowercase letter differ
significantly from cach other.

integrative data analysis across Studies 2 and 3. These findings underscore the
importance of speaking up against bias in public settings and voicing agree-
ment when someone confronts bias for creating conditions that are welcoming
and feel safe for target group members.

Confrontation also facilitates other positive psychological and perfor-
mance outcomes for targets. For instance, Black participants reported greater
self-esteem after a White person confronted a biased comment about Black
people compared to a no confrontation condition (Chu & Ashburn-Nardo,
2022). This finding was robust, generalizing across confrontation of both posi-
tive and negative stereotyping. In other research, ally confrontation by men
(versus women) bolstered women’s self-confidence and performance following
their experience of sexist bias {Cihangir et al., 2014).

Taken together, this research highlights how confrontation serves as an
identity-safety cue that positively influences target group members’ wellbeing
across a variety of psychological and performance outcomes. Future research
is needed to address whether other outcomes (e.g., physiological) are affected
by ally confrontation. Finally, we caution that ally confrontation may backfire
and not be regarded positively by marginalized group members if it is driven
by inauthentic motives or the desire to satisfy personal goals or needs {Radke
et al., 2020).

Confrontation Signals Anti-Bias Norms

The broadest sphere of confrontation’s influence concerns its potential to sig-
nal anti-bias social norms. Norms concerning bias and prejudice can be cued
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and have downstream consequences for people’s attitudes and behaviors. For
instance, people align their opinions about outgroups with those of their peers
(Blanchard et al., 1994; Crandall et al., 2002) and report more positive atti-
tudes and appreciation for diversity with exposure to inclusive posters and
videos (Murrar et al., 2020). When a male ally expressed support for gen-
der equality, women perceived that the company endorsed gender-equality
norms and they anticipated greater workplace support and respect {Moser &
Branscombe, 2022).

Whether bias confrontation will convey egalitarian norms, however, is not
straightforward. Although someone speaks out against bias, confrontation
occurs after someone already felt free to express it. What is an observer to
make of such a situation? Three experiments recently examined people’s per-
ceptions of anti-bias descriptive norms (i.e., what behaviors they perceived to
be common) and injunctive norms (i.c., what behaviors they perceived to be
acceptable) in an environment after a biased remark was confronted by a domi-
nant group member (Li et al., 2024). Participants learned about an interaction
among co-workers in a workplace setting. For some participants no biased
remark was made in the first place, and for other participants, a biased remark
was made and not confronted. These conditions were compared to conditions
in which the biased remark was confronted but not affirmed by others, and
finally a condition in which both confrontation and affirmation of the confron-
tation occurred.

In Experiments 1 and 2, when a White male spoke up against a biased remark
that questioned the competence of Mexican job applicants, non-Mexican par-
ticipants perceived stronger anti-bias descriptive and injunctive norms com-
pared to when bias was not confronted, and this was the case whether the
confrontation was affirmed by others or not. Indeed, anti-bias injunctive norms
were perceived to be just as strong when bias was confronted as when no
biased remark had been made in the first place. See Figure 15.3 for an illustra-
tion of the findings in Experiment 2. Experiment 3 further demonstrated that
confrontation following a racist comment about a Black job candidate signaled
anti-bias norms among Black as well as White participants. Moreover, extend-
ing Hildebrand et al.’s research (2020}, observing confrontation of anti-Black
bias boosted participants’ sense that their identity would be safe in the environ-
ment, especially if the confrontation was affirmed by others; in addition, the
perception of anti-bias descriptive and injunctive norms mediated the positive
effect of confrontation on identity-safety.

This research extends the influence of confrontation to show that it can
reshape the perceptions of local norms. Because norms spur and guide behaviors
(Cialdini et al., 1990}, confrontation can have a wide-ranging effect of prohib-
iting bias and promoting egalitarian behaviors among people who observe the
confrontation. The results also indicated that confrontation is especially effec-
tive at signaling anti-bias injunctive norms, which play a stronger role in shap-
ing behavior than descriptive norms (Cialdini et al., 1990; Schultz et al., 2007).
Additional research s needed to better understand the role of confrontation in
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Figure 15.3 DPerceprion of anti-bias descriptive and injunctive norms as a function of
confrontation condition, Study 2 in Li et al. (2024)

Note: Descriptive norms were assessed on a scale from 0% to 100%, with higher scores rep-
resenting more people at the workplace not engaging in bias. Injunctive norms were assessed
on a scale from 1 to 9, with higher scores representing greater unacceptability of bias in the
workplace. Error bars represent «1 standard error. Means not sharing a lowercase letter differ
significantly from each other.

shaping social norms. For instance, future research should determine whether
the findings generalize when participants are in actual group situations involv-
ing bias and confrontation, whether confrontation by targets of bias also shape
norm perceptions, and whether observing confrontation leads people to regu-
late potential bias in the future.

Do People Confront?

Despite benefits of bias confrontation, there are other ways to respond to bias,
such as ignoring it (Swim & Hyers, 1999; Swim et al., 2003). In fact, people
are more likely not to confront perpetrators of bias than to confront them. For
instance, consider studies in which about one-third of participants directly con-
fronted racist comments they witnessed (Dickter & Newton, 2013), less than
half of Black participants confronted racial bias that they experienced {Swim
etal., 2003), 45% of women confronted a sexist remark made during an inter-
action with a sexist male confederate (Swim 8 Hyers, 1999), and no partici-
pants who heard a homophobia slur confronted it {Crosby & Wilson, 2015).
Oftentimes people do not confront even though they want to do so {Brinkman
et al.,, 2011; Shelton & Stewart, 2004; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001).
Failures to confront also contradict people’s beliefs about how they would
react. In a paradigm used by Kawakami and colleagues (Karmali et al,, 2017;
Kawakami et al., 2009; see also Kawakami et al., 2019), some participants
imagined a situation in which another person made an extremely racist com-
ment, and other participants experienced this situation. Whereas participants
who imagined the situation reported they would be very distressed, participants
who experienced it reported much lower distress and had physiological reactions
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suggestive of apathy. Furthermore, not one participant who experienced the
situation confronted the perpetrator for their biased remark {Kawakami et al.,
2009). Other recent research compared forecasted to actual confrontation rates
across four experiments and four different minority groups (Black, Muslims,
and Latnos in the United States, and Roma in Hungary) {Szekeres et al., 2023).
Results showed that between 50% and 70% of participants forecasted they
would confront a prejudiced remark they witnessed when playing an online
game. However, between 20% and 45% of participants actually confronted in
this situation. Szekeres et al. (2023) further found that uncertainty about how
to respond accounted for failures to confront.

The decision to confront is complex and influenced by a variety of factors. The
Confronting Prejudice Response (CPR) maodel provides a framework for under-
standing these complexities (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008, Ashburn-Nardo &
Karim, 2019). Inspired by classic bystander intervention research {Latané &
Darley, 1970), the model suggests that people must pass through five hurdles to
confront: (1) detect the bias, (2) interpret the biased event as an “emergency”
that warrants an immediate response, (3) take personal responsibility to con-
front, (4) identify a response {or know how to confront), and (5} take action
and confront (depending on, for instance, whether perceived benefits outweigh
costs). People may fail to confront if they do not clear each hurdle.

In this section, we discuss factors that influence the likelihood of confronta-
tion, which relate to the hurdles captured in the CPR model. Some research
assesses intentions to confront whereas other research examines actual con-
fronting behavior. However, research to date has not investigated whether the
CPR hurdles and factors influencing progress through the hurdles are differen-
tially important for intentions to confront (which sometimes shape behavior)
versus confronting behavior (which sometimes depart from intentions). This is
an important topic for future research. Nevertheless, with an understanding of
factors affecting confrontation, we gain insight into how to prepare people to
engage in confrontation (Monteith et al., 2019).

Type of Prejudice

Contemporary bias is often subtle and covert, showing up in ofthand comments,
ingroup favoritism, subjectively positive beliefs and stereotypes, and responses
that people may not realize are biased (Monteith et al., 2013; Pearson et al.,
2009). Whether bias takes a blatant or subtle form seems especially relevant
to the first two hurdles in the CPR model (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008)—the
detection of bias, and whether it is perceived as harmful enough to warrant
intervention.

‘Take sexism as an example. Both men and women more easily identify hos-
tile sexist beliefs (e.g., antipathy toward women who violate traditional gender
norms) as sexism than benevolent sexist beliefs (e.g., prosocial treatment of
women who fulfill traditional gender roles} (Glick & Fiske, 2001; Swim et al.,
2005). Thus, benevolent sexism may be tess likely to be confronted than hostile
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sexism. “Positive” stereotypes about Black and Asian people are also pervasive
and detrimental but may not be confronted because their biased and harmful
effects go unrecognized among majority groups (Czopp et al., 2015).

Target group members have a greater understanding of the harmful effects of
positive stereotyping. For instance, Black participants rated statements endors-
ing positive racial stereotypes as more discriminatory and evaluated a person
who expressed positive stereotypes more negatively than White participants
(Czopp, 2008). Nonetheless, positive stereotypes may go unchallenged because
target group members know they may be negatively perceived for confront-
ing “unoffensive” stereotypes. Supporting this reasoning, Asian American and
African American participants reported lower intentions to confront positive
stereotypes (c.g., Asian people are good at math; Black people are athletic)
than negative stereotypes (e.g., Asian people are not good at Englishy; Black
people are poor at math} (Alt et al., 2019). This effect was mediated by greater
concerns about being labeled as “complainers” when confronting positive than
negative stereotypes.

Target group members may be especially atruned to and able to detect subtle
and ambiguous bias—whether positive stereotypes are involved or not—due to
chronic awareness of their stigmatized status (Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002;
Pinel, 2004). Members of devalued social groups are vigilant for cues of bias
(Chaney & Sanchez, 2024; Murphy et al., 2007) and exert cognitive resources
to determine whether others’ behavior reflects bias (Salvatore & Shelton,
2007). Consider research showing that Black participants were more likely
than White patticipants to view race-relevant events (€.g., a Black man’s arrest)
as intentional race-based treatment and as harmful (Simon et al., 201%). These
judgments of intent and harm, in turn, were positively related to regarding the
event as discriminatory.

The tendency to believe that discrimination has occurred only to the extent
that it is intentional is highly problematic for curbing bias through confrontation
because implicit bias can emerge from unintentional processes (Greenwald &
Banaji, 1995). Perpetrators of bias are held less accountable for implicit than
explicit bias and people are less supportive of punishing unintentional bias and
trying to reduce it (e.g., with education) compared to explicit bias (Daumeyer
et al., 2019, 2021). Applying these findings to confrontation, implicit bias pre-
sumably is regarded as less of an emergency and confrontation-worthy com-
pared to explicit bias.

Finally, whether bias takes an interpersonal or structural (i.e., related to
policies and institutional practices} form is important to consider. Lindsey
et al. (2015) found that women were more likely to recognize structural gen-
der discrimination (e.g., pay differences as a function of gender) than interper-
sonal discrimination (e.g., comments suggestive of sexism). They also reported
stronger intentions to confront structural than interpersonal bias when they
imagined experiencing them. Nevertheless, when women encountered these
forms of discrimination in everyday life, they were equally unlikely to confront

them.
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Brown and colleagues (2021} also investigated confrontation of interper-
sonal versus structural bias, but in the context of racial bias and among White
Americans. They found that participants reported weaker intentions to con-
front interpersonal bias than structural bias, and this difference was driven by
the belief that structural bias is more harmful. However, Brown et al.’s {2021)
research materials highlighted the harmful consequences of the instances of
structural bias that were presented to participants. When people consider poli-
cies and practices outside the lab, they may lack knowledge of harmful con-
sequences. Indeed, prior research finds that White Americans rarely think of
contemporary racism in structural compared to interpersonal terms (Rucker &
Richeson, 2021; Unzueta & Lowery, 2008), and they are less aware of his-
torical discrimination (which often manifests in contemporary structural bias)
than Black Americans (Nelson et al., 2013). Thus, the detection of structural
bias and interpreting it as warranting confrontation may depend on adequate
education about the harm of structural bias.

In sum, varieties of bias that take a benevolent form, involve positive ste-
reotypes or ambiguous comments, are perceived as unintentional, and that are
manifested structurally in ways that people do not understand all pose chal-
lenges for recognizing and perceiving bias as harmful. The implication is that
much effort is needed to educate people about these forms of bias and their
harmful consequences to increase the likelihood that they will be confronted.

Power, Efficacy, and Bystanders

People’s intentions and confronting behavior are also influenced by whether
one has control over other people’s resources or outcomes (i.c., power; Galinsky
et al., 2003), whether one believes that confronting can effectively curb bias
(i.e., efficacy), and the presence and reactions of others (i.e., bystanders). In
reference to the CPR model (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2008; Ashburn-Nardo &
Karim, 2019), power, efficacy, and bystanders seem particularly important for
whether people take personal responsibility to confront, identify a response,
and take action and confront.

Power

As an individual difference variable, the sense that one has power over oth-
ers predicts self-reported frequency of confronting sexism (Al et al,, 2024).
Also, when experimentally primed to feel powerful, women responded to sexist
remarks with greater disagreement and in a more confrontational manner com-
pared to women primed to feel powerless (Alt et al., 2024). Furthermore, peo-
ple with power or authority ate considered responsible for confronting bias. In
relevant research (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2020), college students imagined that
they and other students were in a dormitory lounge, and the Resident Assis-
tant (RA; an authority figure} either was or was not present. When a student
made a racist or sexist remark, participants viewed the authority figure as more
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responsible for confronting than other observers and indicated weaker 1nten-
tions to confront if the RA was present compared to absent. Relatedly, when
people are made to feel they have the legitimacy to voice their opinion, they
fee} more responsible for confronting bias and are more likely to do it (King
et al., 2024).

On the other hand, lack of power inhibits confrontation, likely because
potential costs of confronting become salient. For example, women reported
being less likely to confront supervisors than coworkers after an incident of
sexism (Ayres et al., 2009). In another experiment, male and female partici-
pants imagined a workplace supervisor, coworker, or subordinate made a sexist
or racist remark (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2014). Across both types of preju-
dice, confrontation intentions were weaker when the perpetrator was higher
in power. Other research revealed that women indicated they would confront
sexism regardless of whether a perpetrator controlled desired resources; in real-
ity, they were less likely to confront when the perpetrator controlled desired
resources (Shelton & Stewart, 2004). Consistent with theorizing of how goals
shape targets’ responses to bias (Mallett & Melchiori, 2019), the goal to main-
tain a favorable relationship with and to be liked by the more powerful perpe-
trator in the above situations may outweigh targets’ goal to be respected and
treated fairly, leading to the decision of leaving bias unchallenged.

Marginalized group members are often stripped of a sense of power when
they are targeted by bias, which inhibits confrontation. More specifically, a
dominant reaction to experienced bias is fear (Miller et al., 2009}, which acti-
vates a self-protective motive rather than the desire to speak up against bias.
In a mock job interview, 40% of target participants described some levels of
fear in response to sexually harassing questions posed by a male interviewer
(Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001). Fear, in turn, was negatively correlated with
confronting. Other research indicates that when target group members ques-
tion their ability to mitigate the discomfort or danger posed by the source of
bias, they will prioritize self-protection goals by avoiding confrontation and
leaving the situation if possible (Ayres, 2009; Good et al., 2012; Trawalter
et al., 2009).

Efficacy

Sensing that one can effectively confront and reduce bias is critical to know-
ing how to confront and deciding to do it. Lay theories or mindsets about the
malleability of prejudice affect such efficacy beliefs and willingness to confront
bias. Whereas a fixed mindset involves the belief that prejudice is stable and
unable to be changed, a malleable mindset involves the belief that prejudice can
change (Rattan & Dweck, 2010). Relating this to confrontation, why confront
if people will not change? Across studies that measured and manipulated mind-
sets, 2 malleable as opposed to fixed mindset promoted confrontation of bias
(Rattan 8 Dweck, 2010). In an interesting extension of this work, Chaney and
Chasteen (2023) found that people were less likely to confront older people
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than younger people, in part due to the belief that older people are less malle-
able than younger people.

More generally, people’s uncertainties about what to say and whether they
will be effective may deter confrontation. Such efficacy concerns may plague
some would-be confronters more than others. Given prescriptions for women
to be polite and nonassertive, they may question how they can confront effec-
tively and end up remaining silent more often than men (Swim & Hyers, 1999;
Szekeres & Cabarkapa, 2023). However, efficacy can be increased with proac-
tive steps: participation in bias literacy training, receiving guidance on how to
confront, and role-playing can improve confrontation readiness, one’s skillset,
and confrontation behavior (Hurd et al., 2022; Lawson et al., 2010; Monteith
et al., 2019; Pietri et al., 2017; Plous, 2000). Training and practice no doubt
will inspire optimism and reinforce egalitarian goals, which increase confronta-
tion behavior {Wellman ¢t al., 2010}.

Recent research has identified different strategies for confronting bias.
Chaney and Sanchez (2022} found that educating the perpetrator about bias,
argumentatively pointing out bias, and informing the perpetrator that the bias
is hurtful were perceived to be more effective strategies than using humor or
seeking the help of an authority figure. Fa-Kaji and Monin (2022) considered
manager’s role of responding to employee’s offensive remarks. They organized
the confrontation literature according to whether strategies promote correc-
tion goals (i.e., bias reduction) while preserving connection goals (e.g., a posi-
tive working relationship) and identified 16 strategies and examples of each
that may be used individually or in combination. In addition, keeping in mind
strategies valued most by marginalized groups is important. Recent findings
showed that Black people valued confrontations when they targeted the preju-
diced action, labeled the action as biased, linked the action to systemic racism,
and used direct language {Bak et al., 2024).

Bystanders

Like the inhibitory effect of the presence of others on helping behavior {Latané &
Darley, 1970}, confrontation may be less likely in a group setting due to diffu-
sion of responsibility (i.e., feeling less responsibility to take action in the presence
of other bystanders). Consistent with this possibility, women were significantly
less likely to confront a male perpetrator of gender biased remarks when other
women were present than when they were alone (Swim & Hyers, 1999}
Although the presence of others may have inhibitory effects, bystanders
who do confront can serve as models for confrontation. Across three studies,
De Souza and Schmader (2022) found that both men and women underesti-
mated other men’s concerns about gender bias, and experimentally correcting
these misperceptions did not increase confrontation (Study 2 and 3). Rather,
both men and women were significantly more likely to confront sexism if they
observed another person confronting versus not confronting (Study 3). In other
research, more participants confronted an anti-transgender comment if another
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bystander spoke up first compared to when no one spoke up, and seeing
another person confront (versus not) caused participants to confront anti-Arab
bias more directly by labeling the biased statement as prejudiced (Case et al,,
2020}. In sum, the presence of others may diffuse responsibility and immobi-
lize confrontation, but observing another person confront can increase people’s
own confronting behavior,

Overall, the research reviewed in this section identifies deterrents to con-
frontation but also ways to encourage it. Educating people about the harmful
effects of bias in its various forms, encouraging people in positions of power
and allies to engage in confrontation, providing opportunities for learning how
to confront in effective ways, and serving as role models for confrontation will
all foster interpersonal confrontation as a means for curbing bias.

Social Costs of Confrontation

One of the most replicated and robust findings in interpersonal confrontation
research, in addition to bias reduction, is that individuals who are confronted
(i.e., confrontees) direct social costs at the confronter {Monteith al., 2022).
Social costs involve negative traits inferences (e.g., overly sensitive, complainer},
negative interaction evaluations, and avoiding the confronter in the future
{Czopp et al., 2006; Hildebrand et al., 2024). In other words, confrontation
is personally costly. According to VIDOCC (Monteith et al., 2022), because
people want to be considered egalitarian and nonprejudiced in their own and
other’s eyes (e.g., Pearson et al., 2009), confrontation creates the sense that the
confronter is going out of their way to threaten one’s egalitarian image. Impor-
tantly, social costs appear to occur independently of bias reduction (Monteith
et al,, 2022). Whereas bias reduction following confrontation depends on per-
ceiving the confrontation as valid, social costs depend on the perception that
the confronter is trying to impugn one’s egalitarian image. Thus, perpetrators
levy social costs even while they reduce their biases (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018;
Czopp et al., 2006; Hildebrand et al., 2024).

With knowledge of confrontation’s beneficial outcomes, perhaps people will
confront if they have little reason to be wary of repercussions (e.g., confronting a
stranger in a fleeting interaction). More often, confrontation opportunities arise
in situations where people are concerned about social costs, such as the risk to
positive working relationships, their social image and standing among peers, and
their positive connections with friends and family. Social cost mitigation is there-
fore paramount to encouraging interpersonal confrontation, and to minimizing
negative outcomes when people do confront. This section reviews findings on
social costs with the goal of highlighting how they may be mitigated.

Type of Bias

With bias that is more subtle and covert, people may feel like confronters are
s peop Y
going out of their way to point out their biases, thus increasing social costs. For
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nstance, White participants evaluated a Black person more negatively when
she confronted an ambiguously racist comment (“I feel bad for you. Your hair
will always feel like a bad perm™) than when she confronted a blatantly racist
comment (“I feel so bad for you people. Your hair will always feel like a bad
perm”) (Dodd et al., 2001; Saunders 8 Senn, 2009; Zou & Dickter, 2013).

Some forms of bias are perceived as more ambiguous and less offensive than
other forms, as we discussed earlier in this chapter, which has implications for
social costs. Confrontation of positive stercotyping elicits stronger social costs
than confrontation of negative stereotyping (Alt et al., 2019). Confrontation of
patronizing help (i.e., seemingly positive behavior) triggers social costs relative
to when targets simply accept help, as when women (Becker et al., 2011} and
people with disabilities {Wang et al., 2015, 2019) confront patronizing help.

Surprisingly, recent research found that social costs confronting benevo-
lent sexism were similar to (and as low as) social costs for confronting hos-
tile sexism—a finding replicated across three studies and in different contexts
(Schiralli 8 Chasteen, 2023). Perhaps participants understood the harmful
cffects of the instances of benevolent sexism used in this research, so that they
did not perceive the confronter as “just complaining.” Other research indicates
that when sexism is perceived as pervasive rather than rare, which presumably
makes its harmful effects clear, people levy lower social costs toward confront-
ers (Kahn et al., 2015).

In fact, we suspect that confrontations that include an explanation of the
damaging consequences of subtle bias will mitigate social costs. Through dia-
logue, confrontees may realize that the confronter was not looking for ways to
impugn their egalitarian self-image but was pointing out a genuinely harmful
instance of bias. This possibility can be tested in future research.

Confronter Identity

According to VIDOCC (Monteith et al., 2022), when bias concerning a par-
ticular group is confronted by a member of that group (i.c., target group mem-
ber), people will have a greater sense that the confronter is trying to impugn
their non-prejudiced self-image than if a nontarget group member has con-
fronted. In turn, confrontation by target relative to nontarget group members
can be expected to elicit greater social costs. Research consistently demon-
strates the link between confronter identity and social costs {e.g., Czopp &
Moateith, 2003; Drury & Kaiser, 2014; Gulker et al., 2013). For example,
White participants evaluated a Black person as ruder after he confronted a
racially biased comment compared to a White confronter (Rasinki & Czopp,
2010). Similarly, White participants cast more negative evaluations on a Black
(versus White} man who made a speech with strong claims about racial bias
{Schulez & Maddox, 2013). These effects are robust across other domains of
bias, such as sexism (Gervais & Hillard, 2014).

Emerging research is consistent with the possibility that perceived impugn-
ment mediates the effect of confronter identity on social costs. In one line of
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research, male participants confronted about male privilege evaluated a female
confronter more negatively than a male confronter, and this effect was medi-
ated by the sense that the confronter was threatening men’s positive image
{Eckerle et al., 2023). Qther research tested the link between confronter iden-
tity, perceived impugnment, and social costs more directly: When a gay man
confronted straight participants about bias toward gay men, participants
reported greater perceived impugnment of their egalitarian self-image and
social costs than when the confronter was straight, and the effect of confronter
identity on social costs was mediated by perceived impugnment (Miller et al.,
2023). Future research is needed to replicate this finding and extend it to other
target groups.

Given consistent results indicating that majority group members are espe-
cially likely to direct social costs toward target group members, ally confron-
tation can be used strategically to mitigate social costs, In addition, future
research can address whether targets can mitigate social costs by emphasizing
that their aim in confronting is to curb harmful bias rather than questioning
people’s prejudice-related values or image. Such an approach may be deemed
necessary in high stakes situations where curbing bias without incurring social
costs is strongly desired (e.g., a woman pointing out to her boss her inequitable
pay compared to a male counterpart).

Confrontation Communications

How people go about confronting influences social costs. Not surprisingly,
when people confront using language that is strongly hostile and aggressive
{e.g., yelling, using profanity), they are evaluated more negatively than when
less extreme language is used (Becker & Barreto, 2014; Martinez et al., 2017).
Yet confronting in a passive way that does not actually call out bias can also
be undesirable, particularly in the eyes of target group members (Meyers et al.,
2020).

Although frustration with bias, especially among repeat perpetrators, may
leave confronters wondering whether some people will ever be willing to
address their biases, recent research suggests that expressing such doubt will
exacerbate social costs. Specifically, greater social costs were directed at con-
fronters when they were believed to hold a fixed rather than growth mindset
about prejudice (i.e., viewing prejudice as stable and unable to be changed
versus malleable and capable of change) (Rattan et al., 2023, Studies 4-6). Fur-
thermore, people were more willing to interact with a confronter in the future
when the confronter used growth rather than fixed mindset language (Rattan
et al,, 2023, Study 6).

Other rescarch indicates that affirming a perpetrator’s self-image prior to
confrontation can temper negative reactions to confrontation (Stone et al.,
2011). In a first study, participants viewed material supposedly provided by
prior participants, including an Arab American student. For some partici-
pants, this material initially affirmed their self-image as fair, whereas other
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participants had no opportunity for affirmation. Next, participants saw that
the Arab American siudent confronted bias by writing about the skepticism
and hatred Arab Americans endure daily. Resulis indicated that partici-
pants high in prejudice toward Arab Americans expressed a stronger desire
to meet the confronter if their self-image as fair had been affirmed initially
compared to when it was not. In a second study, these effects generalized
when the affirmation was unrelated to fairness and instead concerned creativ-
ity. These findings suggest that providing perpetrators with an opportunity
to bolster their self-integrity can protect against image threat and backlash
from confrontation, However, this approach can backfire when the affirma-
tion is directly connected to the bias that is confronted: participants initially
affirmed (versus not) of being nonsexist subsequently directed greater social
costs toward a person who confronted them about sexist responses (Simon &
(’Brien, 2015).

Interpersonal Dynamics

Nearly all research examining the social costs of confrontation has involved
brief confrontee-confronter interactions between strangers, or no interaction
at all but rather exposure to a scenario involving confrontation. However,
social costs may look very different with greater potential for the operation
of interpersonal dynamics. For instance, anticipating and engaging in interac-
tion after a confrontation may be important. One study found that men who
were initially confronted by a woman for using sexist language and who then
had further interaction with her exhibited compensatory behavior (e.g., smil-
ing) that boosted mutual liking. After the interaction, participants confronted
about sexism reported equally positive evaluations of the woman and their
interaction as participants who were confronted about a gender-neutral issue
(Mallett & Wagner, 2011).

Building on the finding that interpersonal trust buffers against rejection
or criticism from others (Murray et al., 2006; Shallcross & Simpson, 2012),
Hildebrand and colleagues (2024) examined how trust affects social costs. Study 1
demonstrated that when people were confronted (versus not) about their use
of gender-stereotypic responses, greater trust toward the confronter was asso-
ciated with lower social costs following confrontation. Study 2 manipulated
trust with an exercise that either heightened the non-Black participants’ trust
toward their study partner, who was a stranger, or did not. Later in the session,
participants either were or were not confronted by their partner about racially
biased responses on the stereotypic inference task. Results indicated that par-
ticipants evaluated their study partner more negatively if they were confronted
than if they were not; however, social costs were mitigated among participants
who had (versus had not) gone through the trust-building exercise with their
partner. Finally, Study 3 examined trust in an ecologically valid context n
which non-Black participants were confronted about racially biased responses
on the stereotypic inference task by either an actual friend or a stranger. As
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Figure 15.4 Social costs before and after confrontation by a stranger or friend, Study
3 in Hildebrand et al. (2024)

Note: Social costs are standardized and reflect the average of trait ratings {e.g., hypersensitive),
interaction evaluations, and desire to avoid future contact. All means differ significantly from
each other. Error bars represent +1/-1 standard error.

expected, participants directed stronger social costs toward a stranger than a
friend {see Figure 15.4), and this effect was mediated by how much participants
trusted their partner prior to confrontation.

Although social costs may be mitigated in a variety of ways, we suspect
they are likely to occur to some extent even under optimal circumstances. For
instance, note that even in the friend condition in Figure 15.4, evaluations
were more negative after than before confrontation. Whether confrontation’s
social costs are readily repaired with opportunity for future positive interac-
tions deserves additional empirical attention beyond the one study of which we
are aware (Mallett & Wagner, 2011}. We also remind readers that confrontees
reduce bias regardless of social costs. Future research can investigate whether
increasing would-be confronters’ knowledge of the broad benefits of confront-
ing offsets possible concerns about social costs.

Conclusion

This chapter presented evidence that interpersonal confrontation is a powerful
means of curbing bias, has psychological benefits for targets of bias, and con-
veys anti-bias social norms. Although various hurdles may keep people from
confronting, we have argued that educating people about the harm done by
bias and how to engage in effective confrontation, empowering confronters,
and modeling confrontation can all increase the likelihood that bias will be
confronted. Finally, we discussed factors that mitigate social costs and empha-
sized that people may perceive social costs as a small price if they are aware of
the broad benefits of interpersonal confrontation.

Although scientific evidence provides strong support for interpersonal con-
frontation as a strategy to foster, protect, and pass on more just and equitable
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environments, we recognize relevant contemporary challenges. Recent attacks
on teaching Critical Race Theory in the United States and related educational
bans (Alexander, 2023} create obstacles to educational opportunities for learn-
ing about the nature of biases and their harmful effect. So too does the grow-
ing assault of diversity, equity, and inclusion seen on college campuses across
the United States,! which may have a chilling effect on confrontation. Future
research is needed to understand how these developments affect confrontation
behavior and reactions to being confronted both within and beyond educa-
tional contexts. Of course, much learning, socialization, dialogue, and social
influence occur outside of public education and provide fruitful contexts for
studying interpersonal confrontation.

Note

1 See hrtps:/fwww.chronicle.com/article/here-are-the-states-where-lawmakers-are-sceking-
to-ban-colleges-dei-efforts,
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