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Two experiments tested the prediction that stigmatized individuals can avoid backlash when they confront
others about bias if they first ask questions designed to activate self-affirmation processes. Experiment 1
showed that compared to a no-strategy control condition, highly prejudiced perceivers tended to express less
desire to meet an Arab-American when he asked them to take his perspective on prejudice, but they
expressed more desire to meet him when he asked self-affirming questions prior to making the perspective-
taking request. Experiment 2 replicated this effect with a different affirmation and revealed that asking self-
affirming questions reduced perceptions that the target was being confrontational when asking others to take
his perspective. Together, these studies show that stigmatized targets can effectively challenge prejudiced
individuals to reduce their biases if they first use a subtle strategy that reduces defensiveness.
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Decades of research on intergroup conflict have identified many
strategies for reducing stereotyping, prejudice and discrimination
(Oskamp, 2000; Schneider, 2004). However, there has been relatively
less research on how stigmatized targets can play an active role in
reducing the biases they face in their daily interactions with members
of the out-group. Most of the research examines the effectiveness of a
bias reduction strategy when it is implemented through a controlled
manipulation of the social context by a third party. For example,
research on the contact hypothesis assumes that a third party will
structure the intergroup interaction in order to reduce bias, and
research on reducing the use of stereotypes often involves an
experimenter or other source who manipulates how stimuli are
presented. When a third party is not present to structure contact,
make a value discrepancy salient or prime counter-stereotypic traits,
it is presently unclear when and how targets themselves can
effectively reduce bias against them and their group. Although we
firmly reject the notion that targets should have to shoulder the
burden of reducing prejudice, it is important to provide targets with
effective options to use when they choose to address the biases held
by others (Swim & Hyers, 1999; Major, Quinton, McCoy, & Schmader,
2000; Whitehead et al., submitted for publication).

The purpose of the current research was to broaden our
understanding of prejudice reduction by investigating how and
when targets can most effectively implement a bias reduction
strategy. Specifically, we tested predictions made by a new model
we call the “Target Empowerment Model” (TEM), which predicts that
when a target blatantly confronts bias, highly prejudiced perceivers
are likely to feel attacked by the target, become angry and resentful,
and avoid interacting with him or her in the future. Targets can evade
the negative personal consequences of a blatant confrontation,
however, if they first use a strategy that reduces the defensiveness
that highly prejudiced individuals feel when their biases are
challenged. The current paper presents two experiments that
demonstrate the effectiveness of asking self-affirming questions for
avoiding the negative personal consequences that often befall targets
who confront prejudice.
The problem: backlash against targets who confront, contradict,
or call attention to bias

Most of the existing research investigating target initiated prejudice
reduction focuses on a target's use of strategies that directly question a
perceiver's negative attitudes, stereotypes or discriminatory behavior
(Czopp&Monteith, 2003; Czopp,Monteith, &Mark, 2006). For example,
Czopp et al. (2006) found that when targets confronted perceivers who
hadmadeabiased remark, perceivers showed less stereotyping towards
the stigmatized group. However, confronted perceivers also reported
more anger and irritation toward the target, and gave him less favorable
evaluations than participants who were not confronted. Such findings
parallel other evidence that highly prejudiced individuals become
resentful or angry when they feel pressured to behave in a non-
prejudicedway (Plant & Devine, 2001), so although bias can be checked
by confrontation, it can incur a personal cost to targets who employ it.
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But even when perceivers are not directly accused of being biased
themselves, any claim of discrimination by targets seems to engender
backlash. For example, Kaiser andMiller (2001) found that participants
labeled stigmatized individuals who attribute negative outcomes to
discrimination as complainers, even if the actual likelihood of prejudice
was almost certain. It appears from these findings that evenwhen there
is no question that injustice exists, targets can pay a price for calling
attention to the bias and its consequences. This suggests that a target's
blatant use of many prejudice reduction strategies, including one of the
most effective in the literature – perspective taking – might provoke
backlash among highly prejudiced individuals.

Research shows that when perceivers are encouraged to imagine
and appreciate the difficult situation faced by a stigmatized individual or
group, perceivers are less likely to stereotype the group, feel more self-
other overlap, empathize with the injustice in the group's plight, and
adopt a more favorable impression as a result (Galinsky & Moskowitz,
2000; Vescio, Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003; Dovidio et al., 2004). However,
consistent with most of the research on prejudice reduction, perceivers
in these studies are always asked to take the target group's perspective
by a non-stigmatized third party (e.g., the experimenter running the
session). Given the propensity for backlash when targets employ a
blatant prejudice reduction strategy, we propose that when target
individuals directly ask highly prejudiced perceivers to view prejudice
and discrimination from their perspective, it is likely to be perceived as
confrontational and engender backlash.

In fact, recent evidence suggests that perceivers do sometimes feel
threatened even when asked by a third party experimenter to take the
perspective of disliked out-group (Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009; Vorauer,
Martens, & Sasaki, 2009). In one study, Vorauer and Sasaki (2009) had
majority group participants watch a documentary about the negative
experiences of Aboriginal Canadians and were instructed by the
experimenter to take the perspective of the target group (or remain
objective) during the video in anticipation of an interaction with an in-
group or out-group member. When expecting to interact with an out-
group target, perspective taking led participants to activate meta-
stereotypic concerns about their in-group's biases and did not reduce
prejudicial attitudes. Moreover, high prejudiced participants in
particular, were less interested in meeting and interacting with a
stigmatized target after having taken the perspective of the target's
group.

Although Vorauer and Sasaki did not directly examine responses
when theperspective-taking request comes fromthe stigmatized target,
we expect such situations to prove similarly ineffective, especially for
highly prejudiced perceivers. On the one hand, direct requests of
perspective taking might put biased perceivers on the defensive by
challenging their self-views as fair andmoral people (Shelton, Richeson,
& Vorauer, 2006). But in addition, being asked to take the group's
perspective and acknowledge possible situational hardshipsmay pose a
challenge to the belief common among highly prejudiced individuals
that fairness must be earned through hard work, discipline, and
individual achievement (Feather, 1984; Katz & Hass, 1988; Monteith
&Walters, 1998). In defense of their self-views andbelief inmeritocracy,
highly prejudiced perceivers are likely to become angry and backlash
against the target.

A potential solution: asking self-affirming questions

We propose that targets can use more direct strategies like
perspective taking with biased perceivers without inviting anger and
backlash if they first use a strategy that reduces the perceiver's
defensiveness. Self-affirmation is a self-enhancement strategy that
reduces defensive responding by having people reflect on their most
cherishedpositive values or self-attributes (Steele, 1988). In the domain
of intergroup relations, self-affirmation has been shown to decrease
stereotyping of a stigmatized target (Fein & Spencer, 1997; Spencer et
al., 1998), reduce derogation of someone who challenges a perceiver's
world-view (Schmeichel & Martens, 2005), and reduce the expression
of prejudiced attitudes toward a stigmatized group (Lehmiller, Law, &
Tormala, 2010). Self-affirmationprocesses are alsoeffective for reducing
the rebound effects that typically follow when people try to suppress
their stereotypes (Koole & van Knippenberg, 2007), andwhen affirmed,
Whites are more willing to accept that racism and discrimination exists
(Adams, Tormala, & O'Brien, 2006; Unzueta & Lowery, 2008). Together,
these studies suggest that when perceivers affirm the integrity of their
self-systemby reflectingon positive core values and self-attributes, they
are less threatened by out-groupmembers and less defensive about the
biases that they and their in-group might have.

However, in each of the studies above, a neutral third party entity
(e.g., the experimenter or a computer) activated the self-affirmation
processes that reduced bias. Would affirmation be effective when
delivered directly by a stigmatized target him or herself? We think the
answer is yes. For example, Sinclair and Kunda (1999) found that
Whites who received positive feedback from a higher status Black
person showed less activation of a negative stereotype about Blacks as a
group. Importantly, the affirming feedback was most effective for
participants high in racial prejudice— thosewhomay show the greatest
anger and tendency to backlash when challenged by a stigmatized
target.

Nevertheless, there are several limitations to the present understanding
of how stigmatized targets can use affirmation processes to reduce bias.
First,manystudiesusingaffirmation toreduceprejudice, including thework
on target-initiated affirmation by Sinclair and Kunda (1999), engaged
affirmation processes by providing positive feedback to biased perceivers.
Compliments and other positive comments might be reasonable in some
situations,but runtheriskofbeingperceivedas ingratiating inothersettings
(Jones & Pittman, 1982). Second, in each of the previous studies, a high
status thirdparty (e.g., theexperimenter, seeFein&Spencer, 1997)orahigh
status stigmatized target (e.g., a Blackmedical doctor, see Sinclair & Kunda,
1999) delivered the positive feedback. Research suggests that when
information is delivered by a low status stigmatized source, highly biased
perceivers may be less likely to engage in the self-reflective thought
necessary foraffirmation tooccur (e.g., Petty, Fleming,&White, 1999). Thus,
the effectiveness of self-affirmation for reducing bias is currently limited to
the delivery of positive feedback from a high status source in a context
where the risk of using the strategy is relatively low. Little is known about
how a stigmatized target can use less ingratiating forms of affirmation to
reduce stereotyping outside of these constraints.

We predict that a stigmatized target can avoid the risks of positive
feedback and ingratiation by asking questions that, in order to be
answered, require the perceiver to engage in the process of self-
affirmation. For example,while getting acquaintedorwhen applying for
a job, a target may ask questions that direct the perceiver to reflect on
his or her core positive values or self-attributes. Like other established
affirmation manipulations (McQueen & Klein, 2006), the process of
generating responses to the questions about positive core values and
self-attributes should activate the self-enhancement mechanisms that
reduce defensiveness. If effective, asking self-affirming questions
provides a way for targets to subtly reduce bias against thempersonally
without the risk of appearing confrontational, manipulative or
disingenuous. Asking self-affirming questions should also reduce the
defensive responses thatwe believewill followwhen targets ask highly
prejudiced perceivers to take their perspective, allowing them to frame
the request not as a confrontational attack but as a call for
understanding. As a result, highly prejudiced perceivers should be
more willing to interact with a target who asks self-affirming questions
beforemaking a perspective-taking request, compared towhen a target
only makes a perspective-taking request.

The present research

The majority of studies in the literature that have examined the
utility of target-initiated prejudice reduction have focused on African-



1 We chose this as a control condition to avoid any priming of positive personal
experiences that could potentially be affirming. The added benefit is that in the
perspective taking-only condition, these questions by priming ideas of experiencing
social exclusion might if anything make it easier to take the perspective of someone
targeted by negative social behavior. Thus, this condition provides a strong test of our
hypothesis that perspective taking in this context will not be effective in reducing the
biases of highly prejudiced participants.
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Americans (e.g., Sinclair & Kunda, 1999; Czopp et al., 2006) and
women (e.g., Kaiser & Miller, 2001). But because people tend not to
endorse explicit negative biases about these groups, research on
prejudice reduction often focuses on themore subtle or implicit biases
of those low in explicit prejudice. We know relatively less about
reducing the biases of those who are highly prejudiced. Thus, the
current studies focused on the effectiveness of target-initiated
prejudice reduction strategies on individuals who expressed explicit
dislike for Arab Americanmenwho, in light of the ‘war on terror’ since
September 11, 2001, are frequently viewed with suspicion and
mistrust, and as a result, are a target of prejudice and discrimination
(Capusor & Loges, 2006; Derous, Nguyen, & Ryan, 2009).

In two experiments, participants with high levels of prejudice
toward Arab-Americans reviewed MySpace page profiles ostensibly
created by students the previous semester. Two of the profiles were
filler pages created by White students. Ostensibly, an Arab-American
student created the target page where he employed different
combinations of prejudice reduction tactics by embedding them
within his MySpace profile. Our primary measure of bias was the
degree to which participants were interested in meeting and getting
to know the Arab-American individual. People often express their
anger and discomfort in an intergroup context by escaping and
avoiding future contact with the out-group (e.g., Goff, Steele & Davies,
2008; Henderson & Nisbett, 1996; Plant & Devine, 2003; Shelton et al.,
2006). If the Arab-American target's perspective-taking request was
perceived to be confrontational, then we expected highly prejudiced
participants to be especially motivated to avoid contact with him after
reading his MySpace profile (Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009).

In Experiment 1, we tested the effectiveness of affirming a
perceiver's sense of fairness prior to asking him or her to take the
perspective of Arab-Americans who face prejudice in post-9-11
America. We reasoned that affirming highly prejudice individuals'
core values and beliefs about fairness would eliminate any threat
posed by perspective taking and ultimately lead them to becomemore
interested in meeting the target (e.g., Moskowitz et al., in press; Reed
& Aspinwall, 1998). We predicted that because low prejudiced
individuals view themselves as egalitarian and are already motivated
to respond without prejudice, they should be interested in meeting
the Arab-American target following the use of the perspective taking
strategy regardless of whether the target also asks the self-affirming
questions.

In Experiment 2, we sought to replicate the bias reducing effects of
affirmation by asking high prejudiced participants to reflect on the
domain-irrelevant trait of creativity (Blanton, Cooper, Skurnik, &
Aronson, 1997; Stone & Cooper, 2003). In addition, both experiments
examined potential alternative explanations like the possibility that
asking self-affirming questionsmakes a target seemmore friendly and
sincere.We alsomeasuredmultiplemediators of the predicted effects,
including the degree to which the use of prejudice reduction
strategies varied negative stereotyping (Experiments 1 and 2),
perceptions of confrontation, and the degree to which participants
took the target's perspective when asked (Experiment 2).

Experiment 1

Method

Participants
Participants were 183 (97 males and 86 females) undergraduate

students from a large southwestern university. The participants
identified as White (65.6%), Hispanic (14.1%), Asian (6.6%), Black
(5.5%), or ‘other’ (8.2%). All provided responses to a modified version
of the Blatant and Subtle Prejudice scale during an earlier mass-testing
session (α=.79; Pettigrew &Meetens, 1995) to assess their prejudice
toward Arab-Americans. Participants responded to 8 items that were
measured on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree).
Participants who were recruited scored either above or below the
median of 3.50 for the distribution on the scale (M=3.53, SD=1.48).
There was no gender difference in reported prejudice toward Arab-
Americans, t(181)=.55, p=.58.

Materials and procedure
Participants were recruited for a study investigating “how people

form first impressions based on only a ‘thin slice’ of information.” To
do this, experimenters told participants theywould view and evaluate
three MySpace pages that were ostensibly created by students during
the previous semester. Each MySpace page included information
about the student's race, age, and hobbies. The race of each MySpace
page author was indicated by the name of the applicant and the
ethnicity question (Wheeler, Jarvis, & Petty, 2001). All of the MySpace
authors were male; two were portrayed as European American (i.e.
Jason and Chris) and the target as Arab-American (i.e. Ahmad). The
two pages with European American authors were included as filler
information to reduce suspicion. The presentation of the three
MySpace pages was counterbalanced.

TEM strategy manipulation. To deliver the TEM strategies, each page
included a ‘What's your style’ section where each MySpace page
author posed questions to potential online friends, and a ‘Soap Box’
section where they voiced their opinion about an issue. In the no-
strategy control condition, the Arab-American target's “What's your
style” box first asked participants questions about a non-affirming
attribute, “Howdid someone ignore you this week?” and “Howdid you
ignore someone this week?”1 In his “Soap Box,” the target then
complained that the food on campus is expensive and unhealthy.

In the perspective taking-only condition, the Arab-American target
first asked about being ignored, and then in his “Soap Box,” the target
asked participants to reflect on how it feels to be an Arab-American
after 9/11. Specifically, he stated that “Ever since 9/11 we are
constantly paying for the crimes of people we never knew,” and
asked participants to “Put yourself in my shoes and think about what
it is like to deal with skepticism and hatred on a daily basis.”

In the affirmation then perspective taking condition, the Arab-
American target's “What's your style” box asked participants “Howdid
someone treat you fairly this week? How did you treat someone fairly
this week?” His Soap Box then displayed the perspective taking
strategy described above. Thus, across all conditions, participantswere
asked a personal question that could convey the target's interest in
their daily social experience, but importantly, only the self-affirming
questions activated a positive self-attribute that the perceiver was
likely to possess.

The pages of the two European Americans had identical sections,
but included information that was designed to be relatively neutral.
For example Jason was a senior on campus and he asked readers to
consider a time when they were confused, before lamenting about the
city's public transportation system in his soapbox section. The other
author named Chris was a junior philosophy major, who asked
readers to consider when they were sad, before he railed about the
high cost of tuition on campus.

Dependent variables

Positive and negative traits. To examine the possibility that the target's
use of the prejudice reduction strategies operated by influencing
impression formation processes, after reviewing each MySpace page,



Table 1
Means and standard deviations for themeasures of desire tomeet the target, endorsement of negative stereotypes and positive traits as a function of the type of TEM strategy used by
the Arab-American target in Experiment 1.

TEM strategy

High prejudice Low prejudice

Measure Control PT SAQ–PT Control PT SAQ–PT

Desire to meet the target 3.11b (1.37) 2.50bc (1.17) 3.83a (1.42) 4.21a (.99) 4.21a (1.58) 4.44a (1.53)
Negative stereotypes 1.95a (.95) 2.37b (1.04) 2.14ab (.95) 1.70a (.66) 1.26c (.57) 1.52ac (.74)
Friendly and sincere 3.53 (1.34) 3.23 (1.42) 3.68 (1.57) 3.79 (1.71) 4.55 (1.32) 4.20 (1.69)

Note: PT = perspective taking, SAQ = self-affirming questions. Higher numbers indicate higher responses to each item. Means that do not share the same superscript are
significantly different at pb .05 using Fisher LSD tests.

2 There were no main or interaction effects of prejudice level or strategy type on
preference to meet either of the filler pages ostensibly created by White students, all
Fsb2, all psN .20.
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participants rated the extent to which the positive traits friendly and
sincere best described eachMySpace author on a scale of 1 (not at all) to
7 (extremely). Participants also rated negative traits that represent
stereotypes associated with Arab-Americans (irrational, untrustworthy,
dangerous, and close-minded, see Erickson & Al-Timimi, 2001). The
negative traits were averaged together to form a negative stereotype
composite (α=.74).

Desire to meet the target. After reviewing all three MySpace pages,
participants reported how much they would like to meet each
MySpace author on a scale of 1 (do not want to meet) to 7 (would
definitely want to meet). This variable constituted our primary
measure of bias.

Manipulation check. A manipulation check on the target's race (one of
the MySpace users was Arab-American) was embedded in a series of
questions about the candidates that participants completed at the end
of the study.

Results

Preliminary analyses
A majority (97%) of participants correctly identified the intended

MySpace author as Arab-American and those who did not were
excluded from all analyses. This left a final sample of 179 participants
(95 males and 84 females). Preliminary analysis revealed no gender
differences on any dependent variables, and thus conditions were
collapsed across gender.

Desire to meet target
To test thehypotheses, a 2 (prejudice: highor low)×3 (TEMstrategy

type: no strategy control, perspective taking-only, affirmation then
perspective taking) ANOVA was performed on participants' desire to
meet the Arab-American MySpace author. There was a main effect for
level of prejudice F (1, 173)=31.27, p=.0001. Low prejudice
individuals (M=4.28) reported a stronger preference for meeting the
Arab-American target compared to high bias individuals (M=3.16).
This, however, was qualified by a significant prejudice×strategy type
interaction, F (2, 173)=4.73, p=.01.

First, simple effects analyses of the means in Table 1 revealed clear
evidence of bias such that in the control condition, low prejudice
participants weremore likely than high prejudiced participants to want
to meet the Arab-American target, t(173)=3.21, p=.002. Second,
consistent with our predictions, highly prejudiced individuals exposed
to the perspective taking strategy reported somewhat less desire to
meet the target compared to when no strategy was initiated, t(173)=
−1.78, p=.07, and significantly less desire tomeet the target compared
to low prejudice participants in this condition, t(173)=5.29, p=.001.
In support of the predictions, when they were first asked self-affirming
questions about their sense of fairness before being asked to take the
target's perspective, highly prejudice participants showed significantly
greater desire to meet the Arab-American target compared to when
perspective takingwas usedby itself, t(173)=−3.72, p=.001, orwhen
no strategy was employed, t(173)=−2.14, p=.03.2

The desire to meet the target expressed by low prejudiced
participants, in comparison, was not influenced by the use of either
strategy, tsb1, pN .05, and the difference between high and low
prejudiced participants in desire to meet the target was eliminated
when he asked the self-affirming questions before the perspective
taking request, t(173)=−1.09, p=.27. Thus, as predicted, the
target's request to take his group's perspective backfired somewhat
with high prejudice participants, unless the target first asked self-
affirming questions prior to using the confrontational perspective
taking strategy.

Negative stereotypes
A 2×3 ANOVA on the endorsement of negative stereotypes to

describe the Arab-American target revealed a main effect of prejudice
level, F (1, 173)=27.32, p=.0001, such that high prejudice
participants (M=2.14), were more likely to negatively stereotype
the Arab-American target as compared to low prejudice participants
(M=1.53). This was qualified by a significant prejudice×strategy
type interaction, F (2, 173)=3.90, p=.02.

Simple effects analyses of the means in Table 1 showed that in the
no-strategy control condition, there was no difference in negative
stereotyping of the target between the high and low prejudice groups,
t(173)=−1.16, p=.23. Nevertheless, highly prejudiced participants
reported significantly higher endorsement of negative stereotypes
toward the target when he used the perspective taking strategy by
itself as compared to when no strategy was used, t(173)=1.99,
p=.05. Asking self-affirming questions prior to using the perspective
taking strategy, however, did not reduce the tendency to negatively
stereotype the target relative to when the perspective taking strategy
was used alone, t(173)=1.05, p=.29.

Low prejudice participants were less likely to ascribe negative
stereotypes to the Arab-American target when hemade the perspective
taking request compared to the no-strategy condition, t(173)=1.96,
p=.05, and asking the self-affirming questions prior to the perspective
taking request fell between the perspective-taking, t(173)=1.15,
p=.25, and control condition, t(173)=.85, p=.38. Thus, whereas the
perspective-taking strategy by itself causedmore negative stereotyping
by high compared to low prejudice participants, asking self-affirming
questions did not significantly attenuate these beliefs among the highly
prejudiced.

Testing alternative accounts
Ratings of the traits “friendly” and “sincere” were averaged

(r=.48, pb .0001) and analyzed using a 2×3 ANOVA. The results
revealed a significant main effect for prejudice, F (1, 173)=9.49,
p=.0028, which showed that low prejudice participants rated the
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Arab-American target as more friendly and sincere (M=4.18) than
did high prejudice participants (M=3.49). No other effects were
significant, Fsb1.95, pN .15. This indicates that the use of self-affirming
questions did not reduce bias because the questions simply made the
target appear to be more friendly and sincere.

Discussion

Experiment 1 shows that, as predicted by the Target Empowerment
Model (TEM), the use of a perspective taking strategy by an Arab-
American target caused highly prejudiced individuals to report
somewhat less of desire to meet the target, compared to when the
Arab-American target did not use a prejudice reduction strategy on his
MySpace profile. However, as predicted by the TEM, when the target
first asked questions designed to self-affirm the perceiver before using
the perspective taking strategy, highly prejudiced individuals were as
interested as low prejudiced individuals in meeting the target. This
shows that if a stigmatized target first asks self-affirming questions, he
or she can personally benefit from the subsequent use of a more
confrontational prejudice reduction strategy.

Importantly, these effects do not simply result from affirmation
making the target seemmore friendly and sincere, as could be the case if
asking self-affirming questions functioned as ingratiation. In fact,
although high prejudiced participants were interested in meeting the
targetwho used affirmation and perspective taking, this combination of
strategies did not necessarily reduce the tendency, especially among
highly prejudiced participants, to view the target in a stereotypic way.
Given other evidence that negative stereotypes and attitudes operate
throughdifferent channels to predict intergroupbias (Amodio&Devine,
2006), it might not be surprising to see that a threat-reducing
manipulation like affirmation could facilitate more approach-related
behavior without reducing the ascription of stereotypes. A goal of Study
2 will be to explore other potential mechanisms at play in these effects.

Experiment 2

One limitation to using the trait fairness as the means of
affirmation in Experiment 1 is that asking about fairness may have
primed social justice norms that created demand characteristics to be
fair toward the stigmatized target. Whereas the lack of increased
positive ratings made by low-prejudice participants would seem to
speak against this alternative, it is possible that low prejudice
individuals have fairness goals that are chronically activated and
thus operating across conditions, whereas asking about fairness may
have specifically activated a goal to evaluate the target more
objectively among high prejudiced participants (Katz & Hass, 1988;
Moskowitz et al., in press). To rule out the possibility that the effects in
Experiment 1 were due to priming fairness or egalitarian goals, we
had the target in Experiment 2 ask questions that would affirm the
perceiver on an important positive self-attribute that is not directly
associated to fairness and equality. Past research shows that the trait
creative is a positive self-attribute that can successfully activate self-
affirmation processes (Blanton et al., 1997; Stone & Cooper, 2003).
Therefore, replicating the results of Experiment 1, a target who asks
highly prejudiced individuals to recall a time when they were creative
should induce the positive self-reflective processes that can reduce
defensiveness and bias against the target without directly activating
norms for fairness or egalitarian goals.

In addition to addressing potential confounds in Experiment 1,
Experiment 2 was also designed to investigate the mechanisms that
might explain both why a perspective taking request would increase
avoidance among highly prejudiced perceivers, and how asking self-
affirming questions before the perspective taking request would
reduce their desire to avoid the target. We maintain that when asked
to take the perspective of a disliked out-group, highly biased
perceivers interpret the message as a threat to their views on fairness,
and that affirmation attenuates this negative appraisal process. One
direct measure of these processes is the degree to which the target is
perceived to be confrontational (Czopp et al., 2006). We predicted
that high prejudice participants would appraise the target as being
confrontational when he asked them to take the perspective of his
group and the discrimination they face at the hand of the perceiver's
in-group. However, highly biased perceivers who have first answered
self-affirming questions should feel less threatened by the request to
take the target's perspective, and be less likely to appraise him as
being confrontational. Thus, differences in perceived confrontation
might underlie participants' desire to meet the target when he uses
relatively subtle and blatant strategies for prejudice reduction.

A third and related goal of Experiment 2 was to determine whether
highly prejudiced participants actually take the perspective of the target
when asked. Three measures were included to assess the degree to
which participants adopted the perspective of the target: perceptions of
injustice, and feelings of empathy and guilt. Perceptions of injustice and
feelings of empathy have been shown in other research to increase
following perspective taking and to operate as mediators of bias
reduction (e.g. Vescio et al., 2003; Dovidio et al., 2004). Furthermore,
guilt is a negative emotion that people experience when confronted
with their own biases that prompts them to change their attitudes and
behavior (Czopp et al., 2006). If they resist taking the perspective of the
target when asked, highly prejudiced perceivers might avoid meeting
him because they do not “see” the injustice or feel empathy or guilt
about the out-group member's plight. Nevertheless, if asking self-
affirming questions decreases their resistance and allows highly biased
perceivers to recognize injustice, and feel empathy and guilt, these
responses may then increase their desire to meet the target.

Another possibility, however, is that highly prejudiced participants
do take the target's perspective when asked, which elevates
perceptions of injustice, empathy or guilt, but they take offense at
what is perceived as a confrontational means of evoking these
responses, and this motivates them to subsequently avoid the target.
Such a pattern could be consistent with Plant and Devine (2001) who
found that prejudiced participants will comply with a request to put
their biases aside, but then show resentment for having to do so. They
may not feel resentment about adopting the target's perspective,
however, when the target first asks self-affirming questions. Thus, if
the affirmation reduces the perceived confrontation of perspective
taking, we predict that it will allow high prejudiced perceivers to not
only acknowledge and feel guilty for the injustice, but also be willing
to meet the target individual.

A final goal of Experiment 2 was to rule out other alternative
explanations for the effects observed in Experiment 1. In addition to
measuring the degree to which affirmation could make the target
seem more friendly and sincere, we also tested whether answering
self-affirming questions could generally increase positive affect (i.e.,
make people happy) that could encouragemore favorable evaluations
of anything. Whereas positive self-directed emotions are not a
common response to self-affirmation processes (McQueen & Klein,
2006), if the interpersonal delivery of affirmation makes perceivers
feel positive affect or mood, it could positively influence their desire to
meet the target.

Method

Participants
One hundred and seven undergraduate students (48 males and 59

females) from a large southwestern university participated for course
credit. The ethnicities of participants were White (79%), Hispanic
(13.3%), Asian (6.3%), and Black (.7%). All provided responses in an
earlier mass-testing session to the same modified Blatant and Subtle
Prejudice scale used in Experiment 1 (α=.79). As Experimenter 1
revealed few effects for low prejudiced participants, we recruited only
those participants who scored above the median of 3.5 (M=3.49,



Table 2
Bivariate correlations between the dependent measures in Experiment 2.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Desire to meet – − .25 − .30 .06 − .11 .06 .06 .08
2. Confrontational – .54 .35 .35 .19 .02 .05
3. Negative stereotypes – − .11 .53 .01 − .11 − .25
4. Empathy – .22 .47 .15 .08
5. Injustice – .20 .00 .08
6. Guilt – .05 .23
7. Positive emotions – .26
8. Friendly and sincere –

Coefficients in bold are significant at pb .05.
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SD=1.49). There were no gender differences in prejudice toward
Arab-Americans, t(106)=.52, p=.70.

Materials and procedure
The experiment was a single-factor between-subjects design that

varied the type of TEM strategy used (no strategy control, perspective
taking-only, and affirmation then perspective taking). The procedures
for exposing participants to the MySpace profiles were identical to
Experiment 1. After reviewing all threeMySpace profiles, ostensibly to
save time, the experimenter stated that participants had been
‘randomly’ assigned to evaluate just one profile, which was always
the Arab-American MySpace author. Participants were given the
questionnaire packet, and when finished, the experimenter an-
nounced that the study was complete before debriefing and awarding
participants their course credit.

TEM strategy manipulation. To deliver the TEM strategies, each page
included a ‘What's your style’ section where the MySpace page
authors posed questions to potential online friends, and a ‘Soap Box’
section where they voiced their opinion about an issue. In the no-
strategy control condition, the Arab-American target's “What's your
style” box first asked participants questions about a non-affirming
attribute, “When were you really bored? How?” In his “Soap Box,” the
target then complained that the food on campus is expensive and
unhealthy. In the perspective taking-only condition, the Arab-American
target first asked about being bored, and then in his “Soap Box,” the
target then made the same perspective-taking request used in
Experiment 1. In the combination affirmation–perspective taking
condition, the Arab-American target's “What's your style” box asked
participants, “When were you really creative? How?” His Soap Box
then displayed the perspective taking strategy used in Experiment 1.

The pages of the two European Americans were similar to those
used in Experiment 1 except that the “What's your style” section was
modified to ask about neutral attributes. For example Jason asked
readers “When were you really quiet? How?” before lamenting about
the city's public transportation system. The other author named Chris
asked readers “When were you really punctual? How?” before he
railed about the cost of tuition.

Dependent variables

Perspective taking responses. Feelings of empathy, sympathy, and
compassion for the target were made on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7
(very much) and averaged to form a composite score of Empathy
(α=.81). To evaluate perceptions of injustice specifically to the
perspective taking manipulation, participants rated on a scale from 1
(not at all) to 7 (very much) how much they felt irritated, angered,
alarmed, outraged, and bothered while reading the ‘Soap Box’ section
of the MySpace profile (α=.78; see Dovidio et al., 2004).

Emotional responses. In response to the profile more generally,
participants rated the extent to which they experienced a series of
emotion items on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). Of greatest
interest were their ratings of guilt as another indicator of perspective
taking and their ratings of happy and excited, which were averaged to
form a composite score of positive affect (α=.81).3

Perceptions of confrontation, positive traits and negative stereotypes.
Participants rated the extent to which a list of positive and negative
traits best described the Arab-American target on a scale of 1 (not at
all) to 7 (very much). These included the single item traits
3 Other intergroup relevant negative emotions such as anxiety, anger, and disgust
were also included but revealed no consistent patterns of results and were unrelated
to our primary measure of bias.
confrontational, friendly, and sincere. Participants also rated an
expanded set of negative traits that represent stereotypes associated
with Arab-Americans (irrational, untrustworthy, dangerous, close-
minded, sneaky, angry and greedy), which were averaged together to
form a negative stereotype composite (α=.72).

Desire to meet the target. As in Experiment 1, participants reported how
much they would like to meet the Arab-American MySpace author on a
scale of 1 (do not want to meet) to 7 (would definitely want to meet). This
constituted our primary measure of bias.

Manipulation check. A manipulation check on the target's race (one of
the MySpace users was Arab-American) was embedded in a series of
questions about the candidates that participants completed at the end
of the study.

Results

Preliminary analyses
A majority (95%) of participants correctly identified the intended

MySpace author as Arab-American and those who did not were
excluded from all analyses. This left a final sample of 102 participants
(45 males and 57 females). As in Experiment 1, preliminary analysis
revealed no gender differences, and thus conditions were collapsed
across gender. Correlations among the various measures are presented
in Table 2.

Desire to meet the target
A one-way ANOVA on the desire to meet the Arab-American target

yielded a significant effect of TEM strategy type, F (2, 99)=21.27,
p=.0001. As seen in Table 3, consistent with the predictions, simple
effects showed that the highly prejudiced individuals reported
significantly less desire to meet the target when he used the
perspective-taking strategy alone compared to when no strategy
was used, t(99)=2.11, p=.04. However, participants reported
significantly more desire to meet the Arab-American target when
he asked self-affirming questions prior to the perspective taking
request, as compared to when the target used perspective taking
alone, t(99)=−6.43, pb .001, or no strategy at all, t(99)=−4.33,
pb .001. These data support the primary prediction that targets who
employ a perspective taking strategy will encounter backlash unless
the targetfirst reduces defensiveness by asking self-affirmingquestions.

Testing alternative explanations
As in Experiment 1, there was no evidence that by asking the self-

affirming questions, the target was perceived to be more friendly and
sincere (r=.60) compared to the perspective-taking and control
condition, F (2, 99)=.59, p=.55. Moreover, a one-way ANOVA on the
positive self-directed emotions revealed that participants reported
significantly less positive emotions when the target used either the
perspective taking, t(99)=−2.43, pb .02, or the combination of self-
affirmation and perspective taking, t(99)=−2.24, pb .03, compared
to the no-strategy control condition, overall F (1, 99)=3.63, pb .03.



Table 3
Means and standard deviations for the measures of desire to meet the target,
perspective taking, mediators and alternatives for affirmation, for the type of TEM
strategy used by the Arab-American target in Experiment 2.

TEM strategy

Measure Control PT SAQ–PT

Desire to meet the target 3.51a (2.03) 2.61b (1.38) 5.36c (1.88)
Alternatives for affirmation

Positive emotions 1.83a (1.24) 1.33b (.56) 1.36b (.60)
Friendly and sincere 3.74 (1.66) 3.54 (1.37) 3.90 (1.16)

Perspective taking
Empathy 2.49a (1.21) 3.62b (1.32) 3.96b (1.46)
Guilt 1.27a (.88) 2.69b (1.92) 3.00b (1.64)
Injustice 1.92a (.95) 2.61b (1.17) 2.58b (1.07)

Mediators
Confrontational 2.45a (1.44) 4.14b (1.83) 3.21a (1.80)
Negative stereotypes 2.50a (.81) 3.05b (.90) 2.85ab (.89)

Note: PT = perspective taking, SAQ = self-affirming questions. Higher numbers
indicate higher responses to each item. Means that do not share the same superscript
are significantly different at pb .05 using Fisher LSD tests.
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Thus, it is unlikely that the effect of affirmation in this study was due
to a general increase in positive self-directed affect or mood.

Do high prejudiced perceivers take the perspective of stigmatized
targets?

One possible interpretation of our primary effect is that high
prejudiced perceivers resist taking the perspective of an out-group
member, but that affirmation decreases this resistance and opens the
door for highly biased perceivers to recognize injustice and feel
empathy and guilt as a result. However, results of one-way ANOVA's
on perceived injustice, F (2, 99)=4.45, p=.01, feelings of empathy, F
(2, 99)=10.94, p=.0001, and guilt, F (2, 99)=11.64, p=.0001,
revealed that perspective taking generally encouraged these positive
responses (see Table 3). Simple effects analyses revealed that,
compared to the no-strategy control condition, participants reported
more empathy, guilt, and perceived injustice when the Arab-
American target made the perspective taking request regardless of
whether this was done alone, t(99)=−3.45, p=.001; t(99)=−3.87,
p=.001; t(99)=−2.67, p=.009, or following affirmation, t(99)=
−4.48, p=.0001; t(99)=−4.50, p=.0001, t(99)=−2.50, p=.01.
Ratings in the two TEM strategy conditions did not differ from one
another on any measure, psN .10. Together, these results suggest that
when the target asked, participants likely did adopt the perspective of
the target. However, even when they complied with the request,
perspective taking caused high prejudice participants to avoid the
target, unless he first asked self-affirming questions.

Testing potential mediators of the effects of prejudice reduction
strategies on avoidance

Two potential mediators were examined: the degree to which the
target was seen as confrontational and the degree to which he was
viewed stereotypically. Results are summarized in Table 3. Initial one-
way ANOVA's yielded effects on both variables: confrontational F (2,
99)=8.45, p=.0004; stereotypical F (2, 99)=3.58, p=.03. As
predicted, simple effects tests revealed that highly prejudiced
participants were more likely to view the Arab-American target as
confrontational, t(99)=−4.10, pb .001, when he used perspective
taking alone compared to the no-strategy control condition. Asking
self-affirming questions prior to making the perspective taking
request significantly reduced the perception that the target was
being confrontational compared to when he used perspective taking
alone, t(99)=2.25, p=.03.

As in Experiment 1, perspective taking also increased the degree to
which the target was viewed stereotypically (compared to the no-
strategy control) when it was employed alone, t(99)=−2.65,
p=.009, and to some degree when the self-affirming questions
preceded perspective taking, t(99)=−1.66, p=.09, and stereotyping
did not differ across these two conditions, t(99)=−.95, p=.34. Thus,
although the increase in the application of negative stereotypes after
perspective taking could potentially account for the increased
tendency to avoid the target when this strategy is used alone, it
cannot account for the decrease in avoidance after affirmation.

Mediating the backlash due to perspective taking. Because our primary
analysis revealed two distinct effects: an increase in avoidance after a
perspective taking request (compared to the no strategy control
condition), and a decrease in avoidance after affirmation (compared
to the perspective taking only condition), we examined mediation of
these two effects separately. The first set of meditational analyses
examined if decreased interest in meeting the target when exposed to
perspective taking alone (compared to control) was due to the
perception that the target was being confrontational and/or increased
negative stereotyping. Consistent with pairwise comparisons
reported above, the direct effect of perspective taking used alone
(compared to no-strategy control) on desire tomeet was significant in
an initial analysis, β=− .21, t(99)=−2.11, p=.04. When perceived
confrontation was added to this model predicting the desire to meet
the target from strategy use (control vs. perspective taking alone),
confrontation was associated with greater avoidance of the target,
β=− .20, t(99)=−2.21, p=.03. Moreover, the direct effect of
perspective taking on desire to meet, β=− .21, t(99)=−2.11,
p=.04, was significantly reduced when ratings of confrontation
were included in the analysis, β=− .12, t(98)=−1.15, p=.20,
Sobel=−2.25, p=.02.

Similarly, endorsement of negative stereotypes also predicted less
of a desire to meet the Arab American target when it was added to the
basic model, β=− .35, t(98)=−3.63, pb .03, and its inclusion also
significantly reduced the direct effect of perspective taking (vs.
control), β=− .11, t(98)=−1.22, p=.20, Sobel=−2.14, p=.03.
Thus, the data indicate that the increased desire to avoid meeting the
target when he used the perspective-taking strategy alone was
mediated both by the perception that he was being confrontational
and the negative stereotypes that highly prejudiced perceivers
ascribed to him.

We next tested a mediational pathway whereby the target's use of
perspective taking increased perceived confrontation, which in-
creased negative stereotyping, which then increased the desire to
avoid meeting the target. The first mediation analysis revealed that
compared to the no-strategy control, confrontation predicted greater
endorsement of negative stereotypes, β=− .51, t(98)=5.61,
p=.001 and the relationship between the control vs. perspective
taking comparison and negative stereotyping was not significant with
confrontation included in the equation, β=.70, t(98)=.667, p=.50.
The Sobel test was significant, Sobel=2.39, p=.02, suggesting that
perspective taking predicts greater stereotyping of the target because
he is perceived to be more confrontational. However, whereas
negative stereotyping predicted confrontation β=.47, t(98)=5.61,
p=.001, the relationship between the control vs. perspective taking
comparison and confrontation was still significant when we con-
trolled for negative stereotyping, β=.29, t(98)=3.08, p=.003. This
speaks against an alternativemodel where perspective taking predicts
increased perceptions of confrontation because it increases the
tendency to stereotype the target.

The second analysis then tested whether the relationship between
confrontation and desire to meet the target was mediated by negative
stereotypes. Confrontation was associated with greater avoidance of
the target, β=− .20, t(99)=−2.21, p=.03, and when negative
stereotyping was included in the model, the relationship between
confrontation and desire to meet the target was no longer significant,
β=− .05, t(97)=− .56, p=.5, Sobel=−2.57, p=.01. Together, the
results suggest that when the target used the perspective taking
strategy by itself, it increased the perception that he was being
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confrontational, which mediated the tendency to negatively stereo-
type him. The tendency to negatively stereotype him, in turn,
mediated the desire to avoid interacting with him in the future.

Mediating the bias-reducing benefits of affirmation. The final set of
analyses examined if asking self-affirming questions increased the
desire to meet the target (compared to perspective taking alone)
because the affirmation decreased the perception that the target was
being confrontational. An initial analysis with participants in the two
perspective taking conditions showed the direct effect of using
affirmation in increasing participants' desire to meet the Arab
American target, β=.61, t(98)=6.43, pb .001. Although perceptions
of confrontation were reduced by using affirmation in conjunction
with perspective taking (compared to perspective taking alone), β=
− .24, t(99)=−2.26, p=.03, and these perceptions of confrontation
were related to the desire to meet the target, β=− .29, t(99)=
−2.60, p=.01, the inclusion of this variable in the model did not
reduce the direct effect of affirmation on the desire to meet the target,
β=.58, t(98)=5.90, pb .001. Thus, we cannot conclude that increase
in desire to meet the target after he used the combination of
affirmation and perspective taking was definitively due to the lower
perceptions of confrontation.

Discussion

The results from Experiment 2 replicate and extend Experiment 1
by showing that as predicted, when an Arab-American target used a
confrontational perspective taking strategy by itself, highly prejudiced
participants perceived that the target was being confrontational, were
more likely to stereotype him, and perhaps as a result of these two
processes, were less interested in meeting the target. However, if the
Arab-American target asked self-affirming questions prior to making
the confrontational perspective-taking request, highly prejudiced
individuals reported more interest in meeting the target and lower
perceptions of confrontation. The effectiveness of asking the self-
affirming questions is underscored by the finding that the combina-
tion strategy led to increased interest in meeting the target
significantly above and beyond the no-strategy control condition.

The data reveal a number of important insights into the processes
by which perspective taking can backfire unless it is prefaced by
asking self-affirming questions. First, participants reported signifi-
cantly higher feelings of empathy, guilt, and perceived injustice
following the perspective-taking request compared to the no-strategy
control, suggesting that even in the absence of affirmation, these
highly prejudiced participants still complied with the perspective
taking request. However, the mediation analyses also indicate that
perspective taking caused less interest in meeting the target because
he was perceived to be confrontational, which predicted more
negative stereotyping of the target. Thus, granting the request to
take the perspective of a disliked out-group prompted a conflicting
profile of positive and negative reactions, but had the end result of
motivating avoidance of the target. These findings are consistent with
previous research and also show why confrontational approaches to
bias reduction can have negative personal consequences for the
targets who use them: even when a strategy is successful at inducing
empathy, guilt, and perceived injustice, highly prejudiced perceivers
can still feel attacked, form a negative impression of the target, and
become motivated to avoid further contact with him. Thus, a target's
request to take his or her group's perspective can engender many of
the same negative personal outcomes as direct assertions of bias
(Czopp et al., 2006).

The data also show that the desire to avoid the confrontational
target was significantly reduced when he prefaced the perspective
taking requestwith questions designed to self-affirm the self-integrity
of the highly prejudiced perceivers. However, whereas asking self-
affirming questions also reduced the perception that he was being
confrontational when asking participants to take his perspective, the
mediation analyses show that these responses did not directly
account for the increased desire to meet the target. Whereas few
studies have found reliable mediators for self-affirmation effects (see
McQueen & Klein, 2006), it is possible that variables we did not take
into account mediate the relationship between asking self-affirming
questions and bias reduction. We return to discuss other potential
mediators in the General discussion.

General discussion

The two experiments showed that stigmatized targets could
diffuse backlash against them when they confront bias if they first
ask highly prejudiced individuals questions designed to activate self-
affirmation processes. When a target individual confronts highly
prejudice people by asking them to take his or her group's perspective
on bias, they can experience negative affect, form a negative
impression of the target, and become motivated to avoid interacting
with the target in the future. Consistent with other recent findings
(Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009), the backlash responses in the present set of
studies suggest that as a strategy for reducing intergroup conflict,
perspective taking may not be as easy and effective for targets to use
compared to when the strategy is implemented by a neutral third
party. However, consistent with our Target Empowerment Model
(TEM), asking self-affirming questions reduced the tendency to avoid
a target individual who confronted highly biased perceivers with a
request to take his perspective. At the outset of an interaction, using
strategies that diffuse threat may provide a reliable way for
stigmatized individuals to personally benefit from addressing bias
when they interact with someone who holds negative explicit
attitudes toward them and their group.

The present set of studies addresses several important alternative
explanations for the bias reduction effects of asking self-affirming
questions. For example, the results of both experiments clearly
indicate that asking self-affirming questions do not reduce bias by
making the target appear to be more friendly and sincere, and
Experiment 2 showed no boost to positive affect. By including
questions about other personal attributes in the no-strategy control
conditions of both experiments, we also refute the possibility that the
self-affirming questions reduce bias by making the target seem more
confident or outgoing. The results are consistent with the interpre-
tation offered in the other studies on the role of self-affirmation in bias
reduction (e.g., Fein & Spencer, 1997; Sinclair & Kunda, 1999), that
affirming perceivers reduces the defensiveness that leads them to
express bias againstmembers of disliked groups, especially when they
are confronted.

Limitations and future directions

Although the studies presented here represent a novel approach to
examining prejudice reduction, they are not without limitations and
the need for more research. One limitation is that unlike previous
research (Fein & Spencer, 1997), asking self-affirming questions did
not reduce negative stereotyping of the target. However, recent
research suggests that avoidance tendencies and negative impres-
sions in intergroup contexts can invoke distinct cognitive and
affective processes (Amodio & Devine, 2006). When delivered by a
stigmatized target, affirmation might better facilitate willingness to
approach the source than change the cognitive processes involved in
impression formation, especially when the beliefs relate to mistrust
and danger (Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). Approaching the target
could be the first step toward a complex process of prejudice
reduction whereby subsequent interaction could open the door
toward developing a less stereotypic impression of the source and
the group. Clearly more research is needed to examine the
progression of prejudice reduction over time.
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Another limitation of the current work is that it does not reveal a
mechanism by which asking self-affirming questions reduced nega-
tive reactions to the perspective-taking request. A more direct test of
threat reduction may be possible using physiological markers or
implicit responses, like the accessibility of meta-stereotypes (Vorauer
& Sasaki, 2009) or other threat-related words (van Koningsbruggen,
Das, & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2009). If asking self-affirming questions
reduces perceptions of threat, it should reduce the distracting
accessibility of meta-stereotypes or other threat-related thoughts,
which may then allow highly biased perceivers to approach a target
they would normally be motivated to avoid.

An important direction for future research on a target's use of self-
affirmation strategies to reduce bias is to identify the types of traits
and values that are most likely to invoke threat-reduction processes.
We demonstrated the effectiveness of affirming both a domain
relevant attribute like fairness as well as an irrelevant trait like
creativity. But we suspect that self-affirming attributes that promote
intergroup assimilation should be more effective than those that
highlight intergroup contrasts. Specifically, when the positive and
important attributes are associated with world-view differences
between the in-group and out-group, they may serve to affirm the
self, but at the same time, fail to reduce bias because they promote
contrast. For example, in recent studies by Rivera (2007) and
Lehmiller et al. (2010), affirming important and positive attributes
like masculinity and family values seemed to activate firmly held
distinctions between the sexually prejudiced participants and the gay
target group, which then strengthened participants' resolve in their
dislike for gays. In comparison, relevant positive traits or values that
focus people on egalitarian goals (e.g., Moskowitz et al., in press) and
values (e.g., fairness), or on identities they share in common with the
out-group, can affirm the self in a manner that promotes intergroup
assimilation. And consistentwith other findings in the self-affirmation
literature (McQueen & Klein, 2006), bias-unrelated positive attributes
(e.g., creativity) likely operate by providing the self-integrity buffer
that permits people to recognize and be more open-minded about
group differences that theywould otherwise avoid. Thus, when asking
self-affirming questions to reduce bias, targets will be more successful
if they get people to reflect on bias-unrelated positive attributes or
bias-related positive attributes that bridge group differences.

Finally, it will be important to examine the effect of carrying out
TEM bias reduction strategies on stigmatized targets. Little research
has investigated if attempting to reduce a perceiver's biases, through
confrontation or other means, has negative consequences for the
targets' self-perceptions or self-esteem (see Shelton, Richeson, &
Salvatore, 2005). Understanding the potential drawbacks to empow-
ering targets to use prejudice reduction strategies is vital for knowing
which strategies can be used to without negatively affecting a target's
affective, interpersonal, and self-perceptions.

Conclusions

Given the negative outcomes that stigmatized group members
endure as a result of other people's biases, we believe it would be
useful for targets to have at their disposal strategies capable of
reducing the use of negative attitudes or stereotypes to form an
impression of them. This is not to suggest that stigmatized individuals
should have to learn to defend themselves from prejudice; targets are
not responsible for the biases directed toward them and their group.
Nevertheless, rather than wait for someone to reveal bias, or for a
third party to intervene, targets can proactively initiate bias reduction
processes at the outset of an interaction. Whereas previous research
demonstrates the effectiveness of confronting perceivers about a
biased remark (Czopp et al., 2006), it also reveals that biased
perceivers often dislike the target who confronts them, which could
cost the stigmatized individual access to important resources (e.g., a
job). The current studies suggest that to reduce bias, targets need not
risk the repercussions that follow from blatant confrontation; by
asking self-affirming questions, targets can circumvent the defenses
that lead to backlash. By using subtle strategies for reducing prejudice,
targets if they wish can increase the likelihood that they will be
evaluated and treated in the fair manner they deserve.
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