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Abstract 

 

 

The goal of this thesis was to identify if and how can morality change after 

confrontation within gendered dynamics. In order to know if morality can change after 

confrontation, two studies were designed, each assessing a different aspect of morality, 

its processing (automatic and reflexive modes of moral cognitive process) and its 

content (moral values). In both studies, females were the confronters (as a programmed 

response and as a memory of a past confrontation). The first two articles report on two 

empirical studies, and the third article is a theoretical perspective. Finally, an additional 

fourth article (Appendix B), follows up on the theoretical discussion of the third article. 

In the first article, the cognitive moral processing of moral dilemmas (expressed 

in reaction time and perception of the dilemma´s difficulty) was investigated after male 

participants were confronted or not (experimental condition) by a bot passing as a 

female participant for sending sexist jokes. One week prior to the experiment, 

participants answered to several individual differences for a moderation hypothesis. An 

interaction was found in the opposite hypothesized direction, as participants with higher 

support for male norms against femininity are slower in answering moral dilemmas after 

being confronted. Further, qualitative analysis showed that confrontation increases 

defensive mechanisms and evaluative concerns, whereas not confronting leads to a lack 

of guilt. 

The second article focused on another dimension of morality, investigating 

participant´s support for egalitarian moral values after a past event were they were 

confronted by (or had a good experience with) a woman. Results show that, overall, 

participants with low levels of male norms regarding status and social dominance 

orientation had a greater support for diversity after remembering a confrontation while 

participants with higher levels of such individual differences value diversity more after 

remembering harmony. 
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The third article works on a theoretical elaboration of conflict and 

confrontation´s role in promoting processes related to moral change, being it social or 

individual, as a result of the process of reflection that was done during this thesis. To 

argue that, conflict and confrontation are differentiated, predictors of conflict are 

explored in its objective and subjective components, the logic of conflict in its main 

weighting of pros and cons are explained, main reasons related to the resistance to 

confrontation are proposed, and the main reported outcomes are discussed. 

Finally, an additional paper was written to further explore the problem proposed 

in article three regarding the resistance to confrontation within the hegemonic forms of 

existence (Appendix B). It discusses how the social mobilization from the subordinate 

groups, and its production of decolonized knowledge, affects the appearance of harmony 

by disrupting shared knowledge and questioning legitimizing myths. Thus, intergroup 

conflict can also be understood as a symptom of rigidity to change when facing 

alternative subjective productions which questions the hegemonic social structure 

inherited – and still reproducing – from colonization. 

Taken together, these findings question notions of harmony in intergroup 

relations, by highlighting the experiences of agency of the subordinate groups, with a 

special emphasis on women. By showing that subordinate groups are fighting for the 

improvement of their social conditions, it questions if confrontation is not a reaction to 

violence instead of the initiation of it. Further, it researches what are the consequences 

of confrontation on morality, which also might affect mobilization for social change 

later on. We hope that this thesis can deepen conversations regarding the tension 

between diversity and equality and can shed light on processes of change, which are 

inevitable, for better or for worst. 



 

1 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Those human features which persisted through years of natural selection likely 

did so because they presented an advantage for the survival of the species. Although 

different periods and different places select distinct traits, some human traits are present 

in all human groups. Among the characteristics that better served to adapt living 

organisms to their environment, those that allowed them to suppress competition and 

increase cooperation within groups persisted, even for bacteria life (Frank, 2003, 2020). 

It could be argued that, for human beings, those characteristics which compose what is 

known by the concept of “morality”, are the ones that better enabled humans to survive 

by facilitating a group organization (e.g. selecting cooperation over individualism), 

because, strategically, organizing in bigger groups offered more advantages for getting 

ahead in a competitive environment. 

In very old times, tribes were small and group boundaries were clear, however, 

more than ever before, different groups coexist within the same boundary. That same 

morality that was responsible for binding smaller groups of individuals together is 

speculated to be the roots of many of the immoral attitudes related to discrimination 

today (Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015). It would seem that these universal 

characteristics that helped humans adapt and survive throughout time, also became 

biases favoring tribalism. 

Although clearly related to groups, morality is difficult to define. Looking at 

moral psychology´s body of work, it would seem almost as if morality would depend 

mostly on an individual ability to reflect on or react according to their moral 

values/judgment/intuition/reasoning. However, the world outside of oneself is a key 

factor for morality, although not as discussed in moral psychology. Ellemers and 

colleagues (2019) analyzed research published on moral psychology between the years 

of 1940 and 2017, and found that there would be a publication bias favoring 
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intrapersonal moral processes. However, evidence points to morality as being socially 

shared, self-reflective and experiential. Although moral judgement, reasoning and 

behavior take place inside an individual's mind, one learns which moral values are 

important for them by reading socially shared cues in their environment (Greenwood, 

2011), which point to morality´s social – rather than individual - nature. Without the 

“other”, there is no justice, nor care (Gilligan, 1993). One cannot be moral in the 

abstraction of their ideas, because “the ethics is in the face of the other” (Pegoraro, 

2005).  

Because of morality´s social nature, external stimuli can lead an individual to 

change. More than a rigid system of values, intuitions or beliefs, morality would be a 

flexible machinery that activates and communicates different parts of the body 

simultaneously, emerging in different social dynamics and with a temporal dimension 

which constantly updates its own moral values, social norms, and principles according to 

social cues present in the environment. And it is specifically this social nature of 

morality what makes it context specific and flexible.  

 

 

MORALITY 

 

 

Morality as dynamic 

The same as other human features, morality has adjusted to material conditions 

of its surroundings. As a result, moral values differ in territory and time, and practices 

before morally accepted by society, such as owning another human being as private 

property, later became incomprehensive and outrageous to most people in those same 

societies but in different times. A simple observation of how moral codes changed 

throughout time and how it differs between cultures, can lead to the conclusion that 

moral content, such as values, changes. However, there must be a complex structure (as 

opposed to content), composed of many “abilities” such as the ability to empathize, the 
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ability to care, which is “filled” (referring to content) with local values transmitted by 

the local culture via family, friends and institutions. Likewise, a simple observation of 

one's own experience can show how morality can change within the individual, for 

example by expanding the ability to empathize with people outside of a determined 

group boundary. As material conditions change, consciousness changes as well, leading 

to the need of adjusting moral values and attitudes that are more fit for the new human 

condition. 

Although most literature has focused on intrapersonal moral processes (Ellemers 

et al. 2019), theoretical development within the field highlights its social and dynamic 

aspect. For the Social Intuition Model (Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008), the social is able to 

change the individual´s morality when external agents either trigger emotional flashes in 

the individual (reasoned persuasion) or through the pressure of what other people think 

(social persuasion; Haidt & Bjorklund, 2008). Ellemers and colleagues (2013, 2015) 

have also worked on the relation between group and morality, demonstrating how 

morality is socially shared with the group, being important for group identity and 

perceptions of right and wrong (Ellemers et al., 2013; Ellemers & Van der Toorn, 2015). 

Paxton and Greene, (2010) also worked on change processes by describing encounters 

which could influence reasoning and further judgements beyond emotions (Paxton & 

Greene, 2010). Morality has already changed in a continuous adaptation to the 

environment. 

 

Moral form and content 

Researchers proposed that there is not one way of being moral (Greene, Morelli, 

Lowenberg, Nystrom & Cohen, 2008; Wojciszke, Parzuchowski & Bocian, 2015). We 

are not fully cognitive or emotional beings, and we will respond differently depending 

on the moral dilemma that is presented (e.g. personal or impersonal) and on the kind of 

resources a person uses (e.g. intuitive or reason). Greene and colleagues (2001, 2004) 

found that there would be both a more reasoned way of processing moral dilemmas, and 

also a more emotion-based process, configuring what he calls a dual-process theory of 
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moral judgment. This finding is backed up on neuroimaging using moral dilemmas 

(Greene, Nystrom, Engell, Darley & Cohen, 2004; Greene, Sommerville, Nystrom, 

Darley & Cohen, 2001) and on the study of patients with damage in the ventromedial 

prefrontal cortex, area related to emotional responses (Koenigs, Young, Adolphs, Tranel, 

Cushman, Hauser & Damasio, 2007). 

In this thesis, there are two main ways in which morality will be studied. In paper 

one, morality will be researched in its process, which relates to the way the cognitive 

brain processes moral information, in line with Greene's dual process theory (2001; 

2004). Automatic or controlled cognitive functioning expresses two basic modes of 

processing information, the emotional part of morality is responsible for automatic 

default responses and cognition involves higher order reasoning processes (Evans & 

Stanovich, 2013). This way, the manual mode would have the interesting role of giving 

flexibility to thinking about new problems, while the automatic would be efficient, 

giving fast responses to stimulus (Greene, Nystrom, Engell, Darley & Cohen, 2004; 

Greene, Sommerville, Nystrom, Darley & Cohen, 2001). Time pressure, as well as 

cognitive loading, impairs controlled processes, increasing reaction time in moral 

dilemma tasks (Greene, Morelli, Lowenberg, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2008; Kahneman & 

Frederick, 2002). In the first article of this thesis, we measure response time as well as 

the perception of the dilemma´s difficulty in order to assess the activation of a reflexive 

process (instead of automatic). On the other hand, in the second article of this thesis, the 

research was developed to capture moral content (instead of process), which is the moral 

dimension related to moral values or beliefs. Together, operationalized as moral change, 

we will detect the change in moral process and content related to morality within gender 

dynamics. 

 

Unethical behavior 

Even though morality is dynamic, there is a limit to change. Human beings, as 

well as other animals, have a sharp moral system that is capable of perceiving injustice, 

even from a young age (Wynn & Bloom, 2014). As such, if morality was “acting alone”, 



 

5 
 

people would simply perceive the hierarchical structure of society and its unjust 

consequences on people's lives, and fight against it until all bias was eliminated. 

However, this is not the case, as injustice remains hiding in plain sight for most people. 

Beyond cultural settings, fundamental human characteristics will condition what 

we can perceive directly. Some unethical behaviors are not recognized as unethical 

because they fall under our ethical blind spots, leading people to act against their values 

without their awareness and despite their efforts (Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015). 

Because of ethical blind spots, people offer special treatment to in-group members 

(Greenwald & Banaji, 2017); Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015), have an automatic 

tendency to benefit oneself over others (Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015), and lie when 

there is a low risk of being caught (Bereby-Meyer & Shalvi, 2015). What makes this 

bias more complicated is that even searching information is biased, since we select 

information that confirms our previous beliefs (Fiedler & Glockner, 2015), or gut 

feelings (Haidt, 2001), perpetuating old points of view. This would be a biological 

limitation, meaning, we will never be completely free from our moral biases. 

Nevertheless, the mind is capable of transcending our specific heritage and extrapolating 

our structural limitations, especially when there is intention to change. 

 

 

HIERARCHICAL STRUCTURE 

 

 

Although human beings have inherited a moral system that gives them the 

capacity to feel and reason about injustice, the world in which we are inserted is 

extremely violent and unequal. Conflicting interests lead groups to fight for resources, 

engaging in wars and confrontations. Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 

1999) has identified that human beings, similar to other animals, have a tendency to 

organize themselves in a hierarchical fashion. Analyzing several groups, the authors 

found that stratification is organized by age, gender and arbitrary-set systems (such as 



 

6 
 

religion or ethnicity). Different positions in the hierarchy lead to differentiated access to 

resources and power, where the members of the advantaged group have more political 

power, economic resources, and prestige, than the members of the subordinate group, 

which has been found to be the major factor for intergroup conflict (Stewart, 2011).  

Given the conflict of interests between the groups, the dominant group needs to 

subordinate the disadvantaged group in order to maintain their privileged position. If not 

by violent means, which is more costly and unstable, the dominant group controls 

discourse and ideology in order to promote “consensus on ideologies that promote the 

superiority of one group over others” (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth & Malle, 1994, 

p.741). Hierarchy attenuating and hierarchy enhancing myths would be opposing forces 

which affect the levels of inequalities between the groups, and which are harder to 

change the closer they are to the basic values of a given society (Sidanius & Pratto, 

1999). 

 

Gender relations 

Even though humans have a natural tendency to be socially dominant (Sidanius 

& Pratto, 1999), socialization perpetuates such orientations in forms of values, norms 

and roles. These values might obstruct possibilities to transgress and question the social 

structure as, “psychological orientations and social ideologies interact with social 

institutions in producing and maintaining group-based hierarchies” (Sidanius & Pratto, 

1999, p. 71). 

Sexism is not only about women´s domination, but also related to men´s need to 

dominate, due to the performance of their gender role in society and high levels of social 

dominance orientation. O´Neil (1981) discusses how feminist awareness is causing 

conflict between men and women because of sexist patterns in men´s socialization. Even 

though feminism focuses on women's liberation, men can also benefit from the 

discussion since men are also victims of oppression enforced by rigid gender roles, 

developing symptoms associated with stress from maintaining their status (Eisler, 

Skidmore, & Ward, 1988; Sloan, Conner, & Gough, 2015). 
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O´Neil (1981) delimits what is incorporated in masculine values of manhood, 

such as the belief of biological superiority of men over women, something that gives 

them the right to devalue women. Associated with that, masculine values would be 

related to power, control, dominance, competition, rational-logical thought as forms of 

communication, sex, lack of intimacy with other men, prosperity in career and being the 

economic provider (O´Neil, 1981). Traces that are considered feminine (intuition, 

intimacy, care-taking, affection, and emotions) are considered inferior, immature and 

inappropriate, as well as those who express them (O´Neil, 1981). Men's fear of 

femininity, or fear of being viewed as submissive by others, would lead them to exert 

control to obtain power through competition (O´Neil, 1981). 

There are basic tendencies that maintain and enforce hierarchies among groups, 

and gender social orientation is a special case that does not vary depending on 

contingencies (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Women are controlled by men and this 

generates greater disadvantage in their psychological well-being, physical safety and 

entering the workforce. Especially when it comes to sex, women are exploited and 

treated as sex objects from an early age, and socialized gender roles freeze these 

dynamics, keeping women´s domination unquestioned and part of a normal day-today 

life-style. Despite the tendency to organize in social hierarchies, humans are also moral 

beings, and this moral machinery regulates group living. 

 

 

CONFRONTATION TO CHANGE 

 

 

Confrontation resembles persuasion. Both come from the premises of message 

content coming from an external source (written or spoken) having an impact on the 

individual (Petty, Wheeler, Tormala, 2003). Despite its points in common, confrontation 

and persuasion have one important distinction, which makes confrontation the best 

research paradigm for this thesis. Confrontation is a “spontaneous” event in the real 
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world, as opposed to persuasion´s intentional effort. Persuasion is related to the quality 

of the message and how it triggers effortful thinking, resulting in attitude change (Petty, 

Wheeler, Tormala, 2003). Of course, having abilities to persuade someone from the 

advantaged group can be a good strategy to negotiate power, however, confrontation of 

bias is not about negotiating, it's about standing up against unfair treatment. It's about 

resistance, even when facing a more comfortable opportunity to stay quiet. 

Confrontation is a “volitional process aimed at expressing one´s dissatisfaction 

with discriminatory treatment to a person or group of people who are responsible for 

engaging in a discriminatory event” (Kaiser & Miller 2004, p. 168). The power of 

confrontation might be related to self-image, since confrontation (e.g. being called a 

sexist) can evidence a dissonance between the self-concept (e.g. as egalitarian person) 

and the behavior (oppressing women), creating a dissatisfaction in the self that would 

lead to a change in the behavior by self-regulatory mechanisms (Monteith, 1993). 

Studies using fMRI, showed that when there was a divergent opinion between the group 

and the self, the pMFC (posterior medial frontal cortex) reacted similarly to having had a 

negative feedback (Izuma, 2013).  

Among its reported effects, confrontation would reduce biased responses in the 

confronted individual (Czopp, Monteith & Mark, 2006; Mallett & Wagner, 2011) at 

least up to 7 weeks after being confronted (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018), and would 

increase the subject’s concern for expressing future bias (Parker, Monteith, Moss-

Racusin, & Van Camp, 2018). Confrontation was also found to be more effective in 

reducing biased responses when coming from the ingroup when compared to the 

outgroup (Rasinski & Czopp, 2010; Gulker, Mark, & Monteith, 2013). The mechanisms 

that would trigger such effects would be that of triggering negative feelings about 

themselves, such as guilt and rumination leading them to want to self-regulate (Burns, 

Monteith, & Parker, 2017), breaking the apparent harmony of silence. 

 

Individual psychological characteristics as moderator 
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Even though confrontation has been shown to be effective in reducing bias, it 

most likely won't lead to deeper changes in every case. Individual differences and 

environmental factors can interact with confrontation, creating a movement to either 

change or resist, which, in statistical terms, would be counted as a moderator effect. 

Egalitarian norms, for example, were found to be important to create the effect of 

dissonance after being accused of something “morally bad” (Monteith, 1993).  

Given that confrontation is a form of power dispute, characteristics related to 

authority and power might be relevant if we are looking for processes of deeper change. 

Individuals with higher levels of Social dominance orientation (SDO), an individual 

difference variable which describes the “extent to which one desires that one's in-group 

dominate and be superior to outgroups” (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth & Malle, 1994, p. 

742) might be more resistant to being confronted. Research found that, indeed, SDO 

predicts skepticism in women's ability to perform in men's traditional employment 

(Christopher & Wojda, 2008), is related to hostile sexism (Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 

2007; Christopher & Wojda, 2008), and is negatively related to gender based affirmative 

action (Fraser, Osborne, Sibley, 2015). Male’s gender roles are also related to their 

domination over women, since men would feel superior towards them, and the belief 

that they should control them (O´Neil, 1981). 

Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer, 1988) might also trigger 

resistance to confrontation. People with high levels of RWA might express prejudice to 

those who threaten established group norms, and, in the gender realm, confrontation of 

sexism goes directly against the female role of submission. Research shows that RWA 

predicts preference for traditional role performance for women (Christopher & Wojda, 

2008), is related to benevolent sexism (Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007; Christopher & 

Wojda, 2008; Thomas & Esses, 2004), and to the denial of discrimination against 

women (Thomas & Esses, 2004). 

Likewise, a support for traditional gender norms can predict distinct reactions to 

confrontation. Traditional roles for men such as a concern for status, being “tough”, and 

avoiding feminine occupations (Thompson & Pleck, 1986) might resist questioning from 
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a more egalitarian perspective on gender. Even more modern forms of sexism 

characterized by a denial of discrimination, a paternalistic behavior towards women, 

antagonism towards their demands and lack of support for egalitarian policies 

(neosexism; Swim, Aikin, Hall & Hunter, 1995) might resist to confrontation. 

Other research also found that participants are less willing to support 

discrimination when other participants condemn discrimination explicitly (Blanchard, 

Crandall, Brigham & Vaughn, 1994; Monteith, Deneen & Tooman, 1996), showing the 

influence of norms and social influence in biased behavior.  

 

RESEARCH PROBLEM 

 

 

Increasing diversity caused by the evolution of human technology and social 

organization brings challenges to the coexistence of different people in an unequal social 

system. Specifically within gender relations, technology has created new conditions of 

existence for women, which has changed gender dynamics. While men´s gender norms 

are related to power and dominance, women´s have been that of care and silence. 

Literature has suggested that women confront sexist bias in a low percentage, and, when 

they do, it causes amusement in confronted men.  As gender norms change, inequality, 

hierarchical relations and discrimination creates tension within diverse social settings. 

Looking at the inevitable encounter of groups who possess different levels of 

power and privilege, and considering that some people will show biases in their 

interaction that can hurt the deprived group, confrontations might occur. 

 

Research Question: 

Does the confrontation of sexist biases by women trigger moral change in men? And 

which psychological aspect is related to moral change? 
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General Objective: 

Identify if and how confrontation triggers moral change when women confront men. 

 

Specific Objectives: 

  

1- Identify if confrontation can trigger moral change --in moral processing 

and moral content-- in the confronted individual. 

2- Explore social dominance orientation, right wing authoritarianism, 

support for male gender norms, neosexism, evaluative concerns, and motivation 

to control prejudice as moderators that can explain under which conditions 

confrontation triggers moral change in the confronted individual´s moral 

processing and moral values. 

 

Hypotheses: 

The main hypothesis is that confrontation can lead to the activation of reflection in those 

individuals who experience a dissonance between their moral values and their behavior. 

After experiencing an increase in moral reflection, people who are more supportive of 

egalitarian gender relations, or who are worried about being perceived as such, would 

experience an improvement in their moral values. The operationalization of these 

hypotheses is as follows: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Confrontation (as opposed to not confronting) leads to a greater 

moral change depending on individual differences. 

 Hypothesis 1a (article 1): Confronted individuals that are low in social 

dominance orientation, low in right wing authoritarianism, low in support for male 

gender norms, low in neosexism, high in evaluative concerns, or high motivation to 

control prejudice will increase their moral processing, noted in larger reaction time and 

higher perception of dilemma´s difficulty. 
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 Hypothesis 1b (article 2): Confrontation (as opposed to not confronting) 

increases moral values related to pluralism and diversity, or reduces moral absolutism in 

individuals with low levels of social dominance orientation, right wing authoritarianism 

or support for male gender norms. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Confrontation (as opposed to not confronting) leads to a null effect 

in morality depending on individual differences. 

 Hypothesis 2a (article 1): Confronted individuals that are high in social 

dominance orientation, high in right wing authoritarianism, high in support for male 

gender norms, high in neosexism, low in evaluative concerns, or low in motivation to 

control prejudice will have no difference in moral processing, noted in reaction time and 

the perception of dilemma´s difficulty. 

 Hypothesis 2b (article 2): Confrontation (as opposed to not confronting) 

will have a null effect on moral values related to pluralism, diversity and moral 

absolutism in individuals with high levels of social dominance orientation, right wing 

authoritarianism, and support for male gender norms.  

 

 

CURRENT WORK 

 

 

This work seeks to advance the study of morality, by discussing and testing the 

subject´s propensity to change when interacting with the social world. When concerning 

change, morality may be more flexible or more rigid depending on psychological 

characteristics related to egalitarian gender relations, or being perceived as such. 

As a second matter of interest, this thesis also develops ideas around 

confrontation, and tries to elucidate if it can be a trigger of moral change. Moral change 

caused by confrontation was chosen because we are interested not in creating the 
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optimal conditions for change, but in understanding more ecological events that happen 

as a result of conflicting interests. 

The social context in the background of the studies had a feminist wave spread 

nationally in the years when the data was collected (2018-2019). This social movement 

changed the gender dynamics in the country, as several schools and universities were 

occupied for months and massive protests were held raising awareness for structural 

violence and “excludent inclusion” lived by the social class of women (Encina & 

Medina, 2018). Women questioned their friends, family and work/classmates in regards 

to their sexist practices, as well as pushed their work places and school environment for 

institutional changes, which meant real life confrontation of bias, which led to practical 

change as a result.  

In the first article, an experiment was designed were participants, in an all-males 

sample, were either confronted or not (experimental condition) for sending sexist jokes 

to another participant who later reveals was a female (a programmed response). In order 

to evaluate change in moral processing (automatic or reflexive) after confrontation, they 

answered six moral dilemmas where reaction time, reasoning and perceived difficulty 

were measure. 

To expand the ideas around confrontation, power and moral change, in the 

second study, we discuss its supposed contradiction to harmony. As social psychology 

has learned from recent findings, there would be a sedative effect of contact (Hässler et 

al., 2020), which raised fundamental questionings regarding the “irony of harmony” 

(Saguy, Shchori-Eya, Hasan-Aslih, Sobol & Dovidio, 2016). In article 3, we tested the 

hypothesis that interpersonal conflict can have positive effects for social equality, when 

compared to harmony. In a survey, we randomly assigned participants to either the 

harmony condition, where they should remember and write about a harmonious close 

female friend, or the confront condition, where they should remember and write about a 

conflict with a feminist woman. Further, we used measures of morality that are more 

related to diversity orientation and used a more ecological manipulation for 
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confrontation (their memory of an event) instead of experimentally creating one as was 

done in the first study.  

Finally, the third article discusses how conflict and confrontation have been 

researched on the field of social psychology. We examine empirical evidence on the 

predictors, mechanisms and outcomes related to confrontation, and discuss other 

processes that might be related to the resistance to confrontation in society. Far from 

being negative in itself, confrontation is a consequence of a conflict of interests where 

the parts are unwilling or unable to satisfy the conditions of the other either at the 

interpersonal or at the social level. 

Additionally, a book chapter was written to further discuss the subject of 

resistance to confrontation. It discusses how the social mobilization from the subordinate 

groups, and its production of decolonized knowledge, affects the social fabric by 

disrupting shared knowledge. Legitimizing myths are used to create harmony, creating 

resistance to the paradigmatical shifts proposed by the subordinate groups´ lived 

experience. Thus, confrontation appears as a form of resistance and of production of 

knowledge, which might lead to conflict with the advantaged group. The article is 

written from decolonial and feminist epistemologies, offering insights on conflict from 

the margins. 

Taken together, the four articles can provide evidences and reflections on 

morality´s social nature, providing evidence for the dynamic interaction with the social 

world, confrontation and psychological characteristics, further showing how conflict can 

be a driver of change. 
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FIRST ARTICLE 

Study 1 

 

The effect of confrontation on morality: Does confronting sexism change moral 

processing from automatic to reflexive mode? 

 

Michelle Bernardino, Héctor Carvacho & Gloria Jimenez-Moya 
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Abstract 

 

 

An experiment was designed to test the hypothesis that the confrontation of moral biases 

causes a change in the moral cognitive processing (automatic versus controlled) of the 

confronted, and that this change would be moderated by psychological factors related to 

dominance/egalitarianism. Participants first answered a questionnaire with several 

individual measures (evaluative concerns, motivation to control prejudice, social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, neosexism and male norms), and 

one week later took part on an experiment where they had to send jokes and were 

randomly assigned to either be confronted for sending sexist jokes by an alleged female 

participant (a bot) or not. Reaction time, reasoning and perceived difficulty to moral 

dilemmas were measured, as well as their comments using the qualitative Thematic 

Analysis to have more insight of the repercussions of the manipulation. Results show 

that participants with higher levels of motivation to control prejudice are slower in 

answering moral dilemmas. An interaction also revealed that participants who support 

male norms against femininity are slower in answering moral dilemmas after being 

confronted. Qualitative analysis showed that different dimensions of defense mechanism 

and evaluative concerns are triggered by confrontation. The repercussion of this finding 

for the literature on confrontation, conceptualization of morality and social change are 

discussed. 

Key words: moral change, morality, confrontation, social change, sexism 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Morality has been researched as an individual phenomenon, but it is a tool to 

better adapt us to live in the social world. Organized in a hierarchical fashion, people 

suffer more or less discrimination and material restrictions depending on the group that 

they belong to (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Cultural norms, moral blind spots, and 

unconscious biases, however, make it difficult to perceive and question inequality, 

perpetuating unequal statuses between groups regardless of the individual’s moral 

standards.  

As inequality among culturally relevant groups within the same society is a 

predictor of conflict (Cederman, Weidmann & Gleditsch, 2011; Østby, 2008), intergroup 

clashes might emerge when group members perceive and delegitimize the hierarchy. 

Current global movements such as Time´s up, Me too and Ni una menos have pushed 

for changes in cultural norms and behavior related to gender, which has raised many to 

question whether confrontation is effective in its goals of promoting social change. 

Literature in confrontation has found that confrontation of biases is effective in 

curbing sexist behavior (Czopp & Monteith, 2003), but, does this confrontation promote 

a reflexive state of a moral nature in the confronted individual, or does the individual 

only learn to avoid sexist behavior? 

In this paper, we focus on how social interactions can change individuals’ 

morality, specifically within confrontations of sexist bias. We hypothesize that 

confrontation pushes for shifts in the confronted person´s moral cognitive processing, by 

triggering the reflexive thinking among those who are motivated to be more egalitarians, 

in a novel moderation hypothesis.  In an ever changing society it is important that people 

are capable of changing paradigms, and social regulation might be one of the strongest 

causes for individual change. 

 



 

18 
 

 

What is morality? 

 

 

Although morality has been researched as a subjective and individual capacity, 

with little emphasis on the effect of social interactions on the moral self (Ellemers, van 

der Toorn, Paunov & van Leeuwen, 2019), morality´s main traits are to regulate human 

coexistence with others. A more social definition of morality “refers to voluntary actions 

that (at least potentially) have social or interpersonal implications and that are governed 

by some intrapsychic mechanism (cognitive and/or emotive). It prescribes people´s 

activities, regulates their social interactions, and arbitrates conflicts.” (Walker, Pitts, 

Hennig, & Matsuba, 1995, p. 372).  

On a more individual side, morality is a very important  element of a person’s 

identity and can motivate them to act ethically (Aquino & Reed, 2002). Although many 

models are disputed to explain how morality works, one of them suggests that it relies 

on a dual aspect, having a cognitive dimension (with reasoning and judgement) as well 

as a more affective one (linked to personal values, feelings and intuitions) that, together, 

can predict an individual’s behavior (Greene & Haidt, 2002). As Greene and colleagues 

(2001, 2004) systematizes on their development of morality´s dual aspect, there would 

be an automatic and a controlled mode of morality, each of them more fitted to a specific 

scenario. In most situations it is the automatic responses which are triggered, being 

better at providing fast responses to stimuli, but also related to biases and prejudices 

(Evans & Stanovich, 2013). On the other hand, controlled processes are intentional, 

aware, and effortful, being a complex cognitive operation that monitors and supervises 

the quality of the intuitions, endorsing, correcting or overriding them (Kahneman & 

Frederick, 2002), enabling hypothetical thinking, and being highly related to working 

memory and to fluid intelligence (Evans & Stanovich, 2013). 

There is evidence that people engage in cognitive efforts when they have to make 

difficult moral decisions. Research found that some kinds of moral dilemmas (e.g. high-
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conflict) trigger brain areas related to the detection of conflict and of cognitive control 

(Greene et al., 2004), which also resulted in slower reaction time in the performed 

task  (Greene et al., 2008). Also, when people are reasoning about a high-conflict moral 

dilemma, they slow down their reaction time (Greene et al., 2008). Although Greene and 

colleagues have attributed this cognitive effort to the type of judgment (deontological or 

utilitarian) people make while solving difficult dilemmas (2008; Greene et al., 2004), 

other authors believe that the slow reasoning is related to the effort of overriding 

intuition (Kahane et al., 2012). 

 

 

How to change morality? The role of confrontation 

 

 

Most studies investigated behavioral change as the consequence of confrontation, 

most specifically related to stereotype reduction. Confrontation has been conceptualized 

as a “volitional process aimed at expressing one´s dissatisfaction with discriminatory 

treatment of a person or group of people who are responsible for engaging in a 

discriminatory event” (Kaiser & Miller, 2004, p. 168). While silence might preserve the 

appearance of harmony by keeping the conflict obscure, “perhaps creating a stir can 

have an impact and induce change in others” (Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006, p. 784). 

Even though a person might be motivated to act in a non-prejudiced way, moral 

blind spots can hide unethical behaviors from the individual’s awareness while having a 

strong influence on their decision-making (Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015; Valdesolo, 

& DeSteno, 2007). Thus, one of the consequences of confrontation, is that it decreases 

biased behavior (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006; Mallett & 

Wagner, 2011; Parker, Monteith, Moss-Racusin & Van Camp, 2018) by inducing 

feelings of guilt, rumination, and negative self-directed affect (Czopp, Monteith, & 

Mark, 2006; Parker, Monteith, Moss-Racusin & Van Camp, 2018), increasing self-

compensatory behaviors for at least seven days (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Mallett & 
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Wagner, 2011). Confrontation´s efficacy in decreasing biased response varies depending 

on confronter´s group identity, being more effective in ingroup confrontation (e.g. white 

confronting white for racism; Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Gulker, Mark & Monteith, 

2013; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010), and on the subject of confrontation -  sexism 

accusations are more trivialized than racist ones (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Gulker, 

Mark & Monteith, 2013). 

As people are not isolated, but are implicated in a social world, interactions with 

other people can work as a mirror by reflecting one´s biases. Moral manual mode can 

overrule automatic processing if there is awareness and motivation (Paxton & Greene, 

2010; Evans & Stanovich, 2013). By receiving feedback from social interactions, in the 

form of behaviors, opinions, social norms or common values, individuals are affected, as 

they affect others as well (Haidt, 2001). A negative feeling experienced after facing a 

contradiction to the moral selves could trigger a controlled process that would lead the 

individual to a new moral value (Cushman, 2020). 

However, confrontation can also cause a backlash. Experiments showed that 

confronted individuals felt irritation and antagonism towards the confronter (Czopp & 

Monteith, 2003). Individuals who had the most distance between their implicit and 

explicit prejudice experienced a defensive reaction, which was associated with a 

decrease in egalitarian intentions (Howell, Redford, Pogge, & Ratliff, 2017). 

Confronters´ social evaluation can also be affected as they can be perceived as 

complainers (Czopp & Monteith, 2003) which might reinforce stereotypes associated 

with their identity (Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). Also, due to the unequal distribution of 

power between the groups, those who confront might also risk their lives, job stability, 

mental health, among others as forms of retaliation (e.g. women who accuse their boss 

of sexual harassment). 

 

Changing morality: Moderating variables 

When it comes to behavioral change after confrontation, egalitarian norms are 

important to create a dissonance between actual and ideal behavior (Monteith, 1993). It 
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was found that, while low-prejudice individuals tend to be affected by confrontation 

because it violates their personal standards, high-prejudice individuals would move 

away from biased responses in order to avoid public disapproval (Czopp, Monteith & 

Mark, 2006). Also, biases can be trained away if there is motivation by engaging in self-

regulatory processes (Burns, Monteith & Parker, 2017). But, who are those who are 

more motivated to learn how to regulate their biases? 

Individuals with high levels of social dominance orientation (SDO) have a 

preference for behaviors and institutions that maintain and enforce group domination 

(Sidanius, Pratto, van Laar & Levin, 2004). Thus, those who support group hierarchies 

to a greater degree (see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) will more likely legitimize 

discriminatory behavior and be less motivated to control their bias after being 

confronted. Likewise, people with high levels of right wing authoritarianism (RWA; 

Altemeyer, 1988) expresses prejudice to those who threaten established group norms, 

have a preference for traditional role performance for women (Christopher & Wojda, 

2008), benevolent sexism (Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007; Christopher & Wojda, 

2008; Thomas & Esses, 2004), and to the denial of discrimination against women 

(Thomas & Esses, 2004). Similarly, support for traditional gender norms can be related 

to a lesser engagement in reflexive thinking after being confronted for sexism bias for 

example. Female norms are related to dimensions of domestic labor and care (Gilligan, 

1977), and men’s role are related to status, being “tough”, and avoiding feminine 

occupations (Thompson & Pleck, 1986). Different from the support for different gender 

roles, new forms of sexism (neosexism) are characterized by a denial of discrimination, 

a paternalistic behavior towards women, antagonism towards their demands and lack of 

support for policies that can increase opportunities for women (Swim, Aikin, Hall & 

Hunter, 1995). 

Being self-conscious about other´s judgements might also elicit a higher need for 

controlled cognition. Public self-consciousness (evaluative concerns) consists of an 

individual who is aware of another person’s perspective and their reactions to the self 
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(Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975). Likewise, those who are motivated to control 

prejudice show less prejudiced behavior (Dunton & Fazio, 1997). 

Finally, for people who are highly concerned for others evaluation or highly 

motivated to be more egalitarian, being confronted might be the social cue that triggers 

their controlled cognition for correcting biased behavior. We hypothesize that the 

aforementioned psychological traits will moderate the degree to which a person will 

engage in reflective thinking after being confronted.  

 

 

Overview of current work 

 

 

Confrontation´s literature often focused on stereotype reduction as a positive 

aspect of confrontation, and on affective reactions (such as negative feelings towards the 

self and rumination) as its mechanisms (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Czopp & Monteith, 

2003). In the current work, we are interested in how confronting bias affects the morality 

of the confronted individuals. The leading hypothesis is that confrontation triggers a 

change from the automatic to the reflexive mode of moral processing in people with 

more egalitarian traits, while more dominants will not be affected by confrontation. 

Moral change will be detected by the increase of response time in answering moral 

reasoning tasks and the perception of an increased dilemma difficulty as it indicates the 

recruitment of cognitive efforts. We do not have a hypothesis for an impact of 

confrontation in moral reasoning responses (in the answers to how many individuals the 

participants would save in a dilemma) as there is contradicting evidence of the 

interpretation of these answers (Kahane et al., 2015). 

This study has both a qualitative and a qualitative approach, which will be 

presented in three parts. In its first step, we present a pilot study that was elaborated to 

level the levels of fun, offensiveness and difficulty of the jokes that will be used in the 
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experiment. Later, we will present the experiment that tests the main hypothesis. In 

order to simulate the confrontation of bias, we invited participants who first participated 

in an online questionnaire where we measured their levels of dominance to an online 

experiment. In the recruitment we mentioned that they would answer moral dilemmas. 

For the manipulation of the experiment, participants were instructed to first participate in 

a chat dynamic by sending jokes to an alleged anonymous participant (who was actually 

a bot), under the cover story that doing so would make them relax, which was shown by 

other studies to improve their performance. Half of the times they would encounter a 

sexist joke (that was previously pretested in a pilot study) as an option. Participants in 

the experimental condition would be confronted by the alleged other participant (who 

reveals to be a woman in the end) for sending sexist jokes. In the control condition, 

participants were not confronted for sending sexist jokes, and the alleged participant also 

reveals to be a woman in the end. This experimental design was based on the work of 

Diehl, Rees and Bohner (2012).  

Finally, thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2013), with both inductive and 

deductive methods, were applied in the comment section at the end of the experiment. 

This was carried on in order to find which processes were activated in confrontation and 

non-confrontation conditions at a qualitative level, as we separate the comments from 

each condition and analyse what was experienced by the participants, generating a 

thematic map. We hope that the qualitative data can provide additional insights into the 

process of confrontation of sexist bias. 

 

 

QUANTITATIVE SECTION 

 

 

PILOT STUDY 

 



 

24 
 

 

A pilot study was performed with 85 participants (44 women) recruited via 

snowball and social media invitations in order to control for how difficult, funny and 

offensive each joke was perceived to be. We tested a total of 48 jokes (including sexist 

and non-sexist jokes) from a humor website with the criteria of them being short puns 

(e.g. “Soldier López! - ¡Yes, captain! – I didn’t see you yesterday in the camouflage test. 

– Thank you, captain!”). After conducting several T-tests using R (version 3.6.1), we 

selected 20 jokes in total, being 5 of them sexist and 15 non-sexist. The sexists jokes 

were significantly more offensive than nonsexist jokes (t(81)=21.060, p<0.001), and 

significantly less funny (t(81)=3,891, p<.001) which means that the participants always 

had the option of sending the more funny and not sexist joke. Finally, jokes were not 

difficult to understand, and there was no difference between sexist and nonsexist jokes 

(t(81)=.052, sig=.959). 

 

 

EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 

Methods 

 

Participants 

A total of 172 male students from a Chilean university were recruited on campus 

and online through the university’s social media to participate in a moral dilemma study 

in exchange for a chance to participate in a draw for one gift card of $50 dollars in a big 

Chilean store. 

 

Measures and Procedure 

One week prior to the experiment, participants answered an online questionnaire 

measuring several variables we hypothesize could moderate confrontation´s effect on 
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moral processing. For the experiment, those participants who completed the 

questionnaire received an email with a link to the online experiment. 

In order to test the hypothesis that confrontation can trigger the manual mode of 

moral processing, we prepared a between-subjects unifactorial design with two 

conditions (confrontation vs. non-confrontation) online experiment programmed in Php 

and Javascript. With the excuse that sending jokes to another participant would make 

them relax and have a better performance in the dilemmas task (cover story), we 

introduced the manipulation, which is a chat window where participants send jokes to 

another anonymous participant who they believed was also an online participant, but 

was actually a programmed bot. Once participants finished sending the jokes (see 

manipulation), they were randomly assigned to the conditions where they would be 

confronted or not for sending sexist jokes and were directed to the moral dilemmas 

section. Importantly, in both conditions the alleged participant (bot) revealed to be a 

woman in order to simulate an outgroup confrontation. Finally, they answered 

manipulation checks and were given a space where they could comment voluntarily. 

 

Experiment´s Manipulation 

In this chat, participants had to pick and send one of two jokes offered in the 

interaction interface to their chat mate.. The alleged other participant appeared with no 

picture and with initials as a name, so the gender could not be inferred. There were a 

total of ten rounds of jokes, and half of those rounds had one sexist joke paired with a 

non-sexist joke – there were never two sexist jokes paired together, so the participant 

always had a choice of not sending sexist jokes. In order to avoid suspicion, we said that 

they were randomly assigned to the role of sending the jokes while the other participant 

would only receive and provide feedback before entering the dilemmas task. It is in the 

feedback of the other participant where we introduced the experimental condition by 

randomly assigning the participants to either being confronted or not.  

Notice that, as participants were randomly assigned to the experimental 

conditions, they were confronted regardless of their actual behavior (of sending sexist 
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jokes). This decision was made in order to keep the number of cells even for each 

condition. In follow up analysis we will test whether being rightfully confronted for 

sending sexist jokes or being wrongfully accused accounts for different effects. 

 

 

Figure 1. Design of the study 

 

 

 

Condition 1: Confrontation 

In this condition, the anonymous participant clearly points out that the jokes that 

the participant sent were sexist and briefly lectures them on sexism. Also, the message 

adopts an angry tone, is set in an informal language, and reveals the female gender of the 

confronter by saying: 

 

“I would like to comment that some of the jokes seemed sexist to me honestly ... I am a 

woman and as such I was offended, mainly knowing of all the efforts that are being 

made to diminish sexism. Sending this makes you look sexist, you know?” 
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Condition 2: Non-confrontation 

In this condition, the alleged participant (programmed bot) was designed to 

appear not being completely amused by the jokes, but not confronting it as sexist. Our 

intention was to try to recreate the silence by “keeping up appearances”: 

 

“Hello! I´m Josefa! Some jokes aren´t funny, right? hehehe but fine… fun!” 

Dependent Variables 

 

To assess moral change, we analyzed three types of answers from participant´s 

responses to trolley-type dilemmas. A total of six high-conflict moral dilemmas, were 

selected from Greene et al. 2008, and evaluated participant’s moral reasoning, their 

reaction time (RT) and the dilemma´s difficulty. These are dilemmas which produce a 

high emotional aversion (Koenigs, et al., 2007), normally weighing one life versus 

many. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Cronbach’s Alpha were used to create a 

composite of overall scores for each DV. 

 

Measured variables 

Dependent variables 

Reasoning. We explored moral reasoning by analyzing the degree to which 

participants agree with the action performed by the protagonist of a moral dilemma (e.g. 

“Is it appropriate for you to smother the baby in order to save yourself and the other 

townspeople?”), in a range from 1 to 4, being the highest value “very appropriate” and 

the lowest “not appropriate”. The question was located at the bottom of the dilemma, 

after the entire dilemma appeared on the screen in a reading velocity.  

Reaction time (RT) from reasoning task. In order to standardize the RT, we 

recorded the time as soon as the first letter appeared on the screen and stopped when the 

participant answered the reasoning question. The text was presented in a black letter and 

white background, at a reading speed of approximately 16 characters per second. With 
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that, all of the participants have a controlled and equal baseline reading velocity. An 

increase in the RT indicates the recruitment of cognitive efforts. 

Difficulty. Finally, participants found the moral dilemma difficult to answer 

(“How difficult was it to answer this dilemma?”), ranging from 1 to 4, being the lowest 

value “not at all” and the highest “very much”. This question appeared below the 

reasoning question after they answered it.  

 

Moderating Variables 

The variables used as moderators were measured in an online questionnaire sent 

one week prior to the experiment. We measured evaluative concerns (Fenigstein, 

Scheier, & Buss, 1975; Vorauer & Sakamoto, 2008; ɑ=.77), motivation to control 

prejudice (Dunton, & Fazio, 1997; r=.67), social dominance orientation (Ho, Sidanius, 

Kteily, Sheehy-Skeffington, Pratto, Henkel, Foels, & Stewart, 2015; ɑ=.73), right-wing 

authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1988; ɑ=.71), and norms, namely neosexism (Swim, Aikin, 

Hall, & Hunter, 1995; ɑ=.81) and male norms (Thompson & Pleck, 1986; separated into 

three factors, status r=.34, p<.001; femininity r=44, p<.001; and toughness r=.27 which 

was dropped for the low item correlation) all scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree). 

 

Analysis plan 

For all analysis, in order to test the effects of confrontation on morality, a One-

way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed, comparing 

conditions with the 3 DVs in their composite form (reasoning, RT, difficulty) 

simultaneously. 

 

 

Results 
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Manipulation check 

All analyses were performed using The R Project version 3.6.1. There were 107 

valid responses of participants that took part in both parts of the study (questionnaire and 

experiment). Regarding the groups, 53 people were assigned to the control condition, 

while 54 were assigned to the experimental condition. As a manipulation check, at the 

end of the questionnaire we asked participants if they felt confronted, which 

significantly differed between groups (t(104.65) =2.8834, p= 0.005). 

 

Treating dilemmas 

Reasoning Overall, participants tended slightly towards saving more lives at the 

cost of one (Median=2.2, SD= 0.6, see Table ), although the responses varied depending 

on the dilemma. After dropping dilemma 5, due to poor factor loading in the EFA, the 

internal consistency was ɑ=.67. 

Response Time. We deleted responses that were 2 standard deviations above the 

median in each dilemma and kept all 6 dilemmas for final RT composit (ɑ=.69).  

Difficulty. Participants tended to rate dilemmas above the middle point of the 

scale (more difficult), which is expected since they are all high-conflict dilemmas. EFA 

pointed to a solution keeping all dilemmas (ɑ=.79). 

 

 

Table 1. Pearson Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations Associated with the 

three Dependent variables (in italic) 
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Note: Upper diagonal part contains correlation coefficient estimates, lower diagonal 

part contains corresponding p-values. 

 

 

Sexist jokes 

Of a maximum of five sexist jokes, the average of sexist jokes sent was of 1.2 

(SD=1.52), which didn’t differ between conditions (t(103) = -0.4, p = 0.7). Pearson’s 

correlation presented in Table 2 shows the psychological variables that are significantly 

related to this behavior. 

 

 

Table 2. Correlation between quantity of jokes sent and psychological variables 

 

Note: Only variables with significant correlations are shown, *p-value<0.05, **p-

value<0.01, ***p-value<0.001 
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Main effects of confrontation 

First, a MANOVA was performed to test if being rightfully confronted or 

wrongly accused within the confronted condition had any effects on the dependent 

variables. No interaction was found for this analysis, so we proceeded to perform the 

analysis with the whole dataset. 

MANOVA revealed no significant differences between confronted and non-

confronted individuals in any of the DVs (Pillais’ Trace = 0.036, F(1, 85) = 1.03, p 

=.38), which indicates that there is no evidence that confrontation trigger a direct change 

in morality. We will proceed with a moderation analysis to test our hypothesis that 

change can occur specifically among more egalitarian individuals. 

 

Moderation effect 

As some of the independent variables have medium to high correlations, we 

opted to perform a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to look for the most 

parsimonious model. After comparing several models, the best solution pointed to 

removing Right-Wing Authoritarianism, Neosexim, and Male norms regarding Status, 

which yielded a χ2(48) = 59.085, p = .131 a comparative fit index (CFI) = .98, the 

Tucker-Lewis fit index (TLI) = .97, and the RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05, indicating a 

good fit between the model and the observed data.   

A One-way Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted 

having 3 DVs (reasoning, RT and difficulty), condition as the fixed group factor and 

four psychological variables measured one week before as covariates (evaluative 

concerns; motivation to control prejudice; social dominance orientation; male norms 

regarding femininity).  

Results showed a main effect of motivation to control prejudice on one of the 

dependent variables (Pillais’ Trace = 0.12, F(1, 72) = 3.22, p =.03), and a posthoc 

ANCOVA using Bonferroni correction pointed to the effect on Reaction Time (F(1, 72) 

=  8.63, p =.004). Simple slopes show that the relation between these variables is 
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positive and significant (b= 2.25, p=.003), indicating that the more motivated to control 

their prejudice, the longer they take to answer the dilemmas.  

Although the MANCOVA analysis found a marginal two-way interaction 

between male norms regarding Femininity and experimental condition on one of the 

DVs (Pillais’ Trace = 0.0853, F(1, 72) = 2.17, p=.09), a follow-up ANCOVA using 

Bonferroni correction pointed to a significant effect in Reaction Time (F(1, 712) =  5.73, 

p =.02). In order to understand the direction of the effect, we ran a simple slope by 

transforming the specific significant equation into a simple regression. Results reveal 

that the higher the level of male norms, the longer it takes to reason about the dilemma 

when participants are confronted in relation to when they are not confronted. 

 

 

Figure 2. Slopes of the interaction between the experimental condition and Male Norms 

regarding femininity on the dependent variable Reaction Time (RT). 

 

 

 

Thus, the main hypothesis is partially confirmed. Although confrontation does 

slow down participants’ reasoning about the dilemmas, the effect was found only among 

those who supported male norms regarding femininity, against our prediction that the 

most egalitarians would be the most affected.  
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In order to better understand how confrontation can affect morality, we will carry 

out a Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2013) with the comments made after the 

experiment. Comparing the thematic map between both experimental conditions can 

provide an interesting insight of how people react as they spontaneously use the 

comment section to reflect on their experience. 

 

 

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

 

After participants passed through all stages of the experiment, we introduced a 

comment section where they could share thoughts and suggestions about the experiment. 

Most of the total of 63 participants commented about their interaction with the “other 

participant” (a bot), which offers an opportunity to have a substantial insight of our main 

hypothesis and other processes related to confrontation.  

To analyze the data qualitatively, we performed a thematic analysis (Braun & 

Clarke, 2013) which is compatible with the nature of the data given its theoretical 

flexibility. As presented by Braun and Clarke (2013), different from other qualitative 

methods which require “a particular theoretical or epistemological position” (p.78), 

“thematic analysis is not wedded to any pre-existing theoretical framework, and 

therefore it can be used within different theoretical frameworks” (p. 81). Thematic 

analysis allows us to recognize patterns in the data that are organized into “themes” 

(Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). The method used was both theoretically driven 

(deductive), and data-driven (inductive), allowing us to use both our main research 

question and bibliographical findings as categories while picking up on new themes that 

could emerge. We are looking for defense mechanisms, emotional repercussions and 

reasoning that appear after being exposed to the sexist stimuli, and after being 

confronted. 
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Method 

 

 

Participants 

Out of the 63 participants who commented, 38 were confronted and 25 were not 

(t(106)=10.392, p<.001), indicating that confronted individuals commented more. We 

generated themes for the relevant codes found in the data, and extracted transcripts as 

examples to illustrate the key components of each as well as the difference between 

them. 

Analysis 

Our data set consists of the comments of those who were confronted after having 

sent at least one sexist comment from both conditions. This decision was made in order 

to better analyze the process behind the interaction found in the experiment, where those 

participants with higher support for male norms and who were confronted had increased 

reaction time. As sending sexist jokes is correlated to some psychological characteristics 

as illustrated in Table 2, we should keep in mind that, by choosing to analyze only the 

comments of confronted individuals, we are likely focusing on a certain profile of 

people. We analyzed the data performing the six steps as recommended by Braun and 

Clarke (2013) for each condition in order to form distinct maps for how confrontation 

can affect participants.  

 

 

Results 

 

 

Not confronted: 
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In this condition, the comments of eleven participants who sent sexist jokes but 

were not confronted were coded, generating four different themes, presented below. 

 

Theme 1: Lack of guilt 

There was an overall complaint over the jokes regardless of condition. They were 

able to recognize the difference between the sexist and non-sexist jokes without the need 

of confrontation, however, their moral behavior didn´t depend on this detection, as many 

still sent sexist jokes. Their lack of guilt can be seen in how they justify having sent 

sexist jokes. For these participants, humor is harmless: 

 

I think there was a difference between the innocence of the jokes presented, I 

tried to combine the more softs with stereotypes so as not to induce such a clear 

line of humor. P38 

I don´t consider myself a sexist person, and I believe that jokes are jokes after 

all… P146 

 

Other participants mentioned that the jokes were funny, but that they should have 

been worse in order to “better evaluate the other participant´s reactions” (P146) and 

that the jokes should make fun of other groups as well (P167). A lack of comments 

about the sexist tone of the jokes while talking about the jokes, both in the complaint 

about how boring they were and in the appreciation of their funny humor, as well as 

comments discussing only the dilemmas were also noted in this theme. The lack of guilt 

also showed a lack of rumination, an effect often described after confrontation. 

One participant was surprised for not being confronted, saying that the bot was 

“a very nice person and does not feel alluded to when facing sexist jokes” (P146). These 

participants also seemed to have a good time in the experiment, saying that “everything 

converges to a different and entertaining experience” (P35). It is interesting to note that 

the absence of confrontation and the absence of guilt also meant avoiding the frequent 

reported backlash of a poor social evaluation or a negative interaction. 

 

Theme 2: Moral reaction 



 

36 
 

In the opposite direction, this theme is describing those moral reasoning or 

feelings that were elicited by the sexist jokes in the interaction with the other participant 

(bot). In this category, the participants were thinking of “the other” with whom they 

were interacting with, or talked about a moral sense of right and wrong.  

In their view, some jokes were “offensive” (P54), “obviously sexist” (P141) and 

“made fun of women” (P79), which made the sexist jokes aversive to them. These codes 

were usually followed by a preoccupation of how the sexist jokes could affect the 

“other” both emotionally and in their performance in the experiment: 

 

I opted for the boring ones because I don't know the person with whom I dealt 

with and if those I omitted might or might not seem funny to them. (P54) 

I only showed the jokes that seemed appropriate to me to interact with a 

stranger. (P84) 

The selection of jokes led me not to choose those jokes almost out of obligation, 

since I thought that if I chose them, then I could have influenced the behavior of 

the other participant. (P141) 

 

Another interesting element was a mention of how sexist these jokes are 

“especially for these times” (P141), demonstrating a perception of a shift in the social 

norms in relation to the past. Although these participants sent sexist jokes, they were the 

ones who sent the least offensive jokes, or who felt guilt afterwards (related to Theme 

3). 

 

Theme 3: Impact of bot´s gender 

Literature on confrontation suggests that ingroup (as opposed to intergroup) 

confrontation is less effective in curbing biased behavior. So, although little prevalent in 

this condition, one participant commented that the bot´s gender made a difference.  

 

I would not have sent some jokes that made fun of women to a woman because 

she would not find them funny. P79 

 

As the participants only discovered the bot´s gender in their reply because they 

had an anonymous login, knowing the bot´s gender a posteriori seems to trigger guilt 
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after having sent three sexist jokes. We will be able to compare if knowing the bot´s 

gender triggers more guilt among confronted individuals. 

 

Theme 4: Evaluative concerns 

Also common in the literature, participant’s fear of being poorly evaluated by the 

one they believed to be exchanging jokes with, also elicited feelings and thoughts. As in 

this condition we wanted the bot to show some level of discomfort (as if being silent), 

the bot replied that the jokes were sort of boring. As a consequence, one participant 

commented about a fear of being seen as boring “It makes people from the study appear 

as boring people” (P167), and another asked to “change the jokes… some of them are 

very boring” (P172). In this sense, the feedback of the bot might not have been entirely 

non-confrontational, since it might have elicited feelings of social evaluation. 

 

Confronted 

In this condition, 18 comments were coded, forming X themes. Especially for 

this condition, we will be looking for theory driven processes that are often reported in 

the literature and worked on this experiment. 

 

Theme 1: Defense mechanism 

This theme is the most prevalent, presenting at least three different subthemes. 

After being confronted for sending sexist jokes, participants defended themselves by 

rationalizing the interaction, having negative feelings, and externalizing their 

responsibility by attributing blame to external elements (rather than their own attitudes). 

Rationalization: Many of the participants in this condition tried to argue and 

reason about their experience. One of the forms that this strategy took, was by adopting 

the position of an expert, either by trying to figure out what the experiment was about or 

trying to give out suggestions of analysis and interpretation of the data.  

 

Interesting study, but the part of the jokes was very obviously inclined to a group 

of white jokes and other sexist jokes which could lead people to never choosing 
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the sexist ones to look good (even if the study is anonymous). So maybe it could 

be analyzed in the results if this bias actually happens. P4 

Perhaps it was intended to test the biases that exist according to the damage to 

third parties or the closeness to those affected. P121 

 

As another aspect of rationalization, some of them also gave a sort of political 

discourse, and by doing that, they (similar to the other condition) protect themselves 

from guilt. In the extractions presented below, P106 gives a more clear political 

discourse against confrontation, while P162 states that humor is only humor, and P113 

uses the logic of reverse sexism, both ignoring the validity of the feelings and 

perceptions of the woman that they might have hurt. 

 

They want to change the world based on the preferences of minorities who, 

simply by making noise, think they can impose their will on others. P106 

 

The joke is to make you laugh and that depends on its humorous value 

(considering the complexity of its elaboration). For socio-cultural purposes there 

are other tools. P162 

 

I consider that it is the same if they would have sent one about some deficiency 

generally associated with men (which should also be taken with humor)… Let's 

enjoy life a little more. P113 

 

Another major characteristic of this subtheme is the emotional distance. Some 

participants, similar to the other condition, defend sending sexist humor as a strategy to 

“laugh at the people who gets angry to such comments” (P121), “to see what they would 

reply” (P112), and for the “humoristic value” (P162). Besides, one participant actually 

laughed at the bot´s confrontation “I was called sexist hahahaha” (P134) after he sent 

five sexist jokes. Czopp and Monteith (2003) also found that, different from 

confrontations from other groups, accusations of sexism were met with amusement. 

External Guilt. A form of backlash related to the worsening of social evaluation 

also appeared, as some participants thought that the bot´s reaction was exaggerated, and 

immature. However, we grouped these codes and seemed to be working similarly to the 

code “forced”, and, together, they express attribution of external guilt. By placing the 
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blame on the participant´s overreaction and by saying that they were forced into sending 

sexist jokes by the experiment´s design, participants placed blame outside of themselves, 

protecting their self-image. Notice that, by design, discriminatory jokes were never 

paired together, and jokes were paired controlling for level of humor. 

 

Eva's joke was really funny despite sounding slightly sexist. Although, the other 

option sounded racist to me. Anyway, you had to choose one. P70 

 

Faced with the response of the other participant, I felt that it was not directly 

sexism, due to the fact that I did not find the other jokes funny. P101 

 

People take things too seriously. P106 

 

As for the interaction with the participant, I think it depends on age. Young 

people tend to feel attacked as if something personal. An older person reads 

jokes and they are not affected, this is because an older person knows how to 

react to such a situation. P24 

 

Negative Feelings. The final subtheme related to defense mechanisms refers to 

observed emotional reactions to being confronted. The comments here varied from the 

more basic level of uncomfortable reaction “I did not like the comment made by the 

other participant” (P25) to a more pronounced level of anger. Different from the cold 

aspect of the rationalization sphere of the defense mechanisms, having such negative 

emotions seem to affect participants’ perception of their performance in the dilemmas. 

 

It was quite unpleasant, anyway I tried to forget it and then answer the 

moral dilemmas. At no time did I feel more relaxed and comfortable as various 

investigations have shown, rather it was bitter. P151 

 

Theme 2: Evaluative concern 

Similar to the other condition, participants showed a preoccupation for being 

evaluated as boring, and also as sexist. This theme was not as prevalent as only two 

participants had this concern after being confronted. However, it shows the weight of 

conserving their image as a fun person “it would have made one think that I have a 
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horrible taste” (P32) or as a moral person. The following extract was also complaining 

about being forced to sending sexist jokes, which made him feel bad (see Negative 

Feelings) about his image (he only sent one sexist joke): 

 

“they made me look misogynistic, even though I am against these behaviors and 

I am constantly evaluating myself” P151 

 

Figure 3. Thematic Maps from thematic analysis of non-confronted individuals 

who sent sexist jokes (above) and confronted individuals who sent sexist jokes 

(below). Circles represent codes, pointed edge squares represent sub-themes and 

round edge squares represent themes. 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

 

 

In this study, we looked at the effects of confrontation in the morality of 

confronted individuals, specifically looking for moral change from automatic to 

controlled processing of moral dilemmas. To do so, we simulated a situation where 

participants got confronted (or not) for sending sexist jokes. Our results reveal that 

confrontation increases participant´s reaction time in evaluating a moral dilemma among 

those with higher support for male norms against femininity.  

We expected that, as individuals with more egalitarian traits would have values 

that go against behaving sexist, being called out would increase their reaction time and 

their perception of the dilemmas´ difficulty when answering to the moral dilemmas as 

they are impaired by their dissonance between moral values and behavior. However, 

against our prediction, it was the participants with a higher support for male norms 

against femininity which showed a bigger impact in their reaction time after being 

confronted. A fundamental part of this study is the conciliation of the experiment with 

the qualitative data, which allowed us to evaluate that the increased reaction time among 

confronted individuals is most likely attributed to a controlled processing related to the 

triggering of defense mechanisms.  

A possible explanation for our result could be the patriarchal nature of these 

individuals itself. As the participants were male and had a woman confronting their 

behavior, it might be that the confrontation triggered rumination, in line with previous 

literature (Chaney & Sanchez, 2017). Instead of ruminating over guilt, as we 

hypothesized egalitarians would do, it might be that people with more sexist views 

ruminate over feeling their views were threatened or that their hierarchical position was 

defied. Qualitative results showed how participants tried to defend their behavior, by 
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deflecting guilt, even when they engaged in sexist behavior. As they said, the fault was 

in the study’s design or in the participant’s’ exaggeration, attributing guilt to external 

factors and not to themselves.  

Qualitative results also suggest that confronting individuals for their sexist 

behavior decreases their concern for the moral implications of sending sexist jokes. 

While individuals who were not confronted had several moral reflections on how 

women should not be ridiculed, and thought of “the other” before sending this kind of 

humor, confronted individuals had a more cold reaction, with an emotional distancing 

and even hostility. Evaluative concerns, on the other hand, seemed to be a concern for 

both groups.  

Although confronting individuals for their biased behavior seems to trigger a 

heighted defense mechanism, which was associated with lesser willingness for being 

egalitarian elsewhere (Howell, Redford, Pogge & Ratliff, 2017), it is important to 

mention that doing so moved the confronted participants affectively. They engaged more 

frequently with the comment section, and actively thought about the occurrence, trying 

to evade a poor self-image by justifying their attitude. It was not indifferent to them, 

while in the not-confronted group some participants did not mention the sexism in the 

jokes, even commenting on how it should be worse (Theme 1: lack of guilt). 

Based on our results, a new line of inquiry in dilemma types of study should 

investigate the influence of personality traits and other variables on moral thinking, since 

psychological traits could play an important role in moderating its patterns. The moral 

change paradigm proposed here can also add to the discussion of how people influence 

each other, and how they adapt to one another, both causing and fighting against the 

changes in society. People with diverging identities, holding different moral contents 

and personality traits, share spaces and interact with one another, even if briefly. As 

individuals living in social groups, people are constantly regulating each other, in a 

polite or not so polite manner, which also pushes processes of change.  

With our result, we have evidence of the mechanisms behind polarization. People 

who are motivated to control prejudice are thinking slowly, more engaged in reflective 
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thinking – which is unrelated to how they reason about moral dilemmas (or, their 

preferences for saving many or few when the trolley is coming). On the other hand, 

people higher in norms against femininity, and who get called out for their biased 

behavior, seem to enter in a state of cold rationalization. What happens over time after 

the defense mechanism is triggered remains to be studied. 

Although the experiment is set on gender issues, we believe that the model 

would work for other groups as well because it involves general cognitive capacities. 

We chose to deal with the issue of sexism, specifically testing hypotheses in the context 

of gender oppression dynamics. Confronting sexism goes against female gender norms 

(Gruber & Smith, 1995), and, as can be seen in Ayres, Friedman and Leaper (2009), 

although 91% of their participants reported having experienced sexism, only 46% chose 

to confront. However, as the feminist movement gains popularity, women will likely 

conform less and speak up more frequently (Ayres, Friedman & Leaper, 2009).  

Taken together, these results suggests that morality is directly affected by the 

social world, and confrontation might be what stirs cognitive efforts and feelings that 

moves groups in different directions depending on previous moral values or 

psychological individual differences. 
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Abstract 

 

 

Promoting harmony has been social psychology’s goal while conflict has been 

considered a negative outcome. A short study was designed to test the hypothesis that 

interpersonal conflict, when compared to harmonious interpersonal relations, can have a 

positive effect on moral values regarding diversity. In addition, this effect would depend 

on individual differences regarding ideological attitudes (such as social dominance 

orientation, right wing authoritarianism and support of traditional gender roles). In an 

online survey shortly after a national feminist mobilization, we randomly assigned 

participants either to remember a harmonious non-romantic interaction with a woman, or 

a condition where they remember and write about a conflict with a feminist woman. 

Results show that, overall, confrontation increased the levels of value for diversity when 

compared to the harmonious interaction condition in participants with low levels of 

social dominance, male norms against femininity and status. On the other hand, 

participants with high scores of these variables, overall, valued diversity better when 

remembering harmonious interactions. This study adds to the recent discussions on the 

“irony of harmony” effect of contact and the necessity of broadening social 

psychologist’s perspective when it comes to considering conflict as something to be 

avoided. 

 

Key words: harmony; conflict; confrontation; gender 
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Introduction 

 

 

With the goal of ameliorating intergroup relations in a world shook by conflict, 

research in social psychology has worked on achieving intergroup harmony for decades, 

which led to many theories that look to reduce intergroup biases. Such goal (i.e. 

achieving harmony), however important for prejudice reduction and social cohesion, led 

to a theoretical bias that has understood conflict and cooperation as alternative outcomes 

(Dovidio, Saguy, & Shnabel, 2009). Further, new findings pointed to the negative side 

of harmony, as it has been found that positive intergroup contact reduces the 

disadvantaged group’s willingness to fight for social change (Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & 

Pratto, 2009). This discussion raises new questions regarding the meaning of harmony 

and whether conflict is detrimental to it. 

On that realm, studies have shown that confronting people´s discriminatory 

biases have the power to reduce their biased responses (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; 

Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006; Mallett & Wagner, 2011; Parker, Monteith, Moss-

Racusin & Van Camp, 2018). Moving past the dichotomy of conflict bad versus 

harmony good, conflict would be a stage in the development of group´s dynamics 

(Dovidio, Saguy, & Shnabel, 2009). Given that group conflict is present in unequal 

societies (Stewart, 2011) and that confrontations are happening during social interactions 

due to discrimination, it is important to question if harmony, in an unequal setting, is 

actually perpetuating a hierarchical (instead of horizontal) social structure between 

individual and groups. 

In this study, we pursue if having been through conflict in form of a 

confrontation with a feminist woman can have a positive impact in the value for 

egalitarian moral beliefs. The main hypothesis is that this effect will depend on the 
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confronted individual´s individual differences in characteristics related to social 

dominance, authoritarianism and masculine gender norms.  

 

THE PERTINENCE OF CONFLICT 

 

A large body of work within social psychology has worked in achieving 

harmony (Wright & Baray, 2012) by reducing intergroup conflict (Wright & Lubensky, 

2009). Contact theory has been a great example of an intervention that was shown to 

improve intergroup relations, especially under optimal contact conditions (i.e., 

intergroup cooperation, equal status, common goal and institutional support), but 

regardless of such conditions being met (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Despite its efficacy 

in reducing prejudice, it was later found that contact decreases the willingness to fight 

for social change among members of disadvantaged groups (Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & 

Pratto, 2009; Dixon, Tropp, Durrheim & Tredoux, 2010; Cakal, Hewstone, Schwär, & 

Heath, 2011; Becker, Wright, Lubensky, & Zhou, 2013) a result which has been 

replicated in diverse contexts and groups (Hassler et al, 2020).  

The tension within the field actually manifests a problem in how to deal with 

diversity. Inequality between groups is the major factor driving conflict (Stewart, 2011). 

As different social movements are becoming stronger in several parts of the world, more 

people are beginning to question the legitimacy of the current hierarchical organization 

of society, stirring up new conversations that might be uncomfortable. Thus, until there 

is a better distribution of resources, intergroup conflict will likely continue to exist. 

“Times up” movement is an example of old problems not finding the same tolerance as 

people are confronting biases and abuse to a greater extent. 

With the rise of confrontations on the social agenda, many question whether a 

conflictive approach--such as confronting--is the best strategy to bring about change. 

However, confrontation is pertinent not because it is the best strategy, but because it 

happens as reactions to discrimination. 
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CONFRONTATION AND GENDER NORMS 

 

In Kaiser and Miller´s (2004) definition, confrontation is a “volitional process 

aimed at expressing one´s dissatisfaction with discriminatory treatment of a person or 

group of people who are responsible for engaging in a discriminatory event” (p. 168) 

with the aim of “changing the situation of being the target of prejudice” (p. 169). 

Expanding on that notion, confrontation can be a spontaneous reaction to discrimination, 

or, a part of a coordinated group effort to bring about change in the ideology, moral 

values and behavior of the other person, group or society. 

People from subordinate groups might cooperate with dominant groups in 

maintaining the status quo (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Certain ideologies have the power 

to generate support for discriminatory policies – or the lack of them, and to further 

legitimize social inequality and group based hierarchy (Pratto, Stallworth & Conway‐

Lanz, 1998). A consensus in such ideologies leads to coordinated behaviors, 

psychological security and a standard to which people are able to judge others’ 

behaviors and changes in society, being the “thread that weaves the fabric of social 

relations together” (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, p. 106). However, by questioning 

discriminatory practices and by acting out of subordinate´s role of subordination, 

consensus might be challenged, creating a rupture in the social fabric it holds together, 

which might lead to discomfort, especially among those who support the current social 

structure. 

In the context of gender, anger is of central importance for the feminist identity 

and activism (Hercus, 1999), which goes against gender stereotypes enforced by 

feminine ideology of hiding their true selves (Tolman & Porche, 2000). Research shows 

that most women do not confront their aggressors (Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001; 

Kaiser & Miller, 2004; Swim & Hyers, 1999) even though they recognize sexism 

(Ayres, Friedman & Leaper, 2009). On the other hand, women who confront their sexist 

aggressors are negatively evaluated by other women, especially among those less 

identified with their ingroup (Kaiser, Hagiwara, Malahy, & Wilkins, 2009). Probably 
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because of this norm, women reduce their intention to confront when there are other 

women present (Swim & Hyers, 1999). And, when confrontations are carried on, men 

feel amused by their female confronters, different from the prevalent emotion after 

African Americans and Asians (in the United States) confronted Euro Americans for 

racist bias was guilt (Czopp & Monteith, 2003).  

Considering that patriarchy grants men more power over women in modes of 

production, paid work, state, violence, sexuality, and culture (Walby, 1989), and that 

confrontation is dependent of an evaluation of cost and benefits (Kaiser & Miller, 2004), 

confronting sexism might be evaluated as extremely costly for women. As such, silence 

is perceived to be the least risky as well as the most polite response to sexism by women 

(Swim & Hyers, 1999). However, a silent conduct does not challenge the patriarchal 

structure, and keeps the consensus of how men and women should behave and what they 

can expect of one another intact. 

Despite possible backlashes, confrontation was found to reduce bias in 

confronted individuals (Czopp, Monteith & Mark, 2006; Mallet & Wagner, 2011), an 

effect that would last for at least 7 days (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018). By creating a 

dissonance between participants´ attitudes and their egalitarian beliefs (Monteith, 1993; 

Howell, Redford, Pogge & Ratliff, 2017), confrontation triggers negative feelings 

towards their selves (Czopp, Monteith & Mark, 2006), as well as guilt and rumination 

(Chaney & Sanchez, 2018).  

We propose confrontation as a way of disrupting the continuity of sexist bias. By 

speaking out against discrimination, not only does women challenge unconscious rules 

of silence and defy the gender ideologies that rules patriarchal society, but also “may 

serve a social role by altering other people’s perceptions (…) educating perpetrators of 

sexist remarks” (Swim & Hyers, 1999, p. 86). 

 

A CHANGE IN MORALITY 
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Morality is an important aspect of people´s sense of identity, which motivates 

ethical behavior (Aquino & Reed, 2002). However, people are extremely vulnerable to 

biases, creating prejudices, stereotypes and ingroup favoritism in intergroup and 

interpersonal relations (Blascovich, Wyer, Swart & Kibler 1997; Cikara & Van Bavel, 

2014). Likewise, biased social values are culturally transmitted in the form of myths, 

legitimizing the group based hierarchical organization of social groups (Sidanius & 

Pratto, 1999). As ethical blind spots can hide unethical behavior from the conscious 

evaluation of the moral self (Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015), confrontation could be a 

direct way in which biases are questioned and brought to attention.  

Being confronted with having acted in a biased way (e.g. being called a racist) 

can evidence a dissonance between the self-concept (e.g. an egalitarian person) and 

behavior, creating a discomfort that would lead to a change in the behavior by self-

regulatory mechanisms (Lees & Gino, 2017; Monteith, 1993). But, this dissonance 

might depend on individual differences. 

Low-prejudice subjects were more likely to have prejudice-related dissonance, as 

being called out for bias would constitute a violation of their personal standards 

(Monteith, 1993). On the other hand, individuals with high levels of a social dominant 

orientation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), are supportive of a social hierarchy, and, thus, less 

likely to engage in dissonance after being confronted. As this trait is more predominant 

in males than in females across populations (Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994), males 

should be less moved after confrontation than women. Similarly, research shows that 

masculine gender norms would organize around the importance of three main 

components, being the value for status, toughness, and the rejection of femininity 

(Thompson Jr. & Pleck, 1986). Thus, people’s adhesion to male norms (Thompson Jr. & 

Pleck, 1986) should also influence their response to being confronted by women. In the 

same direction, Right Wing Authoritarian individuals might also have a bad reaction to 

confrontation, as they are conservatives and believe to have the correct moral stand in 

society (Altemeyer, 1998). 
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OVERVIEW OF CURRENT WORK 

 

 

In this study, we evaluate the impact of conflict versus harmony in people´s 

moral appreciation of moral values related to egalitarianism (diversity valued by self, 

pluralistic orientation and moral absolutism). Specifically, we use participant´s memory 

as a manipulation, similar to Jordan, Mullen, and Murnighan (2011), by asking them to 

recall an event of either confrontation with a feminist woman or a harmonious 

interaction with a woman. Previously, it was shown that the moral cognitive processing 

(Greene, Nystrom, Engell, Darley, & Cohen, 2004) in individuals with high levels of 

support for male norms against femininity was affected by confrontation, as they were 

slower in answering to moral dilemmas (Article one of this thesis). Qualitative analysis 

suggested that this switch to an increased reasoning was likely due to an increased effort 

to defend the self (also part of this thesis). So, in this study, we focus on confrontation´s 

power to change the moral content (i.e. moral values) instead of moral cognitive 

processing. 

The structural disadvantage of women is present in the background of the study. 

One year prior to the data collection, massive feminist protests took over Chile, and 

several schools and universities were occupied for several days, even months, by female 

students. The feminists lived in their campus and barricaded the entrance, enforcing a 

strike on students and workers for an undetermined period of time. In many situations, 

feminist occupied the campus despite the decision made in assemblies or, as it is 

common for workers strikes, going against the wishes of a minority who wanted to keep 

attending classes.  

In an online questionnaire, first, participants responded to individual variables 

were we measured their levels of social dominance (SDO), right wing authoritarianism 

(RWA) and agreement with traditional masculine gender norms prior to the 
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manipulation in order to test a moderation hypothesis. As manipulation, in a between-

subjects design, participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In one 

condition participants were instructed to remember an event where they were confronted 

by a feminist woman, while in the other they remembered a non-romantic experience of 

harmony with a woman. Finally, we asked about their moral standards regarding 

diversity, moral absolutism and plurality.  

We expected that conflict would elicit higher levels of support for pluralism and 

diversity, while reducing moral absolutism, in participants who are less inclined to social 

dominance, traditional gender norms and right wing authoritarianism. On the other hand, 

participants with higher levels of these variables will react poorly to conflict, having a 

worse support for plural and diversity values, while increasing their moral absolutism, 

when compared to having harmonious interaction with a woman. We will explore 

gender differences in these hypotheses as well, expecting to find that men have a more 

pronounced effect in the aforementioned hypothesis, while women would have a smaller 

effect than men or no effect at all. 

 

 

METHOD 

 

 

Participants. We recruited 680 participants (277 males, 401 females and 3 non-

conforming) with a mean age of 24.01 (SD=6.25). Participants were recruited via web 

advertisements for participation in an online study in students pages in social media in 

exchange for a gift card. Most participants were students, but there were also people 

from a variety of occupations who had already graduated (e.g. teacher, journalist, 

lawyer). The political orientation from the sample was predominantly leftist (271 

combining left and center-left), with 94 participants identifying as centrists and 125 as 

right wingers (center right and right). An overwhelming 185 participants did not identify 
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within the left/right political spectrum, with answers that covered several other political 

positions, such as anarchists, liberals, feminists and ecologists. 

Materials and procedure. Participants received an online questionnaire in their 

email account where, for the first part, they answered questions regarding their levels of 

social dominance (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1998), and 

adhesion to male norms (that decomposed in three dimensions, femininity, male status 

and toughness (Thompson & Pleck, 1986). At the end of the first section, participants 

answered a filler question regarding their perception concerning the importance of 

several social movements (sexual diversity, indigenous and feminism) as a pretext so, in 

the next section, the questionnaire could advised participants that they would be 

randomly assigned to continue answering about one of the aforementioned groups. In 

reality, participants were randomly sorted into the harmony and conflict conditions. 

After the manipulation, participants in both conditions answered three morality scales: 

moral absolutism (Peterson, Smith, Tannenbaum, & Shaw, 2009), diversity valued by 

self (scale inspired in Tropp & Bianchi, 2006), and pluralistic orientation (Engberg & 

Hurtado, 2011). 

Recall manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to two conditions, 

conflict and harmony. In the conflict condition, participants were asked to recall an 

episode were they had a fight or conflict with a feminist woman, and asked them to 

describe the episode as well as how they felt afterwards. On the other condition, 

participants were asked to remember a happy episode with a female friend or 

acquaintance where “she seemed to behave as a good person towards you” (we clarified 

in order to differentiate from romantic relationships). It was an open space where they 

had the liberty to write whatever they chose. 

The events participants described in the conflict condition were mostly 

discussions regarding polemic topics related to gender (e.g. such as women paying more 

for health insurance), feelings such as annoyance, and feeling that the ideology is 

imposed (not being heard). It is important to note that many people wrote that they had 

had no bad experience with feminists. The harmonious events were mostly related to 
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small everyday moments, hangouts, and attitudes of care from female friends, such as 

being supportive in a hard moment in life. Not all participants assigned to the condition 

decided to write about a particular event, with many leaving the box blank or writing 

that they didn’t recall any particular event. Out of the 335 people assigned to the conflict 

condition, 142 wrote about a conflict, being 69 men (50% of the total of men assigned to 

this condition) and 73 women (37% of the total of women assigned to this condition). In 

the harmony condition, 276 mentioned a happy moment, being 166 women (81% of the 

total of women in this condition), 109 men (77% of men in this condition) and one 

person who does not identify as either male or female. On average, participants wrote 

244 characters (SD=233), and wrote more on the conflict condition (M=339.67) than in 

the harmony condition (M=195.32; t (228) = -5.77, p<.001). There was no gender 

difference in character use ( t (403) = -0.184, p = 0.85). 

In order to look for the effects of conflict on perception of equality, we created a 

new variable which signaled “1” for those who wrote about a conflict with a feminist 

(N=142), and assigned “0” to those who wrote about a harmonious event (N=276). This 

way, we included only those participants who actually activated their memories and 

recalled events for the analysis. 

Equality perception. To measure morality towards greater equality, participants 

completed three scales, a six-item moral absolutism scale (Peterson, Smith, 

Tannenbaum, & Shaw, 2009), a five-item diversity valued by self scale (inspired in the 

work by Tropp & Bianchi, 2006) and a five-item pluralistic orientation scale (Engberg & 

Hurtado, 2011). While the first two scales ranged from 1 = completely disagree to 5 = 

completely agree, pluralistic orientation asked for a range of 1= A major weakness to 5= 

A major strength. Exploratory factor analysis and Alpha´s Cronbach indicated 

appropriate reliability of the scales (Moral absolutism α= .65; Diversity valued by self α 

= .82; Pluralistic orientationα = .74). 

Moderating variables. Previous to the recall manipulation, participants answered 

variables assessing their levels of Social Dominance Orientation (Ho, Sidanius, Kteily, 

Sheehy-Skeffington, Pratto, Henkel, Foels, & Stewart, 2015) with a short four-item scale 
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(α= .68), a Right Wing Authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer, 1998) with four-items (α= 

.70) and Male norms. We used a very short version of the Male norms scale (Thompson 

& Pleck, 1986), which is originally composed of three factors, and we measured it with 

two questions for each dimension: norms regarding status (r= 0.41), femininity (r= 0.44) 

and toughness (r=.26). Correlation between the two items per factor showed that while 

norms about status and femininity had a moderate correlation, norms regarding 

toughness was weak, so this factor was dropped from the analysis. All variables ranged 

from 1 = completely disagree to 5 = completely agree and were collapsed into a scale. 

 

 

ANALYSIS PLAN 

 

 

We will run a Multivariate Multiple Regression with a moderation, using the 

variable that distinguishes those who recalled and wrote about their experience (that we 

will call “recall”) as the independent variable, all four individual differences variables as 

moderating variables and the three dependent variables simultaneously. 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

Descriptives 

Overall, males presented higher scores in the variables related to their individual 

differences (see table 1), being significantly higher in Social Dominance Orientation (t 

(535) = 5, p <.001), Male norms of femininity (t(520) = 3, p <.001) and of Status (t(582) 

= 3, p= 0.002). Following the same trend, females scored higher values on the variable 

Diversity valued by self (t(525) = -4, p<.001). 
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Table 1. Descriptives of variables in the model 

 

 

 

Correlation between the individual differences variables showed that they are 

positively correlated (see Table 2). Male norms regarding status and femininity have a 

small positive correlation (r=.242, p<.001) despite belonging to the same construct, 

which indicates that they likely will explain different parts of the variance of the model. 

The highest correlation is observed between Male norms (femininity) and Social 

Dominance (SDO), which is interesting considering that SDO has been found to be 

related to domination over women (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Nevertheless, the 

correlation is moderate, which does not represent a collinearity problem (Mason & 

Perreault Jr, 1991). 

 

 

Table 2. Person´s correlation between the independent variables. 
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Moderation analysis 

 Moral Absolutism. Results shows that Norms against Femininity, Norms of 

Status and RWA predicted Moral Absolutism (respectively: b=.199, p<.01; b=.09, 

p<.05; b=.198, p<.001).  

 Pluralistic Orientation. Norms against Femininity had a negative significant 

prediction (b=-.188, p<.05).  

 Diversity Valued by Self. The dependent variable that yielded the strongest 

results was Diversity Valued by Self. SDO negatively predicted Diversity Valued by 

Self (b=-.16, p<.01), meaning that individuals with lower levels of SDO valued diversity 

to a greater degree than individuals with higher levels of SDO. Social Dominance 

Orientation also interacted with the recall condition (b=-.16, p<.05). While those who 

recalled conflict reported slightly higher Value for Diversity than those who recalled 

harmony, the participants with higher levels of SDO who recalled conflict valued 

diversity less than the other groups (see Figure 1).  

 

 

Figure 1. Interaction between recall condition on the x axis (right side of each frame is 

the condition of no confrontation and the left side is condition with the confrontation) on 

Male Norms – Status, Male Norms – Femininity, and Social Dominance Orientation 

(SDO), on dependent variable Diversity Valued by Self. 



 

62 
 

 

Note: The graphic expresses the interaction effects that were significant. Each 

quadrant represent each of the different levels, on a scale from one to five, of the 

moderator variable (Male norms-Status, Male norms-Femininity and SDO) when the 

person recalled a confrontation (“Yes” on the x axis of each quadrant) and when the 

person recalled a harmonious event (“No”  on the x axis of each quadrant) on the 

dependent variable diversity value by self (y axis). The interaction should be read from 

the left bottom quadrant to the right until the last quadrant on the top to the right. The 

blue line expresses the confidence interval of each of the moderator variables. 

 

 

Both norms regarding status and femininity had an impact on Diversity Valued 

by Self. Male norms against femininity had a main negative effect (b=-.19, p<.01), and 

an interaction effect (b=.34, p<.01), where, the higher the levels of male norms against 

femininity, the more pronounced the difference between conditions. Participants who 

support norms against femininity and recalled confrontation valued diversity more than 

those who recalled harmony. As norms against femininity and SDO are correlated in a 

positive way (r=.41, p<.001), this result is puzzling, as there are opposite reactions to the 

manipulation. Finally, Male Norms – Status had an interaction effect that mirrored SDO, 

as lower levels of agreement with male status predicted more support for diversity in 

participants who recalled a conflict. However, among participants with high levels of 

status norms and SDO, conflict was associated with less support for diversity than in 
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participants who recalled harmony. In other words, reaction to conflict related to 

feminist claims will have different impact on people´s disposition towards diversity 

depending on individual differences and respective adhesion to social norms regarding 

gender roles. In another way of looking at these results, we can observe that, overall, 

people with more egalitarian tendencies (scoring low levels of Male Norms – Status and 

SDO) benefited from confrontation by valuing diversity to a greater extent, while people 

with more dominant tendencies suffered from confrontations by valuing diversity less. 

We also ran the same model separately for males and females, excluding 

participants (n=3) who did not identify as neither for lack of sufficient cases for analysis. 

We found that the model with male participants yielded the most significant results. As a 

main effect, For Moral Absolutism, the male sample had a positive prediction of Male 

norms against femininity (b=.35, p<.01), while for the female sample it was Right-Wing 

Authoritarianism which increased the dependent variable in b=.23 (p<.001) points. For 

the dependent variable Diversity Valued by Self, while the female sample had zero 

predictions, the male sample showed a significant negative prediction of SDO (b=-.16, 

p<.05) and of Male norms against femininity (b=-.26, p<.05), as well as interactions of 

Male norms against femininity (b=.50, p<.01) and Male Norms – Status (b=-.24, p<.05) 

with the recall condition. Digging deeper at the interactions, while lower levels of Male 

Norms – Status showed that recalling conflict is related to a higher validation of 

diversity than recalling harmony, higher levels of support for Status has the opposite 

effect, making those who recalled conflict less supportive of diversity than those who 

recalled harmony. Similar to the model without distinction of gender, Norms regarding 

femininity had an inverse trend.  

 

 

CONCLUSION 
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Although the current work doesn´t part from mainstream social psychology´s 

tradition of seeking in attitude change the solution to inequality (Wright & Lubensky, 

2009), in the current research we searched to overcome the idea that conflict would be 

negative. Instead, we understand conflict as another social phenomenon that should be 

investigated and understood in its social consequences. 

We confirmed our hypothesis that the follow-up result of confrontation, whether 

it is negative or positive for the support for diversity, will depend on individual 

differences. By the results of the present study, it can be suggested that individual 

differences related to social dominance, male norms against femininity and regarding 

status will drive confronted people´s support for diversity. As such, it would be incorrect 

to assume that confrontation would necessarily lead to conflict, given that individuals 

with lower support for social hierarchy and gender norms seem to value diversity to a 

greater extent after being confronted. On the other hand, what our results suggest is that 

confrontation would lead to a polarization among those individuals who are confronted, 

leading individuals with distinct levels of support for the researched individual 

differences to opposite moral ends. 

It is also interesting to observe that there is a gender difference when it comes to 

moral change after confrontation. When comparing the model within gender, males have 

a greater polarization after confrontation, while women did not show significant 

differences between the conditions. This effect could be due to specific gender 

differences, which has been a consistent finding on social psychology. Carol Gilligan 

(1977) has pointed out that because women´s socialization is rooted in relationships and 

care for others, they would base their moral judgments in favor of care while men would 

prefer justice. Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) has also shown that 

women score lower levels of social dominance orientation than men, which indicates 

that they would be less interested in domination and hierarchy. Female´s care for 

relationships and lesser dominance orientation could lead them to look for reparation 

after learning they had been biased. Another explanation for this gender difference could 

also be an ingroup effect caused by the design of the study, since we asked both genders 
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to recall confrontations and harmonious interactions done by women. Research shows 

that confrontations done by members of the ingroup are more effective in curbing bias 

than those done by outgroup members (Gulker, Mark & Monteith, 2013). More research 

should look into how confrontation affects morality depending on group membership in 

order to elucidate further questions. 

Against a background of profound gender inequality, it is problematic that some 

individuals are resistant to being confronted with their own biases or with problems 

suffered by other groups. Our study shows that some individuals, especially for males, 

value diversity less after being confronted, while being in harmonious interactions with 

female friends makes them value diversity more. However, these harmonious 

interactions don´t present a challenge to male dominance, nor to their sexist views, so 

we raise the question of how to bring about equality without raising conflict in the 

process.  

Future work should focus on the mediation role of morality between 

confrontation and increased willingness to fight for social change in the confronted 

individual. Before going to action to bring about social change, there would be a 

previous step, which is having a moral ideology that is aligned with fighting for equality 

(Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2012) and which does not legitimize group hierarchy 

(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Perceiving a given problem as a moral violation might be a 

powerful motivator to fight against inequality (Van Zomeren, Postmes, Spears, & 

Bettache, 2011). Another link that would be interesting to explore is the relationship 

between confrontation, moral change and perceived illegitimacy of the status quo, or, if 

confronting might affect the perception of the legitimacy of a given social phenomenon. 

This way, we could better understand the repercussions of today’s political climate of 

social instability where bias confrontations are happening constantly and social 

movements are also increasing in size and radicalization.  
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Abstract 

 

 

Harmony has been a major objective for mainstream psychology. However, as research 

advances in the field of social change, the need to reassess conflict becomes apparent as 

it contradicts some of the previous paradigms. In this article, we want to review the 

critical findings while also offering new perspectives over conflict, confrontation and 

how it connects with social change. We (1) differentiate between conflict and 

confrontation, discuss what is the (2) predictor of conflict, (3) argue that there is a logic 

in conflict, (4) try to unravel the reasons for the resistance to confrontation, and (5) go 

through the main reported outcomes. Finally, we defend that a more nuanced 

conceptualization of conflict might open new questions that are less aligned with social 

cohesion in a hierarchical structure and more prepared to observe this important drive 

for social change. 

 

Key-words: confrontation, intergroup dynamics, conflict, harmony 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Displays of confrontation seem to be ubiquitous in the last few years. 

Worldwide, conflicts regarding gender, race, territory, and sexual diversity, among 

others, seem to be driving a wide range of attitudes, from conversation topics to election 

results. However common in the world outside of academia, conflict and confrontation 

are frequently viewed as problematic in social psychology (Wright & Lubensky, 2009). 

While the traditional focus on prejudice reduction has offered many valuable insights on 

reducing intergroup hostilities such as the intergroup contact literature (Pettigrew 

& Tropp, 2006), new findings show that it contradicts an intergroup equality and social 

justice approach, because it strives for “intergroup harmony and social cohesion” 

(Wright & Lubensky, 2009). There would be an “irony of harmony” (Dixon, Tropp, 

Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2010; Hasan-Aslih, Pliskin, van Zomeren, Halperin, & Saguy, 

2019; Hassler et al, 2020; Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009) in positive 

intergroup relations, which brings new questions of how a systemic social equality can 

be achieved in a world shaped by group-based hierarchy (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) 

without conflict. Although this discussion is not new (Saguy, Shchori-Eyal, Hasan-

Aslih, Sobol & Dovidio, 2016), as research within the field advances towards a direction 

that is more concerned with structural changes rather than social cohesion, a series of 

ideas still needs to be challenged, revisited and redefined. 

In this article we want to add on this discussion by critically discussing evidence, 

and offering novel perspectives for research on conflict and confrontation. For that, we 

will review its concepts, its main predictors, mechanisms and possible consequences. 

We argue that, rather than it being intrinsically problematic, conflict and confrontation 

are a development of intergroup dynamics, rooted in objective inequalities and fueled by 

perceptions of illegitimacy of the power disparities between horizontal groups. Finally, 

remembering conflict´s complex root of both objective and subjective factors can lead to 
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the understanding of it being a symptom of inequality and a potential drive for social 

change. 

 

What are conflict and confrontation 

When discussing confrontation, it is often understood that it exacerbates 

intergroup conflict (Brady & Crockett, 2018). Conflict should be avoided because it 

would disrupt cohesion and harmony (Wright & Lubensky, 2009). However, conflict 

might promote other processes, and confrontation might be the behavior that sparks that 

process. 

In social psychology studies, confrontation has been defined as an attitude 

arising as a reaction to discrimination. Specifically, confrontation has been defined as a 

“volitional process aimed at expressing one´s dissatisfaction with discriminatory 

treatment to a person or group of people who are responsible for engaging in a 

discriminatory event” (Kaiser & Miller, 2004, p. 168). For it to occur, it is necessary to 

label an event as prejudicial, be motivated to respond to the situation, and decide to act 

on that motivation (Swim & Hyers, 1999). On the other hand, an unprovoked act of 

confrontation (calling out someone who did not do anything) could be better understood 

as plain aggression. Research in this area usually is conducted using an experimental 

method and in the interpersonal scale, where the confrontation is manipulated and the 

reaction from the member of the advantaged group is measured to detect changes in 

biased behavior (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Czopp, Monteith & Mark, 2006; Gulker, 

Mark, & Monteith, 2013; Monteith, 1993; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). 

Conflict, on the other hand, seems to be less clearly defined in psychology. It 

appears in opposition to, or, as detrimental to, harmony (Wright & Lubensky, 2009), and 

relies much more on a common sense definition of the word to describe a tense situation. 

The realistic group conflict theory states that intergroup conflict would arise from a “real 

problem”, coming from a conflict of interests between the groups, instead of a subjective 

idea (Sherif, 1958). A frustrating and competitive setting would foster “hostile attitudes 

and highly unfavorable stereotypes toward the other group and its members” (Sherif, 
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1958, p. 353). While an individual could fight for their personal social mobility, a belief 

system of social change would be related to a conflict of interests, and of societal 

stratification (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Of course, with a broad definition, the same word 

can be used to describe armed conflict or hostile intergroup relations.  

More recent discussions on conflict are going back to the literature and are 

questioning how this concept was framed as well as how it led to a biased tradition in 

research. Instead of conceptualizing conflict as maladaptive and as opposite to 

cooperation, conflict might be understood as a nuanced process (rather than an outcome) 

that can also have a role in group development (Chizhik, Shelly, and Troyer, 2009; 

Dovidio, Saguy, and Schnabel, 2009). With this, conflict moves from being a problem to 

being a point in groups´ movement as material and symbolic conditions of society 

change. 

Being that conflict and confrontation are different constructs, it is difficult to 

precise the causality between them - if confrontation leads to conflict or if conflict leads 

to confrontation. As the existing definition of confrontation in the literature appears to 

imply that it would be a reaction to discrimination, conflict seems to be necessarily 

previous to confrontation. Confrontation might also lead to conflict, especially if the 

confronted person disagrees with or dislikes being confronted. However, confrontation 

does not necessarily lead to conflict, as the confronted person might accept the 

accusation and engage in reparation. Further, it could raise the level of awareness of a 

particular problem that was unknown for the confronted individual.  

 

Predictors of conflict 

There would be both objective and subjective factors that influence intergroup 

conflict (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Although objective factors are not as discussed in the 

mainstream social psychology as the subjective factors, bringing the objective factor 

back to the center of the debate can raise more discussions of inequality and 

inconformity to it. The objective factors refer to the “social, economic, political and 

historical structures of society” (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 23). 
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Objective social inequality and conflict 

Despite the fact that major universal goals (e.g. the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights) were professed so every human individual would have its fundamental 

rights preserved, society is still based on hierarchies where some groups detain power 

over others (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In a hierarchical type of organization, dominant 

groups hold greater privileges over the subordinate groups, who have less power, live 

under more miserable conditions and suffer more sanctions (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). 

Even though it can be argued that humanity´s conditions have improved as a 

whole in the last century (Pinker, 2011), objective differences between horizontal 

groups, groups whose cultural boundaries are salient, persist. Horizontal inequality 

refers to the “inequalities in economic, social or political dimensions or cultural status 

between culturally defined groups”, and was found to be the major predictor for conflict 

(Stewart, 2008, p. 3). 

Indeed, research using data from several countries in a wide range of years, 

adopting different methodologies and different sources found that the major cause for 

conflict is inequality between culturally defined groups (Cederman, Weidmann, & 

Gleditsch, 2011; Østby, 2008). More than inequality between individuals (vertical 

inequality), which has shown no power in predicting conflict, economic polarization 

between culturally defined groups was shown to significantly predict conflict (Cederman 

et al., 2011; Østby, 2008). In unequal countries, both those groups who lie on the 

extreme bottom or at the extreme upper bound of the economic spectrum were found to 

be more likely to engage in conflict, as the main cause is inequality (Cederman et al., 

2011). 

Thus, arising from an objective reality, conflict could be understood as a 

consequence, or, as a symptom of, inequality. However, perceptions regarding the gap 

and the perceptions over the groups’ boundaries can predict distinct group behavior.  

 

 Perception of conflict 
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Relations of domination are complex, as dominant groups need the subordinate 

groups’ cooperation with the system that oppresses them in order to maintain their 

domination (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Such cooperation is by no means a conscious 

agreement, but is achieved by the use of several mechanisms that range from coercion to 

manipulation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Bulhan, 2015). Beyond factors such as social 

categorization, ingroup bias and identity, we will focus on the perception of the 

legitimacy of the unequal social structure directly because it relates to the actual 

disparity between the groups. 

Perceiving the personal social mobility as difficult, as it happens in stratified 

societies for example, can lead the individual to fight for collective social change (Tajfel 

& Turner, 1986). This way, a focus for social change instead of individual mobility will 

depend on “individual´s belief systems about the nature and structure of the relations 

between social groups in their society” (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 9). Social movements 

emerge from the perception of unfairness or illegitimacy of the structure that they are in 

(Van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer, & Leach, 2004), and feelings such as anger arise as a 

reaction to perceived injustice (Mikula, Scherer & Athenstaedt, 1998; van Zomeren et 

al., 2004; Matheson & Anisman, 2009). Once a social hierarchy is perceived as 

illegitimate or unfair, anger might motivate people to engage in collective action to bring 

about change (van Zomeren et al., 2004; Van Zomeren, Postmes & Spears, 2008; 

Hercus, 1999; Leonard, Moons, Mackie, & Smith, 2011; Jasper, 2014). 

The recent developments in women’s rights movements exemplifies how 

confrontation is often a reaction to an objective power imbalance within hierarchies, but 

that is fueled by a change in people’s perception of it. Despite the impressive levels of 

oppression that women have endured throughout history, society normalized oppression 

against them (Swim, Hyers, Cohen, & Ferguson, 2001) and female gender roles have 

kept women from reacting, sustaining a more passive attitude of politeness and silence 

(Swim & Hyers, 1999). Changes in society led women to question traditional gender 

roles, and, with that, the legitimacy of the power structure this role sustained. Having a 
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perception of the illegitimacy of such structure triggers rage, which is positively related 

to fighting for social change (Hercus, 1999).  

Of course, there are several cases of women who rebelled both individually and 

collectively in history, however, after the global chain of events that initiated after the 

#niunamenos in 2015 and the #metoo movement in 2017, a new wave of women´s 

outrage has reached mainstream conversations and initiated a coordinated group 

confrontation against sexist oppression which resulted in positive outcomes for women 

in several parts of the world. To name a few, the United States has elected an 

unprecedented quantity of women to Congress, feminists achieved the expulsion of 

sexist professors and changed the school curriculum for more female authors in Chile, 

among other changes in micro-relations where women feel more supported to get away 

of previously normalized abusive behaviors from their partners, likely due to a change in 

societal norms and perception. In a society marked by group hierarchy, confrontation 

had the power to push for a change that significantly improved the conditions of this 

subordinate group. 

However, as confrontation relies on the perception of discrimination, many 

episodes of confrontation might seem unprovoked to the confronted individual or to 

other bystanders (Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). Also, an actual discrimination might be 

normalized and the confronter be perceived as complainer (Gulker, Mark, & Monteith, 

2013). More on this issue will be discussed ahead, but it is important to note that 

objective reality is disputed in the narrative of the parts involved in the conflict. 

 

The logic of confrontation  

The appraisal of costs and benefits 

Although closely related to anger, confrontation is not an irrational act. Even in 

political conflicts, people follow a moral logic to their actions, following reason and 

values (Ginges, 2019). As Spring and colleagues (2018) suggest, “outrage may only 

emerge under specific conditions, such as when benefits outweigh costs and there are 

mechanisms for translating it into prosocial action” (p. 1068). Likewise, Kaiser and 
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Miller (2004) say that confrontation involves the appraisal of the potential harm and 

benefit of a given situation that will distinctly lead to avoidance or disengagement. 

Moreover, it is important to point out that different people might diverge in their 

evaluation of the costs and benefits of a given situation. 

When it comes to cost evaluation, within gender dynamics, for example, factors 

such as the familiarity with the perpetrator, their status and type of aggression suffered, 

affects how women respond to discrimination (Ayres, et al, 2009). It is possible to 

identify the evaluation of costs in the following extracts from Ayres, Friedman and 

Leaper’s work (2009) of female´s reactions to personal experiences of discrimination: 

“…No [I did not confront him]. I didn’t want to jeopardize my job because I 

badly needed the money.” (18 year-old, victim of discrimination from her boss; Ayres, 

et al, 2009, p. 457) 

“…No I didn’t [confront],… I’m afraid to confront them because it could get 

worse and I could get hurt.” (21 year-old, victim of unwanted sexual attention from 

stranger; Ayres, et al, 2009, p. 457) 

“…I did not confront the person responsible. At the time, I felt too threatened. 

Although he did not attend my school, many of his friends did, and they created an 

atmosphere where I was ridiculed, and afraid to speak up for myself.” (19 year-old, 

narrating a near-rape experience from when she was 14 years old at a friend’s party; 

Ayres, et al, 2009, p. 457) 

The costs are also specific to the group, especially members of subordinate 

groups, which are more vulnerable to costs given their inferior conditions and status in 

society and have a specific set of values. When dealing with discrimination, only 16% to 

46% of women confront the aggressor directly (Swim & Hyers, 1999; Ayres, et al, 2009) 

even though 75% of the female participants perceived the discrimination as they rated 

the perpetrator as sexist, and 91% of those women who did not confront rated them 

poorly (Swim & Hyers, 1999). Moreover, in confrontation, those women who were less 

identified with their ingroup evaluated women who confronted sexism more negatively. 

This seems to be specific to gender dynamics as identification with the ingroup is 
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associated with more support for ingroup members who confront in a racially driven 

confrontation (Kaiser, Hagiwara, Malahy, & Wilkins, 2009). Further, female bystanders 

were found to reduce confrontation in women (Swim & Hyers, 1999). Accordingly, 

silence is perceived as the least risky reaction to sexism as well as the most polite 

response (Swim & Hyers, 1999), which indicates that women experience fear in 

confrontation (Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001), reducing their probability to react. These 

data also suggest that one of the costs of confrontation for a female is being poorly 

evaluated by others, or being evaluated as less feminine. 

As the unequal distribution of power among groups can affect people 

objectively, the advantaged group can punish “confronters” by firing them from their 

jobs, disseminating harmful stories, developing laws that deepen social injustice or by 

using force. Backlash can cause the deterioration of the conditions of the subordinate 

group or individual, and that should always be in the assessment of benefits and costs of 

a given situation. Nevertheless, when the costs of a possible confrontation are weighted 

as lighter than the current conditions, conflict might emerge. Despite the pervasive 

backlash that can occur because of confrontation, many groups still fight seeking to 

change society. 

 

Backlashes of confrontation 

When it comes to subjective forms of backlash, it is the social evaluation that 

plays a strong role. If confrontation would be considered as a sort of negative contact, it 

could be that confrontation would predict more cognitive forms of prejudice such as 

stereotypes (Aberson, 2015) and be more effective in increasing prejudice than positive 

forms of contact in decreasing it (Barlow et al., 2012). Indeed, one of the most reported 

backlash effects in confrontation studies is the worsening of their social evaluation, as it 

was found that confrontation makes the subordinate group appear as complainer and 

rude (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010; Shelton & Stewart, 2004), 

reinforcing initial bias which triggered the confrontation in the first place (Rasinski & 

Czopp, 2010).  
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These findings could lead to the interpretation that confrontation should be 

avoided because it could lead to prejudice. However, it was also found that perceiving 

the confronter as rude correlates with previous levels of prejudice in the confronted 

individual, in a way that the more prejudiced they are, the less guilt they feel after being 

confronted (Czopp & Monteith, 2003) and the worst they evaluate the confronter 

(Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). Therefore, a competing interpretation of these findings is that 

confrontation does not increase prejudice, but that it has the power to expose or trigger 

existing prejudice. 

 

Resistance to confrontation 

When it comes to living in a plural and democratic society, some people might 

oppose democracy and plurality to a greater or lesser degree. Research has looked for 

ways in which intolerance can be reduced, however, the next question should be, is 

everybody interested, or capable of, changing towards a more democratic and plural 

society? Here we offer new insights on the resistance to change. 

 

Moderator of change 

Evidence that there are different reactions to being confronted (Howell, Gaither 

& Ratliff, 2015; Howell et al., 2017; Parker, Monteith, Moss-Racusin, & Van Camp, 

2018), suggests that the relation between confrontation and behavioral change could be 

moderated by distinct psychological profiles. Evidence shows that when people were 

confronted for their biased behavior, they felt guilty and negatively about themselves 

(Czopp & Monteith, 2003), which made them regulate their behavior (Parker, Monteith, 

Moss-Racusin, & Van Camp, 2018). On the other hand, when a person felt defensive 

after being confronted, they were more resistant to change (Howell, Gaither, & Ratliff, 

2015). 

However, and in line with the discussion over backlash on the previous session, 

participants who felt the most defensive were the ones who had the greatest discrepancy 

between their implicit and explicit attitudes and, also, that the more prejudiced 
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individuals react the worse to being confronted  (Howell et al, 2017). Bernardino, 

Carvacho and Jimenez-Moya (2021) also found that male participants who support male 

norms against femininity the most were slower in answering to moral dilemmas after 

being confronted, and that the activation of defense mechanisms and evaluative concerns 

got triggered after being confronted by women. 

When it comes to change after being confronted, there is evidence suggesting 

that people who are highly committed to egalitarian moral values would likely feel 

motivated to look for some sort of reparation when they learn about their biased 

behavior, regardless of the way that the message is being delivered (Czopp, Monteith & 

Mark, 2006). People with more egalitarian norms were also shown to have a better 

response to confrontation, having higher levels of value for diversity after remembering 

a confrontation then when remembering a friendly moment (Bernardino & Carvacho, 

2021). This way, it should be tested whether, for egalitarians, feeling defensive would be 

the initial reaction that would later lead to rumination, a major predictor of attitudinal 

change (Burns, Monteith & Parker, 2017; Chaney & Sanchez, 2018). On the other hand, 

whether the feelings of defensiveness (specifically placing the guilt of own behavior on 

external factors, negative feelings and rationalization) and evaluative concerns triggered 

by confrontation among those subjects who oppose egalitarianism (as shown by 

Bernardino, Carvacho & Jimenez-Moya, 2021), are more rigid to change towards a more 

egalitarian behavior. This evidence suggests that feeling defensive is an indication that 

feelings are being recruited to preserve a positive image of the self, but what happens 

next might be dependent on other factors as well. 

 

Challenging the shared worldview and the disruption of consensuality and myths 

When perspectives challenging the official paradigm gain strength, those who 

legitimize the current social organization might have their core values questioned. In 

many countries, statues of former colonizers are being removed to dispute the 

materiality of the social space, extending to the questioning of an ontological and 

epistemic nature (Malherbe, et. al, 2021). Given that many individuals are blind to 
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alternative paradigms that challenge their worldviews, a paradigmatic confrontation 

could contradict their societal sense of reality (Chryssides, 2008; Teo, 2005).  

An alternative point of view of a subordinate group is evidenced in Dr. King Jr´s. 

(1968) letter, where he mentioned that, during the Civil Rights Movement, African 

Americans were “experiencing an inner transformation that is liberating them from 

ideological dependence on the White majority” because they were becoming aware “that 

the philosophy and morals of the dominant White society are not holy or sacred” (p. 

220). Dr. King´s (1968) statement, suggests that even subordinate groups struggle to 

perceive the existence of other points of view besides the one that is dominant.  

The dominant groups maintain their hegemonic position by the use of force, or 

by means of psychological manipulation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Bulhan, 2015). While 

using excessive force is risky because it damages the perception of the dominant´s 

legitimacy to power (and with this, the perception of conflict) and debilitates the 

subordinate groups physically, a more subtle psychological manipulation convinces both 

subordinates and dominants of the righteousness of the hierarchy (Sidanius & Pratto, 

1999).  

The more subtle forms of psychological manipulation are through the 

manipulation of discourse and ideology (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) as well as of memory 

and history (Bulhan, 2015). As we said before, objective reality is disputed, and one of 

the ways that this can be done is through the reinterpretation of facts and by selectively 

recalling past events that are part of memory and history (Bulhan, 2015). Also, social 

myths have the power to that legitimize social inequality (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  

In order for the myths to be more effective, it is crucial that they are shared and 

agreed upon by the groups that compose a given society, a process called consensuality. 

According to Sidanius and Pratto (1999), consensuality “helps to coordinate behaviors, 

makes social practices meaningful, gives people psychological security, and provides 

standards for judging people’s behavior or potential changes within the society” (p. 

106). Instead of being related for its objective truth, a myth is adopted because it holds 

“basic values and points of view of their culture” (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, p. 104). By 
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adopting myths, individuals begin to support the hierarchy spontaneously and cooperate 

to maintain the social order (see also System Justification Theory, Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 

2004). Confrontation might be uncomfortable precisely because it could defy myths, 

disrupt consensuality, and, therefore, shake the shared perception of reality between the 

groups. 

One of the sources of such myths has been colonization, which, even today, 

continues to develop a narrative that manipulates societies, because history was told 

from the point of view of colonizers, presenting them as benevolent and brave (Bulhan, 

2015), which still benefits the inherited social hierarchy. This distortion of history 

affects memory, a process called “metacolonization”, the current and latest stage of 

colonization according to Bulhan (2015), where the goal is no longer an expansion of 

land but an occupation of the citizens´ subjectivity (Bulhan, 2015).  

In places such as the Americas and Africa, the colonized groups (African and 

indigenous descendants) coexist with the colonizer (European descendants) in a 

distorted subjective and objective experience that favors the privileged and diminishes 

the subordinate (Bulhan, 2015), a cosmovision supported by several myths. Dr. King Jr 

evaluated that bringing about change is challenging because the disadvantaged group is 

“psychologically and socially imprisoned” (1968, p. 214). As in the case of postcolonial 

societies, the problem of distorted relations is also present in gender relations where 

masculine norms of society (patriarchy) are perceived as natural, even producing science 

that legitimizes the unequal hierarchical configuration (Harding, 1986). Being afraid of 

disrupting consensuality benefits groups who are in power and reinforces the status quo. 

For example, there are around 20% of congresswomen in the United States, 10% 

in Brazil and 22% in Chile. The same can be said to all non-white population, who are 

represented in a completely unequal ratio, especially in countries like Brazil, where, 

despite the fact that non-white people are the majority in the country, there are a 75% of 

white congress people. Considering the biases and blind spots that affect human 

cognition, on top of structural organizations that perpetuate a hierarchical structure, it 

would be extremely unlikely that the current political organization would succeed in 
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changing the society in a way that would reduce inequality in the degree desired by the 

subordinate groups. Given that, if the subordinate groups delegitimize the status quo, 

they cannot expect to have their interests defended without having to expose their point 

of view, which can lead to conflict. 

 

Consequence of confrontation 

Questioning automatic biases 

Some human characteristics that adapted humans for their survival, like 

automatic, fast cognition, might be also keeping us from questioning unequal social 

structures. Automatic biases keep us from acting ethically without our awareness in 

many situations, which has been named by moral psychologists the moral blind spot 

(Sezer, Gino & Bazerman, 2015).  

The moral blind spot is a reference to the blind spot in the eyes, a part of the 

vision which does not capture image given the eye´s structure, but that has a 

“photoshopped” image in its place by the brain. Ultimately, the brain fools our conscious 

mind with the illusion of having a complete sight of the external world, leaving us 

unaware of the missing information. In the case of our morality, we are prevented from 

seeing our own biases, having a photoshopped image of ourselves in our consciousness. 

Because of this, we are not aware of our bias, and, instead, we strongly believe that we 

are impartial in our judgements, leaving the flaw unseen.  

Among the known biases that lead to unethical behavior, people organize social 

groups into hierarchies (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), give preferences to certain groups 

instead of being impartial (Dasgupta, 2004; Rudman, Feinberg, & Fairchild, 2002), and 

select information that reinforces one´s own opinion (Fiedler & Glöckner, 2015). Also, 

modern kinds of subtle and ambiguous discrimination are emerging, where egalitarian 

values are defended in a conscious level, but negative feelings and beliefs towards 

groups persist at the unconscious level (Dovidio, Gaertner, Kawakami, & Hodson, 2002; 

Wright & Baray, 2012).  
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However, humans also have a need to maintain a positive self-concept (Mazar, 

Amir, & Ariely, 2008). This characteristic can work in favor of motivating people to 

correct biased behavior. Basically, people care about being moral individuals. Given that 

negative behaviors and beliefs are hard to question or self-correct, confrontation might 

be the element that brings bias to awareness.  

As said before, confronted individuals regulate their behavior because they feel 

guilty and negative about themselves (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Parker et al., 2018). 

Studies show a decrease in stereotypical responses after confrontation (Czopp et al., 

2006; Mallett & Wagner, 2011) and raised concern for the expression of future bias 

(Parker et al, 2018), an effect that lasted one week after the first measurement (Chaney 

& Sanchez, 2018) and regardless of salient norms (Parker et al. 2018).  

Thus, confronting is a way of disrupting the continuity of bias, because 

“confrontational responses are directed at changing the situation of being the target of 

prejudice” (Kaiser & Miller, 2004, p. 169). In addition, by speaking up against prejudice 

and discrimination, ingroup individuals might feel empowered to follow the same 

example, triggering social movements with a common goal, such as reducing sexism. 

Not only is confrontation related to a change in the victim’s position, but especially in 

the perpetrator’s position, since confronting “may serve a social role by altering other 

people’s perceptions (…) educating perpetrators of sexist remarks.” (Swim et al. 2001, 

p. 86). 

However, it is important to highlight that, even though individual bias and traits 

plays a role in how a specific person reacts, people´s displays of bias towards other 

groups is a social problem as well. Ideological discourse of how society should be 

organized is transmitted through the structure of society (Malherbe, et. al, 2021) as 

discussed previously, and questioning these structures might lead to conflict, and, under 

the right conditions later on, to change. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

In this article we aimed at presenting a more nuanced perspective on conflict. For 

that, we introduced a discussion of how conflict and confrontation have been studied in 

the field of social psychology, by critically discussing existing evidences and by 

proposing new perspectives on them. Understanding conflict as a stage in a group's 

development opens new questions, where research can deepen the knowledge of group´s 

dynamics. 

In this paper, we pointed out that the hierarchical structure of society (Sidanius & 

Pratto, 1999) affects advantaged and subordinate groups differently, and confrontation 

emerges as a reaction to objective differences between horizontal groups and the 

perception of it. Further, confronting has a logic, involving the cognitive appraisal of the 

potential harm and benefit of the situation (Kaiser & Miller, 2004). When individuals or 

groups feel unable to reduce harm or increase benefit, they are more likely to avoid or 

disengage from the situation. Findings also indicate that one of the costs of confronting, 

for a female, for example, is being poorly evaluated by others, or being evaluated as less 

feminine (Kaiser & Miller, 2004). Thus, silence can be mistakenly interpreted as an 

absence of problems among groups, but it might actually be submission.   

Backlash may occur when different groups speak their minds from an unknown 

paradigmatic point of view, which disrupts legitimizing myths and challenging the 

consensuality that holds society together by maintaining a shared worldview. This way, 

the fear of escalation, an argument usually made against group conflict, might actually 

be a consequence of the difficulty of accepting a larger change that defies the shared 

social structure.  

As another means of resistance to change, it was also found that some people 

engage in defensiveness, which prevents individual change towards egalitarian 

intentions. However, the field would benefit from testing for the conditions that make 

confrontation possible to succeed, as people with egalitarian tendencies would likely be 

motivated to change after learning they have unconscious bias.  
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Finally, as a consequence, it has been found that confrontation can decrease the 

displays of biases against subordinate groups, such as racism and sexism. However, 

different psychological traits might moderate the actual change, since it depends on 

motivation and on a dissonance between the behavior and the moral values held by the 

individual. Bernardino and colleagues (2021) have found moderation effects, showing 

distinct responses to confrontation depending on individual characteristics such as norms 

and values. 

Creating group harmony based on putting sensitive topics aside, can have 

negative implications for the disadvantaged group. Nevertheless, this seems to be 

comfortable for only one side of the story, precisely the side supported by those who are 

called to review their standards on how the social structure is maintaining group-based 

prejudice. Silencing the inequality discussion can be a good way to promote peace 

among groups, but might not be a good way to actually promote change in groups status. 

Not discussing power disparities does not make them disappear, but might keep them 

invisibly reproducing.  

Confrontation and conflict are not intrinsically negative, but are symptoms of 

either a conflict of interests or of the objective stratification between groups (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986). Thus, in order to solve that issue, more attention should be paid to what is 

the cause of such conflict and where can a change be made to attend to people’s needs, 

the root of conflict. It is very important to also have cohesion-oriented work being 

produced, but very well aligned with the observation of how it fits in its context, and 

what results it can produce. More importantly, for whom are those interests serving. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

 

This thesis has worked on integrating several theoretical concepts, such as 

morality, social psychology and gender dynamics. Most literature works with delimited 

concepts, which end up misleading interpretation of the human experience by giving the 

impression of independent mechanisms, especially regarding the separation of individual 

from the social dimensions. Thus, with this manifested reasoning, this author tried to 

integrate more than one psychological concept in order to reproduce interdependent 

concepts.  

First, this author always placed an emphasis on the context as a structuring factor 

which organizes all other psychological and social processes. Second, there is an effort 

to relate psychological individual differences with morality within this specific context. 

Lastly, confrontation of sexism adds a social aspect to the individual process, which 

gives the dynamic aspect of group living. As a result, different from most research on 

morality, which usually conceptualizes it as a more stable structure, this thesis worked 

on moral change, conceptualizing it as a result of people´s interaction with the external 

world. 

Specifically, the hierarchical social organization based on Sidanius and Pratto´s 

(1999) work, as well as the social and material inequality that are related to it, have to be 

included in any theoretical and empirical elaboration as it directly affects behavior and 

thoughts. The third article of this thesis makes the effort of explaining how this 

contextual factor is responsible for triggering confrontation. If there was no inequality, 

both the model and the whole construction of this thesis would have been different or 

impossible. 

Having inequality in the background, the concept of confrontation was 

theoretically analyzed for a better understanding of its role in group dynamics. It was 
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identified that previous goals of pursuing harmony in social psychology (as it is 

discussed in articles two and three of this thesis), has led to a biased understanding of 

conflict as negative, and, even, as morally wrong. By using bibliography revision and 

experimental evidence, the articles show that confrontation is complex and that it can 

have effects on both the confronted individual morality and on social change. 

 

Main findings 

The main hypothesis of this thesis is that the reaction to confrontation will vary 

depending on previous levels of psychological characteristics related to power, self-

image and gender. A careful examination of the literature showed different reactions to 

confrontation, as some research showed a change in participant´s behavior, decreasing 

biased behavior through the activation of negative feelings, rumination, guilt and 

dissonance between values and behavior after being confronted (Burns, Monteith & 

Parker, 2017; Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Czopp, Monteith & Mark, 2006). On the other 

hand, other findings suggests an activation of defense mechanisms which led to a 

reduction in egalitarianism (Howell, Redford, Pogge, & Ratliff, 2017) as well as other 

backlash effects such as increasing bias (Rasinski & Czopp, 2010) as a consequence of 

confrontation.  

The expectation was that confrontation of sexist bias would lead the person to 

reflect (article one) on personal moral standards (article two), which would induce moral 

change (or not), depending on the person´s previous psychological characteristics. 

Specifically, we tested individual differences regarding participant´s levels of adhesion 

to masculine social norms, neosexism, social dominance orientation, right wing 

autoritharianism, evaluative concerns and motivation to control prejudice, expecting that 

those participants with a more overall egalitarian characteristic would have a higher 

impact after being confronted given the dissonance of being accused of sexism, which 

would trigger a moral dissonance. This dissonance would lead to a state of reflection and 

consequent moral change. People with the opposite characteristics (e.g. high social 
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dominance orientation) would not be affected by confrontation as there would be no 

dissonance with moral standards and behavior. This hypothesis was partially supported. 

The novel finding of this thesis was the moderating role of psychological 

characteristics in the confronted person’s morality. An experiment and a questionnaire 

were designed to empirically test the moderation effect of previous psychological 

characteristics on the effect of confrontation on morality. It was found that previous 

adhesion to masculine social norms and social dominance orientation moderate the 

effect of confrontation on moral process (article one) and content (article two). 

As the first article shows, cognitive functioning becomes impaired after 

confrontation for individuals with higher support for masculine norms against femininity 

by increasing their reaction time when solving high conflict moral dilemmas. Likewise, 

the second article shows that, specifically for males, the higher the support for male 

norms for status and of social dominance orientation, the lesser they valued diversity 

when recalling a confrontation with a woman. These results partially confirms our 

hypotheses, as there was a moderation effect of individual differences on the effect of 

confrontation on morality, and that conflict can lead to a higher value for diversity 

among individuals who support more egalitarian values. However, contrary to our 

predictions, the slower reasoning in moral processing (study one) was not found in more 

egalitarian individuals, slower reasoning was triggered after confrontation for 

individuals with higher support for male norms against femininity. 

Qualitative result suggests that confrontation triggered a defense mechanism 

used to protect the confronted’s image of their self. If it was not for the qualitative data, 

the pure quantitative result could have led to a misleading interpretation that confronted 

participants engaged in moral reflexive thinking about their sexist behavior. Based on 

this result, future research should refrain from using reaction time as a paradigm for 

measuring reflection when not reconciled with qualitative data. Even though more 

research is needed in order to replicate this finding, moral processing might not correctly 

reflect the mechanism of reflexive thinking. 
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The moderating role of psychological traits can also lead to the interpretation that 

confrontation leads to polarization. People who are confronted will have opposing 

reactions depending on their previous characteristics, some increasing their values for 

diversity and others decreasing. Although evidence from this thesis supports this 

interpretation, it is misleading to read the result out of the context, which is the state of 

inequality that society is immersed in. If the reader removes the result from the context 

to which it is attached, they might come to a moral conclusion that confrontation is 

morally bad, since it would be disrupting a harmonious society. However, if the reader 

inserts the context of inequality back to the equation, polarization appears as a result of 

inequality itself. 

The second article also showed gender differences as a result of confrontation, 

which haven´t been tested in the previous study given that all participants were males. 

Males showed significant differences in their value for diversity between conditions 

depending on their psychological variables, while females didn´t. This also raises new 

questions regarding the role of gender in moral change as a reaction to confrontation of 

sexist bias. 

Other findings also raise relevant discussions for research in psychology. As the 

first article shows, people who are motivated to control prejudice had a higher reaction 

time to answer the moral dilemmas (main effect). This suggests that people with this 

profile are more vigilant to their responses to moral dilemmas, thinking slower in high 

conflict moral dilemmas. As far as this author is concerned, little research has looked at 

how psychological traits can affect the answer to the dilemmas beyond psychopathy. 

Another additional data that emerged from the first experiment, is that moral 

reasoning correlated moderately with reaction time, but not with the perception of the 

dilemma´s difficulty, and dilemma´s difficulty did not correlate with moral reasoning 

but weakly correlated with reaction time (See Table 1.1). Theoretically, these processes 

should be more related, as authors have suggested that slow thinking is related to a sort 

of reasoning (Greene, Nystrom, Engell, Darley & Cohen, 2004; Greene, Sommerville, 
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Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001). The relation between these concepts should be better 

explored in future research. 

As a theoretical development of this thesis, it was discussed that confrontation is 

related to taking action against inequality. The objective reality causes unsettlement 

when there is a perception of the illegitimacy of the objective inequality. In the third and 

fourth article (Appendix B) we argue that legitimizing myths and ideologies are binding 

society together by creating a sense of shared reality. However, by confronting this 

shared reality with alternative points of view, especially with knowledge produced by 

the (in)subordinate group, conflict might arise as a reaction to preserve the social 

organization (fourth article in Appendix B). 

 

Remaining questions 

 

Although the objective of the present work was to find the effects of 

confrontation on morality, confrontation was constantly questioned by colleagues as a 

research object given its moral implications. Confrontation was perceived to be negative 

in itself, and, thus, should be discarded in favor of a variable that was better, both in a 

moral and in a practical sense. Reasoned dialogue was pointed out as the best alternative 

(in itself) given that it is more democratic. However, this author had disagreements with 

this perspective, as dialogue is, sometimes, impossible, especially for members of the 

subordinate group. Although one can have reasoned dialogues, it is unlikely that such 

dialogue would occur between aggressor and victim after discrimination. 

Based on the results of the empirical studies, it is possible to conclude that some 

people have negative reactions to being confronted depending on previous 

characteristics. Thus, how can attempts of achieving social change be accomplished 

when a group of people cannot be confronted for their own biases because of their 

resistance? If people with a more hierarchical structure value diversity to a greater 

degree when they are in harmonious relations with the subordinate group, and value 

diversity less when they are confronted for real problems that this group experience 
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(article two), how can they learn about diverse points of view? How can we bring these 

people to awareness of social inequality if they are ideologically aligned with group-

based hierarchy? New research that shows that social dominance orientation would have 

a greater genetic component than environmental factors in its expression (Kleppestø, et 

al. , 2019), makes us question the limits of seeking harmony. Is it possible to achieve 

societal equality with a group that supports inequality and that can´t be defied in their 

belief? If harmony is separate from equality for these individuals, how does harmony 

look like for them? Is there a way that egalitarian groups can engage in social change 

towards more equality without starting a conflict with dominants? Finally, is there a way 

to achieve equality without conflict? 

Implications 

 

This research has direct implications for both academia and outside the 

academia. For academia, these articles add evidences on the irony of harmony, by 

showing that harmony is more comfortable for individuals with hierarchical and sexist 

orientations. Further, despite the already established findings on the effects of 

confrontation on behavioral change, confrontation might be an ecological variable – 

instead of a technique that is developed on a lab - that initiates moral questionings. 

For the field of morality, it raises evidence to support the claim that morality is 

not stable, but dynamic, given its possibility to change. There are psychological 

mechanisms that constantly self-regulate in accordance with own and other´s 

expectation. Also, morality is related to other psychological factors, such as motivation 

to control prejudice, social dominance orientation and social norms. This evidence that 

morality should be more integrated to other dimensions of the human experience, such 

as intergroup contact, personality traits, contextual factors, and so on. 

For outside academia, this research might encourage people, especially from the 

subordinate group, especially women, to confront their aggressor or biases present in 

society. As females´ norms are more related to silence given the high cost of 
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confrontation for them, this research ads up to previous evidence that confrontation 

might lead to change in the confronted individual. However, as is shown by the 

moderation effect, individuals, as well as social movements, should be aware that not all 

people can change towards more equality, as some of them support inequality, and might 

engage in defense mechanisms. This information might also polarize the political debate, 

by diminishing conciliatory efforts. 

Limitations 

 

In total, one pilot, two experiments and one questionnaire were implemented, but 

one experiment was dropped from reports because it has failed. One of the limitations of 

this work is its weak empirical evidences. As the first study counted with two stages, 

being one week apart, and a long online experiment, it was extremely extenuating 

achieving the minimum sample size. Also, with a low financing, participants did not 

have much incentives to participate in the studies, which made recruiting difficult. This 

thesis would benefit from more empirical studies and more participants in order to 

achieve a higher statistical power. 

Another limitation is that experimental studies, as well as questionnaires, are less 

sensible to detect nuanced processes. Qualitative analysis proved to be essential in the 

interpretation of experimental data in the first study. Analysis with deeper qualitative 

methods could deliver a deeper insight of the process. However, this work fulfilled the 

author´s expectations of critically observing the field, questioning important points of it, 

and developing a new research agenda. 

 

Future research 

 

Future work could help elucidate remaining questions as well as inconclusive 

findings. First, as this thesis didn´t raise enough empirical evidences, more variations of 
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the same paradigm should be tested in order to raise stronger evidence that supports the 

reported conclusions. As Ellemers, and colleagues (2019) have said, many other aspects 

of human morality are understudied, especially intergroup and interpersonal ones. Once 

the proposed paradigm is better established, small additions to the basic model would be 

interesting, such as personality traits, group identity and contextual variables. 

A seemingly contradictory finding in the first article deserves more clarification. 

More sexist individuals engage in reflexive processes after being confronted, which was 

not aligned with our hypothesis of the cognitive effort of engaging in reflection about 

own bias as has been suggested by literature (Burns, Monteith, & Parker, 2017). This 

could indicate that cognitive effort is not a predictor of change in content but related to 

emotional activations. 

Literature review showed that confrontation triggers self-defense mechanisms, 

which was later linked to reduced willingness to change (Howell, Redford, Pogge & 

Ratliff, 2017). Similarly, the first article of this thesis, found qualitative evidence that 

confrontations triggers defense mechanisms as well as evaluative concerns. However, as 

pointed out in the third article, more research is needed in order to look at the 

longitudinal effect of self-defense as well as the moderating role of psychological traits, 

as it could be found that, while self-defense is an initial response, longitudinally, 

divergent psychological characteristics might drive the effect to either change towards 

greater or lesser equality. The second study shows evidence of a different longitudinal 

effect, as participants recalled conflict. 

Another interesting finding was that gender drove different results after 

confrontation (second article). As most confrontation studies are set in male participants, 

it remains unclear whether women are not triggered by confrontation (and if that is the 

case, why), or if the present result was attributed to an ingroup effect since participants 

were all asked about their confrontation with women. More research should test 

confrontation in women to see how effective it is to bring about change in them. 

As a conclusion of the bibliographical research, it was found that conflict is a 

product of a cost and benefits evaluation (Ginges, 2019), which contradicted the myth of 
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it being impulsive. Thus, the more the costs outweigh the benefits, the less likely 

confrontation is to happen. Beyond actual backlash, such as possibly losing the job, or 

being a victim of attack, the evaluation of costs and benefits are affected by myths that 

surround and sustain the hierarchy. Such myths are created by hierarchy in order to most 

effectively sustain itself (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), and will likely affect the evaluation 

of costs in opposing directions depending on whether they attenuate or enhance the 

hierarchy. Future work could also dive in the question of how dominants (e.g. 

individuals with high levels of SDO) and egalitarians can resolve their conflict of 

interests with the lesser conflict as possible. Although academic research can´t 

necessarily stop natural group processes (such as intergroup confrontations), research 

could develop instruments capable of being implemented as public policies to reduce 

harm, especially for those who are the most vulnerable, while not reducing mobilization 

towards equality. 

 

In this thesis, we proposed confrontation as a way of disrupting the continuity of 

bias, given that “confrontational responses are directed at changing the situation of being 

the target of prejudice” (Kaiser & Miller, 2004, p. 169). In addition, by standing up 

against prejudice and discrimination, ingroup members might feel empowered to follow 

the same example, triggering social movements with a common goal, such as reducing 

sexism (Kaiser & Miller, 2004). Not only is it related to a change in the victim's 

position, but also, in the perpetrator’s position, since confrontation “may serve a social 

role by altering other people’s perceptions (…) educating perpetrators of sexist remarks” 

(Swim & Hyers, 1999, p. 86). 

Finally, moral change should be towards a comprehension of differences, 

meaning that “moral development does not only concern cognitive understanding but 

also takes place when people learn to cope constructively with value conflicts and the 

associated feelings of ambivalence” (Ojala & Lindskog, 2011, p.223). From that point, 

“[w]hen the process producing and maintaining group-based social hierarchy are 

acknowledged and well understood, moral beings can then make informed decisions 
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about how to modify these processes and make them more consistent with their values, 

whatever those values may be” (Sidanius, Pratto, Van Laar & Levin, 2004, p. 862).  

With this thesis we hope to inform social movements and researchers of the 

power of confrontation. While harmony remains as the goal to which we aspire to, there 

is no harmony without equality and justice. When the goal is shifted towards more 

equity, confrontation will become more frequent and more experienced. While 

inequality might never be eliminated, the fight for equity will also remain. 

 

Ethical considerations 

All studies were evaluated and approved by the ethics committee of the 
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APPENDIX A 

Glossary 

Change: 

Refers to some value, which, after a pressure of some force, changes its initial 

state, regardless of the meaning attached to the values (Frank, 2020). In the empirical 

studies, we will investigate different aspects of the social and interpersonal dimensions 

of psychology, such as morality, beliefs about equality and social change, and will 

describe which change we will be referring to specifically in each work. Empirically, 

change will be calculated as the difference between control and experimental groups. 

Conflict:  

A consequence of a conflict of interests where the parts are unwilling or unable 

to satisfy the conditions of the other either in an interpersonal, or social nature.  

Confrontation: 

This concept will be used as an operationalization of an interpersonal-level type 

of conflict. In this work, it will be specifically referring to a “volitional process aimed at 

expressing one´s dissatisfaction with discriminatory treatment to a person or group of 

people who are responsible for engaging in a discriminatory event” (Kaiser and Miller 

2004, 168), and will be looking at its effects on the confronted individual. 

Morality: 

Our definition of morality is not completely aligned with a single author´s 

definition. Learning from several work on the field, we view morality as a construct 

composed of a complex set of species-specific abilities, regulated by internal and 

external mechanisms, and which is recruited for negotiating the self with the social 

world, especially in social interactions, it's symbols and norms. Specifically, morality 

concerns that which has “social or interpersonal implications”, since it “prescribes 

people´s activities, regulates their social interactions, and arbitrates conflicts.” (Walker, 

Pitts, Hennig, & Matsuba, 1995, p. 372).  

Moral processing: 
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Controlled or automatic cognitive functioning, related to the form (rather than 

content) a person reasons about moral tasks, in the experiment, specifically towards 

moral dilemmas. In the experiment, moral processing was evaluated in terms of reaction 

time and perception of dilemma´s difficulty, being faster responses and the perception of 

easier dilemmas hypothetically associated to automatic cognitive processing, and slower 

responses and the perception of difficult dilemmas hypothetically associated to 

controlled cognitive process. 

Moral reasoning: 

Related to the content (instead of the form) of the processing. In the experiment, 

it refers to the degree to which participants agree with the action performed by the 

protagonist of a moral dilemma. 

Moral content: 

Associated to individual moral values, standards or beliefs. 
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APPENDIX B 

MEMÓRIA COLETIVA E MITOS LEGITIMADORES - A CONFRONTAÇÃO 

DOS SUBALTERNOS NA BUSCA DE NOVAS FORMAS DE SABER E VIVER
1
 

 

Michelle Bernardino
2
, Ariany Villar

3
, Adriane Roso

4
 

 

Introdução 

A história do movimento pelos direitos civis (Civil Rights Movement) dos 

Estados Unidos conta com um capítulo que muito inspira a pessoas do mundo inteiro, 

embora pareça ter tido menor impacto no Brasil. A luta por maiores direitos civis para a 

população afrodescendente daquele país foi, de certo modo, bem-sucedido e provocou 

mudanças legislativas fundamentais, porém a forma de organização não foi homogênea. 

Enquanto no sul do país os protestos haviam sido pacíficos e exitosos em seus 

objetivos de maior igualdade, nos estados do norte, os protestos foram violentos e pouco 

eficazes. Em uma carta aos cientistas sociais de sua época, Martin Luther King Jr. 

(1968), um dos mais importantes líderes do movimento, explicou porque os protestos se 

desenvolveram de maneira diferente entre essas regiões. De acordo com ele, os protestos 

no norte, incialmente pacíficos, eram absorvidos pelo alto movimento da cidade grande, 

e, por isso, não atingia a repercussão que buscavam. Em contraste, cidades menores do 
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Sul sofriam um maior impacto com as passeatas em seu cotidiano, o que mobilizou as 

autoridades públicas a resolver o problema com maior celeridade. O sentimento de raiva 

do movimento do norte, produto da frustração da invisibilidade, os levou à revolta e ao 

escalamento da violência, culminando em quebra de patrimônios e saqueio de lojas.  

A América branca está tentando manter os muros da segregação 

substancialmente intactos enquanto a evolução da sociedade e o 

desespero dos negros estão fazendo com que eles desmoronem. 

A maioria branca, despreparada e relutante em aceitar mudanças 

estruturais radicais, está resistindo e produzindo caos enquanto 

reclama que se não houvesse caos uma mudança ordenada 

chegaria. (KING JR., 2018, p. 215) 

Enquanto muitos entendem o conflito como algo negativo, King subverte esta 

lógica ao apontar a indiferença do grupo dominante como a principal causa do motim, e 

não a revolta do grupo oprimido. No entanto, permeia uma ideia de que o conflito entre 

grupos distintos seria negativo, e, para isso, perguntamos, negativo para quem?  

Neste capítulo, analisaremos a confrontação das formas de organização social 

dominantes, sua força advinda da mobilização de novos saberes por parte dos grupos 

subalternizados e sua consequência no tecido social comum. Argumentaremos que a 

lógica hegemônica, que busca evitar conflitos entre grupos a fim de favorecer a 

harmonia na sociedade, acaba por preservar o conforto dos grupos dominantes às custas 

do silêncio dos grupos subalternizados. Além disso, queremos argumentar que, longe de 

ser um problema em si, o conflito entre grupos pode ser compreendido sob outro prisma, 

isto é, como um sintoma de rigidez dos grupos envolvidos no conflito diante de um 

choque de interesses opostos, principalmente em se tratando de modos de subjetivação 

alternativos aos discursos hegemônicos herdados na colonização e reverberantes no pós-

colonialismo. 

Do ponto de vista teórico-epistemológico, nesse capítulo nos desafiamos a 

aproximar (e algumas vezes afastar) diferentes visões sobre poder, particularmente 
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recorrendo a Michel Foucault e Jim Sidanius
5
. Desenvolvemos reflexões recorrendo às 

noções de micropoder (mais associada ao primeiro autor) e macropoderes (próxima ao 

segundo autor) com o intuito de lançar algumas luzes para compreendermos mais sobre 

as hierarquias sociais e sobre o lugar das táticas de confrontação na nossa sociedade. 

Neste capítulo, nos focamos na rigidez do grupo dominante. O propósito é 

mostrar como os jogos de poder e os regimes de verdade colocam as condições para o 

sufocamento dos conflitos e os entendimentos sobre a confrontação. Em relação a isso, 

defendemos que os mitos legitimadores, perpetuados por meio da memória coletiva, 

contribuem para sustentar a harmonia entre subalternos e dominadores. Finalmente, a 

tática do confronto aparece como força de produção de novos saberes e resistência. 

 

1. Sobre Jogos de Poder: as relações hierárquicas entre dominados e subalternos 

 

Certos grupos de pessoas ainda sofrem com discriminação, exclusão social e 

condições de vida limitantes, tais como quilombolas, povos originários, ciganos, 

moradores das favelas, gays. Esses grupos são os que denominamos subalternos 

(MARTINS, 1989) ou grupos colonizados (KILOMBA, 2019; VERGÈS, 2020), que, 

apesar de estar abaixo na hierarquia social, são múltiplos, diferindo tanto em quanto a 

sua participação no capitalismo, quanto em seus “conflitos de interesses e conflitos 

políticos entre si” (MARTINS, 1989, p. 98). 

Nesse sentido, as noções de interseccionalidade (CRENSHAW, 1991) e de 

matriz de opressão (HILL COLLINS, 2013) nos ajudam a pensar sobre o engendramento 

das inequidades de maneira mais integral. As pessoas e grupos, classificados a partir de 

diferentes categorias sociais (como classe social, raça, gênero, sexualidade, idade, entre 
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outros), são posicionados em um lugar social que enquadram suas possibilidades da 

constituição de subjetividades e de viver per se. Como os regimes de verdade atribuem 

valores às categorias sociais, certas categorias são tidas como negativas e indesejáveis, 

enquanto outras são bem valorizadas em determinada sociedade, formando redes 

complexas de opressão para os grupos que acumulam valorações negativas (IBIDEM).  

A exploração, dominação e exclusão econômica e política que sofrem, segundo 

Martins (IBIDEM), são parte de um processo dinâmico, pois se atualizam, alcançando 

novos grupos conforme o contexto sócio-histórico. A dinamicidade desse processo se 

deve às relações de poder entre os grupos subalternos e os grupos dominantes, ou, 

“operadores de dominação”, para utilizar uma expressão de Foucault (1999, p.51).  

Tais grupos dominantes ocupam posições socioeconômicas, culturais e políticas 

privilegiadas que dispõem não só de vantagens materiais, mas também ocupam os 

lugares de produção dos regimes de verdade. Eles não agem na solidão, pois “se apoiam 

uns nos outros, remetem uns aos outros, em certos números de caso se fortalecem e 

convergem, noutros casos se negam ou tendem a anular-se” (IBIDEM).  

Assim, se vivenciam as relações de poder como jogos de força entre diferentes 

práticas discursivas, expressas nas relações sociais e vinculados necessariamente à 

produção de saberes (FOUCAULT, 2006, 2008)
6
. Todavia, é fundamental salientar que, 

embora os operadores de dominação busquem dominar e submeter os grupos subalternos 

aos seus desejos e ética por meio de certas habilidades e recursos, nos jogos de poder 

cotidianos os subalternos não são passivos, anômicos.  Como Michel Foucault (1999) 

insiste, ao defender a assertiva dos micropoderes, todos têm poder, pois este circula e é 

produtivo. Ou seja, as pessoas resistem àquelas obras e ações que visam a morte da 

população subalterna, dissidente (mulheres, negros, latinos, imigrantes, refugiados, etc). 

Sob esse viés, é preciso dizer que os macropoderes (ou superpoderes), 

constituídos especialmente pelos grandes conglomerados industriais e megagrupos 
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 Práticas discursivas referem-se a um conjunto de práticas, dispositivos e tecnologias de produção de 

verdades e de subjetividades a partir das quais o poder é exercido (FOUCAULT, 1999). 
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midiáticos, são utilizados “para dominar e trazer as capacidades (poderes) de outros a 

nosso serviço, ele se transforma em dominação e usurpação, num poder-dominação” 

(ROSO; GUARESCHI, 2007, p. 38). Independente de distanciarmos nossas análises dos 

grandes aparelhos de poder (algo que Foucault preferiu) ou de nos atentamos a eles, o 

fato é que estes regimes circulantes na sociedade justificam a forma como nos 

organizamos e estruturamos as instituições sociais. Eles determinam quais discursos 

sobre a(s) história(s) são verdadeiros e quais não o são, quais podem ser contados ou 

silenciados, produzindo certos modos de subjetivação
7
 em contextos específicos, e 

estabelecem os limites para as subjetividades e identidades pessoais e sociais, em uma 

classificação e categorização que mantém, assim, certa ordem hierárquica das relações 

sociais. 

Além das condições de vida precarizadas, aos grupos subalternizados não lhes 

são conferidos lugares de produção de saberes e da história oficial. São os que, nos 

Estados ocidentais modernos, têm recebido o racismo de estado: grupos com certas 

características físicas ou materiais – ou pertencentes a certos cruzes de categorias não-

desejadas – que são tratados como inimigos do Estado, e cuja imagem de decadência e 

perigo é construída pelo próprio Estado para justificar sua existência na missão de 

proteger a população cidadã de fato dessas ameaças que se localizam no interior da 

sociedade (FOUCAULT, 2008). Dessa forma, as instituições que constituem uma 

sociedade, aliadas a alguns grupos da população, trabalham para defender a sociedade 

desses grupos dissidentes, subalternizados (FOUCAULT, 2008), o que justificaria 

qualquer ação violenta para controlá-los, que seus direitos não sejam respeitados, que 

seu trabalho seja explorado, e que, incluso, possam ser exterminados para proteger a 

população “de bem” (AGAMBEN, 2002). 

Apesar de parecer claro, estas desigualdades passam despercebidas por grande 

parte da sociedade, proporcionando certa estabilidade para o funcionamento do sistema. 
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A chave para esta estabilidade, segundo Sidanius e Pratto (1999), seria a cooperação das 

classes subalternas com o sistema que as oprime, ainda que de maneira inconsciente, 

para a criação de consensos ideológicos. A esse respeito, Foucault (2008), afirma que o 

êxito na efetividade dos regimes de verdade se deve a que, nas sociedades ocidentais 

modernas, a forma de controlar as vidas passa de repressiva à produtiva, pela via da 

disseminação dos regimes de verdade de maneira capilarizada em todos os níveis da vida 

social. Os assujeitados encarnam esses regimes, cujos ingredientes são aplicados no 

cotidiano de cada um para dar sentido à própria existência.  

Mas como se convence um grupo subalterno a acreditar que as coisas são do jeito 

que são, que devemos seguir a ordem estabelecida e reconhecer uma verdade universal 

sobre o mundo? 

 

2. Os mitos legitimadores e a memória coletiva como chaves para sustentar a 

harmonia 

 

Para manter sua posição hegemônica, os grupos dominantes podem fazer uso da 

força, usar de manipulação psicológica ou controle do discurso (BULHAN, 2015; 

SIDANIUS; PRATTO, 1999). Sob este aspecto, entramos numa abordagem 

metodológica de análise que necessita precisão. Já não se trata de olhar para o poder que 

circula, como fez Foucault, mas, sim, para as relações de dominação, para os 

macropoderes, empreendidas por grupos que parecem se unir a fim de controlar, 

subjugar o subalterno.  

Parte-se do pressuposto de que, para atingir tal finalidade, o uso da força - ou a 

ameaça do uso desta - é arriscado pois prejudica a percepção da legitimidade dos 

privilégios dos grupos dominantes, podendo criar ressentimento, e aumentar a 

resistência entre os grupos subalternos (SIDANIUS; PRATTO, 1999). Além disso, 

debilita os grupos subordinados psicológica e economicamente (IBIDEM), atrapalhando 

a sua performance nas forças produtivas e reprodutivas. Ainda assim, quanto mais o 

grupo subalternizado deslegitima a posição do grupo dominante, mais o grupo 
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dominante terá que incrementar o uso da força – o que diminui sua legitimidade ao 

poder (IBIDEM). 

A manipulação psicológica, no entanto, é mais sutil e mais eficaz porque 

convence tanto os subordinados quanto os dominantes da legitimidade da hierarquia 

vigente. Para alcançar este objetivo, se usa o poder para produzir ideologias e discursos 

que convençam tanto o grupo dominante quanto os subordinados da suposta justiça da 

hierarquia social (IBIDEM).   

Os mitos legitimadores seriam “valores, atitudes, crenças, atribuições causais e 

ideologias que proveem justificativa moral e intelectual para práticas sociais que podem 

tanto aumentar quanto diminuir níveis de desigualdade social entre os grupos sociais” 

(SIDANIUS; PRATTO, 1999, p. 104). Portanto, existiriam mitos legitimadores que 

servem tanto para reforçar a hierarquia quanto para debilitá-la (IBIDEM), elementos 

essenciais dos regimes de verdade que estruturam as sociedades.  

Outro meio para a dominação se perpetuar, seguindo a sugestão de Bulhan 

(2015), é pela manipulação da memória e da história de um determinado povo, 

distorcendo as percepções da realidade histórica e material por meio da reinterpretação 

de fatos e pela lembrança seletiva de eventos passados (IBIDEM), a memória coletiva “é 

o trabalho que um determinado grupo social realiza, articulando e localizando 

lembranças em quadros sociais comuns” (SCHMIDT; MAHFOUD, 1993, p. 291). O 

sucesso parece garantido; o apagamento das injustiças e opressões flui naturalmente, 

haja vista que, a “memória coletiva apresenta-se como a solução do passado, no atual; 

apresenta-se como recomposição quase mágica ou terapêutica, como algo que cura as 

feridas do passado” (IBIDEM, p.293). 

Com estas formas de controle, se legitimam inequidades e se abafam dissensos, 

criando uma narrativa “verdadeira” sobre a organização da sociedade. Essas verdades 

produziriam outras realidades: condições materiais específicas, práticas discursivas e as 

maneiras como as pessoas podem ou não viver, como devem lidar com seus corpos, 

entre muitos outros efeitos (FOUCAULT, 2012). 
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Para que os mitos tenham eficácia, é fundamental que sejam compartilhados e 

pactuados pelos grupos que compõem uma determinada sociedade. O que é chamado de 

“consensualidade”, “ajuda a coordenar comportamentos, torna as práticas sociais 

significativas, dá segurança psicológica às pessoas e fornece padrões para julgar o 

comportamento das pessoas ou possíveis mudanças na sociedade” (SIDANIUS; 

PRATTO, 1999, p. 106). É importante salientar que um mito não é necessariamente 

adotado por sua verdade objetiva, mas porque contém “valores e pontos de vista básicos 

de sua cultura” (SIDANIUS; PRATTO, 1999, p. 104). Mais do que isso, os mitos se 

sustentam pela afetividade, produzindo e reforçando laços culturais à despeita das 

diferenças sociais e identitárias. 

Dessa forma, as pessoas passam a apoiar as hierarquias. A ideologia pós-

colonização continua desenvolvendo uma narrativa que manipula a sociedade de forma 

enviesada, pois a história é contada pelos olhos dos colonizadores, favorecendo-os e 

apresentando-os como benevolentes e valentes (BULHAN, 2015). Essa distorção da 

história afeta a memória, um processo denominado “metacolonização”, a atual etapa da 

colonização segundo Bulhan (2015), onde o objetivo não é mais uma expansão de terras, 

mas uma ocupação da subjetividade dos cidadãos de uma determinada nação 

(BULHAN, 2015). Fanon (2008) discute sobre como esses discursos ideológicos, 

sustentados também pela ciência, desumanizam os corpos colonizados e são introjetados 

e replicados por colonizadores e colonizados, justificando a subalternização desses 

últimos. Neste sentido, esta introjeção da racionalidade colonial de Fanon (2008) 

coincide com a noção Foucaultiana de que os sujeitos são um efeito dos regimes 

discursivos constituídos: são o que se é possível ser sob certas condições de 

possibilidade prático-discursivas de determinado contexto social (FOUCAULT, 2006). 

O problema se consolida em uma experiência subjetiva e objetiva que favorece 

os privilegiados e desvalida os subordinados (BULHAN, 2015; FANON, 2008; 

MEMMI, 2007), uma cosmovisão apoiada em variados mitos que produzem realidades e 

memórias subalternizantes. Um dos mitos que constitui um consenso no Brasil conta 

que, antes da invasão europeia, o Brasil era constituído por poucos povos, sendo, 
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basicamente, uma “terra vazia” (RAMOS, 1995). Muitos anos após a chegada dos 

colonizadores, outro mito entra em cena, o mito da democracia racial, o qual propicia o 

obscurecimento e subserviência à hierarquização e o cegamento do genocídio dos povos 

afro-latinos-americanos. Até mesmo o mito do amor materno mantém a mulher alienada 

em uma posição subordinada (BADINTER, 1985). Este “mito da terra vazia”, portanto, 

possibilita que o povo branco tenha uma legitimidade à sua posição na hierarquia social 

brasileira até o dia de hoje, afinal, “descobriu” o Brasil, que estava vazio, os negros tem 

as mesmas oportunidades que os brancos para triunfar, e as mulheres querem ficar em 

casa e depender do marido por sua natureza.  

Nessa linha de raciocínio, a criação e manutenção de mitos legitimadores 

consensuados
8
 operam de modo a prevalecer as formas de organização social vigentes 

mais ou menos estáveis - uma história universal branca patriarcal heterossexual, 

reforçando o “complexo de superioridade” do branco, e o “complexo de inferioridade” 

do negro (DOMINGUES, 2005, p. 13). 

Assim, podemos afirmar que a busca pela legitimidade da ordem social por meio 

de diferentes mitos, que se associam e se reforçam, aparece como chave tanto para a 

manutenção do consenso quanto para a gestão da ordem. Afinal, se a posição de 

privilégio atual do branco é feita na base do saqueio (expropriação do trabalho) e 

assassinato, será legítima sua posição vantajosa? Se não, será cabível que os outros 

povos permaneçam pacificamente em uma posição subalterna? Podemos especular que 

desmanchar os mitos legitimadores, colocando às claras seu papel ideológico nas 

estruturas hierárquicas, poderia ser um caminho para a transformação das relações de 

dominação. 

Entretanto, como disse Martin Luther King Jr., provocar mudanças é desafiador 

porque estamos "psicologicamente e socialmente presos" (2018, p. 214). Assim sendo, a 

libertação de pessoas e grupos subalternos só seria possível a partir de sua desalienação 

mental em relação à racionalidade colonial, que criou o branco e o negro como 

                                                           
 

8
 Sobre outros mitos legitimadores no contexto brasileiro consulte ROSO (2021). 
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categorias naturalizadas e que fundou a razão – branca – como a verdadeira forma de 

conceber a realidade (FANON, 2008). 

Contudo, outras formas de subjetivação e de construção de memórias resistem e 

escapam aos discursos hegemônicos e suas tecnologias de poder. Na própria situação de 

subalternidade, por estar às margens dos regimes de verdade, é possível o aparecimento 

de outras formas de viver, discursos alternativos e insurgentes. Isso porque, mesmo 

quando o subordinado busca repetir os discursos dominantes – como no exemplo de 

Fanon (2008) sobre a tentativa dos colonizados de serem como os colonizadores –, a sua 

condição de alteridade não permite que essa mimesis seja perfeita, gerando rupturas e 

brechas no modo de funcionamento da sociedade que poderiam dar espaço a novos 

saberes e memórias (BHABHA, 2002). O que aconteceria, então, se esses grupos 

confrontassem os regimes de verdade que os posicionam como subalternos? Seria um 

conflito inevitável? 

  

 3. O confronto como força de produção de novos saberes e resistência 

 

Nos olhos dos grupos dominantes – e aqui se incluem todas as vertentes 

ideológicas, até mesmo de esquerda e algumas perspectivas feministas, que 

supostamente buscam a igualdade e a libertação dos povos –, aquilo que é reconhecido 

como o vocabulário adequado e o conhecimento teórico e político para o exercício do 

poder sobre as causas sociais, parece ser pertencente somente a certas classes 

intelectuais (MARTINS, 1989), que na ordem do discurso ocupariam os lugares de 

emissores ou protetores da verdade – seja ela científica, política, moral ou religiosa 

(FOUCAULT, 2009). Nesse raciocínio, além da marginalização social pela sua condição 

de existência dissidente, as pessoas subalternizadas não poderiam enunciar sobre sua 

própria experiência de subalternidade, pois sofreriam de uma “insuficiência cultural” 

que as impediria de exercer sua capacidade como sujeitos políticos (MARTINS, 1989). 

Esta compreensão – produto da relação entre poder-saber –, traz consigo a ideia colonial 

de que é necessário que um sujeito apreenda os modos da cultura tradicional e seus 
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referenciais sociais – geralmente, europeu e brancos (FANON, 2008) e masculino 

(HARDING, 1986) – para torna-se capaz de agência e do saber.  

Entretanto, os grupos subalternizados trazem consigo memórias e saberes 

alternativos (MARTINS, 1989). Pessoas de ancoragem ancestral e afrodiaspórica no 

Brasil, por exemplo, possuem uma “construção de um sentido de mundo afrodiaspórico, 

produzido com a tomada de consciência coletiva amalgamada com base em uma história 

comum” (OLIVEIRA et al., 2020, p. 6), que é forjada por experiências de vidas comuns 

dado o lugar na qual são colocados dentro da estrutura brasileira.  

O ponto de vista alternativo do grupo subordinado é evidenciado na carta de 

King Jr. (1968), onde ele menciona que durante o Movimento dos Direitos Civis, os 

afro-americanos estavam "experimentando uma transformação interna que os está 

libertando da dependência ideológica da maioria branca" porque eles estavam se 

conscientizando "de que a filosofia e a moral dos brancos dominantes na sociedade não 

são santas ou sagradas” (p. 220). A experiência do que se pode chamar de “liberdade 

epistêmica” pode ser percebida também em algumas das narrativas feministas e no 

sentimento de liberdade que as mulheres vivenciam ao se “tornar” feministas, 

especialmente nas sociedades pós-coloniais onde as normas masculinistas das 

sociedades patriarcais são naturalizadas (c.f., HARDING, 1986). 

A dificuldade de compreender (e de desejar conhecer) o que membros das classes 

subalternas têm a dizer vem muito mais da incompreensão de que pessoas 

marginalizadas são capazes de sistematizar e organizar pensamentos sobre a sociedade 

assim como contribuir para avaliações coerentes da vida social que de uma dificuldade 

concreta linguística (MARTINS, 1989; VALLA, 1996). Além disso, existe o 

desconhecimento sobre quem são essas pessoas subalternizadas, de como vivem e quais 

são suas raízes culturais (VALLA, 1996). Enquanto os subalternizados conhecem a 

mentalidade e as regras da cultura dominante, navegando entre essas experiências 

contraditórias de não ser pertencente, mas de estar presente, de narrar a própria história 

usando a língua do colonizador (BHABHA, 2002), de vestir máscaras brancas para 

poder subsistir (FANON, 2008), visões de mundo alternativas à hegemônica não são 
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conhecidas. Histórias de negros contadas por brancos, ou de mulheres contadas por 

homens podem, muitas vezes, reforçar estereótipos e prevenir o aparecimento de novas 

versões da história.  

A própria epistemologia europeia, base do conhecimento da cultura hegemônica, 

invalida todo o conhecimento que não de encaixa em seus preceitos ao afirmar que se 

trata de senso comum (SANTOS, 1988). Se esses “saberes verdadeiros” são os alicerces 

da própria organização social pós-colonial, é difícil alcançar, e até mesmo validar, o 

saber do outro (VALLA, 1996). 

O conhecimento de que são portadoras as classes subalternas é 

mais do que ideologia, é mais do que interpretação 

necessariamente deformada e incompleta da realidade do 

subalterno. É nesse sentido, também, que a cultura popular deve 

ser pensada como cultura, como conhecimento acumulado, 

sistematizado, interpretativo e explicativo, e não como cultura 

barbarizada, forma decaída da cultura hegemônica, mera e pobre 

expressão do particular. (MARTINS, 1989, p. 111) 

Dessa forma, uma compreensão implícita da realidade como algo universal 

categoriza as formas de pensar alternativas como patológicas (ADAMS et al., 2015; 

SANTOS, 2007), e as diferenças epistêmicas, ou essa “lacuna entre diferentes visões de 

mundo” (DOTSON, 2011, p. 248), são interpretadas apenas como “diferentes 

entendimentos sobre o mundo, diferentes conhecimentos da realidade” (BERGIN, 2010, 

p. 198).  

Ainda assim, resistências sutis e pequenos levantes servem para desestabilizar a 

legitimidade política de diferentes sistemas de opressão (VALLA, 1996). Quando os 

grupos localizados na base das hierarquias começam a questionar a legitimidade dessa 

forma de organização e a clamar por mudanças, aqueles outros grupos na posição 

superior podem não concordar, levando a conflitos de interesses e rupturas da trama 

social.  
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É interessante pensar que todo esse processo é evitado ao máximo em nome da 

manutenção da ordem social, já que as instituições sociais conseguem produzir coesão a 

medida em que absorvem os conflitos sociais (ALMEIDA, 2019). Várias são as formas 

de tentar manter a harmonia em despeite da opressão dos grupos subalternizados. No 

entanto, isso parece ser confortável apenas para um lado da história, precisamente o lado 

que é convocado a rever seus próprios padrões e desconstruir muitos mitos que são 

difíceis de desconstruir. Silenciar a discussão sobre desigualdade pode ser uma boa 

maneira de promover a paz entre os grupos, mas pode não ser uma forma eficiente na 

promoção de mudanças na direção de relações equitativas entre os grupos. Parece que o 

custo da paz é a manutenção das injustiças. 

Entretanto, não discutir disparidades de poder para defender a harmonia em 

sociedade não é uma forma de funcionar exclusiva dos grupos dominantes ou das 

instituições. Como exemplo temos o caso de mulheres que, mesmo diante de 

discriminação flagrante, geralmente evitam o confronto após ser vítimas de sexismo 

(KAISER; MILLER, 2004; SWIM; HYERS, 1999; WOODZICKA; LAFRANCE, 

2001). Confrontar os regimes de verdade vigentes envolve altos custos ao subalterno, 

além de todas as condições de possibilidade limitantes que já vive. Ao confrontar 

comportamentos discriminatórios nas relações interpessoais, por exemplo, pessoas de 

grupos subalternos são percebidas como exageradas e queixosas (GULKER; MARK; 

MONTEITH, 2013). E quando se tratam de confrontos coletivos em favor de mudanças 

estruturais radicais, podem ser entendidos como uma ameaça à sociedade, reafirmando a 

figura de violento e perigoso de alguns grupos – como os afrodescendentes em 

sociedades pós-coloniais (ALMEIDA, 2019) – o que justificaria ações de extermínio por 

parte do Estado (AGAMBEN, 2002). 

Portanto, mais que apontar a suposta falta de ação dos grupos subalternos, que na 

verdade já lutam cotidianamente por dignidade, é necessário questionar as condições de 

possibilidade para a confrontação dos regimes de verdade e para as transformações que 

poderiam advir dela. Na dimensão interpessoal, por exemplo, não basta perguntar como 

membros do grupo privilegiado reagem ao ser contrariados, especialmente por pessoas 
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que não estão em seu mesmo nível hierárquico. A morte de George Floyd é emblemática 

nesse sentido. E como “[n]ão se apagam as marcas de privilégio e de opressão pela mera 

disposição solidária, pois requer que estas sejam evidenciadas” (GONÇALVES et al., 

2019, p. 161), é preciso abrir territórios para a desalienação e sensibilização à alteridade. 

Se o outro não consegue respirar, também não serei capaz de respirar a certa altura, pois 

o sofrimento coletivo de um grupo subalterno também irá provocar, em dado momento, 

a ação, a resistência, a confrontação.  

O conflito aparece, então, no momento que esta confrontação de verdades 

alternativas abala o consenso de verdades e encontra resistência da ideologia 

hegemônica – tanto entre os grupos dominantes quanto os grupos subalternizados
9
. Se 

pensamos em confrontações epistemológicas, o caráter etnocêntrico de grupos 

privilegiados provavelmente os levará a negar pontos de vista alternativos, não 

considerando como legítimos os saberes dos grupos subordinados que vão além do já 

estabelecido, nem sequer reconhecendo-os em sua diferença (SANTOS, 2007). Além 

disso, em se tratando de uma hierarquia velada, também pode haver sentimentos de 

hostilidade no nível subjetivo provenientes da ameaça à ordem social hierárquica pela 

deslegitimação de regimes de verdade e mitos que sustentam as desigualdades, que são 

incorporados pelos sujeitos como seus próprios discursos (FOUCAULT, 2006). 

Apesar dos custos – subjetivos, interpessoais e sociais – que podem emergir do 

confronto, vários grupos na história têm lutado em vias de transformar a sociedade, 

desafiando mitos que as estruturam e conferindo outras formas de enunciação e de 

produção de memória. São histórias de personagens conhecidos que alcançaram grandes 

                                                           
 

9
 Um caso cinematográfico que ilustra adequadamente esse processo de identificação com o opressor é 

o filme “Eles não usam Blacktie” (1981), onde o personagem Tião (interpretado por Carlos Alberto 
Riccelli), filho do um sindicalista Otávio (interpretado por Gianfrancesco Guarnieri) que luta pelo 
coletivo, em prol da classe trabalhadora, assume uma posição oposta a do pai. Em Tião – o “fura greve” - 
prevalece o individualismo e a perpetuação da submissão ao modelo patrão-empregador capitalista 
opressor.  Seu desejo de ascender economicamente catapulta-o para longe de seus convivas, acirrando 
conflitos intrafamiliares. Ao final, vence os dominadores, por meio da repressão policial, quando um dos 
operários negro é assassinado e a greve coibida. A raça do morto aqui é digna de saliência, pois remete à 
prática da punição violenta dos negros escravizados. Mudam os tempos, mas não se mudam as verdades 
instituídas – negro que confronta é negro morto. 
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mudanças enfrentando reações violentas por parte dos seus contextos sociais (por 

exemplo, Nise da Silveira, Rosa Parks e Nelson Mandela) e que encarnam em suas 

trajetórias a memória de uma longa luta que só foi exitosa através da pressão coletiva. O 

confronto é esse enfrentamento, geralmente não institucionalizado, dos modos de 

subjetivação subalternos frente ao seu próprio processo de subalternização, expressados 

nas relações de poder interpessoais, grupais e estruturantes da vida social, um 

enfrentamento que produz atritos e rupturas no tecido social. O conflito é um produto 

desse atrito, mais caracterizado pela reação dos grupos dominantes na tentativa de 

proteger a ordem social, que pela manifestação do confronto em si mesmo.  

 

Algumas considerações finais 

 

Nesse capítulo, buscamos refletir sobre as relações entre dominados e 

subalternizados com o intuito de por em evidência a resistência do grupo dominante 

como a causa principal do motim, e não a revolta do grupo oprimido, dialogando com a 

frase introdutória de Martin Luther King Jr.. Os regimes de verdade e práticas 

discursivas dos dominantes não apenas produzem conflito e violência, mas situam os 

subalternizados na inumanidade. Assim, a valorização da harmonia na memória coletiva, 

em detrimento do incentivo às histórias alternativas e da luta do povo oprimido, preserva 

as estruturas sociais do modo como estão há séculos.  

Vivemos em uma sociedade hierárquica e injusta, onde a memória coletiva é 

chave na sustentação de consensos sobre mitos a fim de legitimar a hierarquia 

dominadores-subalternizados. Por outro lado, não há anomia por parte dos grupos 

subalternizados, pois estes confrontam, ao seu modo e passo, os grupos dominantes. 

Afloram memórias coletivas que resistiram ao “ferro e fogo”, mas não foram esquecidas. 

Nessa via, apontamos que os conflitos apresentam uma positividade (raramente) 

realçada nas análises sociais. 

Frente ao desafio que é romper consensos, haveria que sustentar o desconforto 

dos questionamentos de memórias alternativas, as quais podem vir da própria vida 
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daqueles subalternizados. O confronto, como queremos argumentar, pode ser incômodo 

porque pode desafiar mitos, romper a consensualidade e, portanto, abalar a percepção 

compartilhada de realidade entre os grupos, mas não necessariamente leva ao conflito. 

Entretanto, na ausência disto, por medo de romper a consensualidade, também estamos 

beneficiando grupos que estão no poder e reforçando o status quo, afinal, a igualdade 

ainda não foi conquistada. 

A confrontação é esse jogo de forças antagônico, de conflitos de interesse. Um 

embate entre os discursos e regimes de verdade que organizam e estruturam uma 

sociedade e as práticas discursivas alternativas dos grupos subalternizados frente esses 

mesmos discursos que os subalternizam postos em prática. São disputas entre formas 

hegemônicas e contra-hegemônicas de contar e fazer a história. É uma ameaça aos 

sistemas de saber-poder e regimes de verdade existentes, pelo que é evitada ao máximo 

nas relações interpessoais e entre diferentes grupos. Por outra parte, a confrontação tem 

se mostrado uma estratégia importante de mudanças sociais e para a produção de outras 

memórias para os grupos subalternizados, para além daquelas que lhes foram impostas 

pela herança da colonização. 
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APPENDIX. C PRE-INTERACTION QUESTIONNAIRE STUDY ONE 

 

P. Universidad Católica de Chile 

 

Para responder al cuestionario, piensa en un rango de 1 a 5 cuán de acuerdo 

estás con cada una de las afirmaciones. Mientras más alto el número, más de 

acuerdo estás con la afirmación. No existen respuestas correctas e 

incorrectas, solo queremos saber tu opinión, así que responde de la manera 

más honesta posible. 

 

1- Lee detenidamente las siguientes afirmaciones e indica cuán de acuerdo 

estás con cada una de ellas: 

 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

 

filler1 Los inmigrantes pierden buenos trabajos con frecuencia por culpa 

de la discriminación. 
1 2 3 4 5 

filler2 En promedio, las personas de nuestra sociedad tratan chilenos e 

inmigrantes de manera igualitaria. 
1 2 3 4 5 

filler3 La sociedad ha alcanzado el punto donde inmigrantes y chilenos 

tienen igual oportunidades para el éxito. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

2- Las siguientes afirmaciones hablan acerca de cómo te sientes. Indica cuán de 

acuerdo estás con cada una de ellas: 

 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 
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evc1 Me preocupa mucho causar una buena impresión en los demás. 1 2 3 4 5 

evc2 Me preocupa lo que otras personas piensen de mí. 1 2 3 4 5 

evc3 Normalmente las opiniones de los demás sobre mí no son 

importantes para mí. 
1 2 3 4 5 

evc4 Me suelo preguntar qué pensarán los demás sobre mí. 1 2 3 4 5 

mocp1 
Es importante para mí que los demás no piensen que soy 

prejuicioso(a). 
1 2 3 4 5 

mocp2 Siempre digo lo que pienso, aunque a otros les moleste. 1 2 3 4 5 

mocp3 
Cuando hablo con alguien, es importante para mí que esa persona 

no piense que soy prejuicioso(a). 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

3-  Las siguientes afirmaciones no mencionan grupos específicos, sino que 

presenta una generalización. Responde cuán de acuerdo está con cada 

afirmación. 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

sdo1 
En una sociedad ideal algunos grupos deben estar arriba y otros 

grupos deben estar abajo. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sdo2 
Algunos grupos de personas son simplemente inferiores a otros 

grupos. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sdo3 
Los grupos que están abajo en la sociedad, merecen tener lo mismo 

que los grupos que están arriba. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sdo4 Ningún grupo debiera dominar en la sociedad. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

4- Ahora se harán preguntas sobre grupos específicos. Lee detenidamente las 

siguientes afirmaciones e indica cuán de acuerdo estás con cada una de ellas 
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Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

nsex

1 
La discriminación contra mujeres ya no es un problema en Chile. 1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

2 

Las mujeres pierden buenos trabajos con frecuencia por culpa de la 

discriminación sexual. 
1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

3 

Es poco común ver mujeres siendo tratadas de manera sexista en la 

televisión. 
1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

4 

En promedio, las personas de nuestra sociedad tratan a maridos y 

esposas de manera igualitaria. 
1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

5 

La sociedad chilena ha alcanzado el punto donde mujeres y hombres 

tienen iguales oportunidades para tener éxito. 
1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

6 

Es fácil entender el enojo de las mujeres en Chile. 
1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

7 

Es fácil entender por qué las mujeres todavía están preocupadas ya que 

sus oportunidades están limitadas. 
1 2 3 4 5 

nsex

8 

En los últimos años, gobiernos y noticiarios han mostrado mayor 

preocupación acerca del trato hacia las mujeres de lo que se puede 

atribuir a las experiencias reales de las mujeres. 

1 2 3 4 5 

male

s1 

Un hombre siempre debiera pensar todo fría y lógicamente, y tener 

motivos racionales para todo lo que hace. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

s2 

Es esencial para un hombre siempre tener el respeto y admiración de 

todos que lo conocen. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

t3 

A veces agarrarse a combos es la única manera de salir de una mala 

situación. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

t4 

Un hombre de verdad disfruta de un poco de peligro de vez en cuando. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

f5 

Me molesta cuando un hombre hace algo que yo considero "femenino". 
1 2 3 4 5 
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male

f6 

Es un poco embarazoso que un hombre tenga un trabajo normalmente 

ocupado por mujeres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

5- Ahora se harán preguntas un aspecto más general de la vida en sociedad. 

Lee detenidamente las siguientes afirmaciones e indica cuán de acuerdo 

estás con cada una de ellas. 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

rwa1 
En vez de tanta preocupación por los derechos de las personas, lo que 

este país necesita es orden y mano dura. 
1 2 3 4 5 

rwa2 
Es importante defender por todos los medios posibles los derechos de 

personas con posturas o comportamientos extremos. 
1 2 3 4 5 

rwa3 
La obediencia y el respeto por la autoridad son los valores más 

importantes que los niños debieran aprender. 
1 2 3 4 5 

rwa4 

Está bien que hoy en día los jóvenes tengan mayores libertades para 

poner sus propias reglas y protestar en contra de las cosas que no les 

gustan. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

6- Ahora se harán preguntas sobre un grupo específico. Lee detenidamente las 

siguientes afirmaciones e indica cuán de acuerdo estás con cada una de ellas. 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

filler4 La discriminación Mapuche ya no es un problema en Chile. 1 2 3 4 5 

filler5 

Los mapuches pierden buenos trabajos con frecuencia por culpa de la 

discriminación étnica. 
1 2 3 4 5 

filler6 

Es poco común ver mapuches siendo tratados de manera 

discriminatoria en la televisión. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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filler7 

En promedio, las personas de nuestra sociedad tratan a chilenos no-

indígenas y mapuches de manera igualitaria. 
1 2 3 4 5 

filler8 

La sociedad chilena ha alcanzado el punto donde mapuches y chilenos 

no-indígenas tienen igualdad de oportunidades para tener éxito. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

Muchas Gracias por tu valiosa colaboración. 
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APPENDIX. D QUESTIONNAIRE STUDY TWO 

 

En los últimos años se ha visto que muchos grupos sociales han ganado voz. Grupos 

como el LGBTIQ+, de mujeres, de inmigrantes, grupos raciales, Mapuche, entre otros, 

han empezado a tener mucho espacio en las discusiones de la sociedad. Algunos 

analistas consideran que esta alza de agitación social de grupos que antes estaban 

marginalizados se debe a la internet. La internet ha dado voz a personas que antes no 

tenían como expresarse ya que los periódicos ocupaban los principales vehículos de 

comunicación. 

En este cuestionario te pediremos que pienses en tus interacciones con personas 

pertenecientes a grupos sociales que están en ascensión actualmente. 

Pensando en tu percepción personal, independiente de estadísticas oficiales, y basado en 

lo que percibes de tu entorno, como en conversaciones con amigos y familiares, redes 

sociales, noticias y lugares que frecuentas en general, contesta: 

7- Las siguientes afirmaciones no mencionan grupos específicos, sino que 

presenta una generalización. Responde cuán de acuerdo está con cada 

afirmación. 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

sdo1 
En una sociedad ideal algunos grupos deben estar arriba y otros 

grupos deben estar abajo. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sdo2 
Algunos grupos de personas son simplemente inferiores a otros 

grupos. 
1 2 3 4 5 

sdo3 Los grupos que están abajo en la sociedad, merecen tener lo mismo 1 2 3 4 5 
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que los grupos que están arriba. 

sdo4 Ningún grupo debiera dominar en la sociedad. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

8- Ahora se harán preguntas sobre grupos específicos. Lee detenidamente las 

siguientes afirmaciones e indica cuán de acuerdo estás con cada una de ellas 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

male

s1 

Un hombre siempre debiera pensar todo fría y lógicamente, y tener 

motivos racionales para todo lo que hace. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

s2 

Es esencial para un hombre siempre tener el respeto y admiración de 

todos que lo conocen. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

t3 

A veces agarrarse a combos es la única manera de salir de una mala 

situación. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

t4 

Un hombre de verdad disfruta de un poco de peligro de vez en cuando. 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

f5 

Me molesta cuando un hombre hace algo que yo considero "femenino". 
1 2 3 4 5 

male

f6 

Es un poco embarazoso que un hombre tenga un trabajo normalmente 

ocupado por mujeres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

9- Ahora se harán preguntas de aspectos más generales de la vida en sociedad. 

Lee detenidamente las siguientes afirmaciones e indica cuán de acuerdo 

estás con cada una de ellas. 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

rwa1 En vez de tanta preocupación por los derechos de las personas, lo que 1 2 3 4 5 
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este país necesita es orden y mano dura. 

rwa2 
Es importante defender por todos los medios posibles los derechos de 

personas con posturas o comportamientos extremos. 
1 2 3 4 5 

rwa3 
La obediencia y el respeto por la autoridad son los valores más 

importantes que los niños debieran aprender. 
1 2 3 4 5 

rwa4 

Está bien que hoy en día los jóvenes tengan mayores libertades para 

poner sus propias reglas y protestar en contra de las cosas que no les 

gustan. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Pensando en tu percepción personal, independiente de estadísticas oficiales, y basado en 

lo que percibes de tu entorno, como en conversaciones con amigos y familiares, redes 

sociales, noticias y lugares que frecuentas en general, contesta: 

10- ¿Cuánto ha ganado espacio cada grupo social? Piensa en lo cuanto 

escuchaste conversaciones sobre cada uno de los grupos mencionados en 

tu cotidiano. 

No han ganado 

mucho espacio 
1 2 3 4 5 

Han ganado mucho 

espacio 

6 Desconozco este 

grupo completamente 

 

filler1 Los inmigrantes  1 2 3 4 5 

filler2 Grupos de mujeres feministas 1 2 3 4 5 

filler3 Movimiento Mapuche 1 2 3 4 5 

filler4 Grupos de diversidad sexual (gays, lesbianas, bisexuales +) 1 2 3 4 5 

Filler5 Grupos de identidad de género (personas trans o no-binarias) 1 2 3 4 5 

Filler6 Movimiento de grupos raciales 1 2 3 4 5 
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11- Comprendiendo que dentro de todos los grupos existe mucha diferencia y que no 

existe una sola demanda sino que varias, en general, ¿estás en favor o en contra 

de las demandas de cada uno de los grupos? 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo con sus 

demandas 

1 2 3 4 5 

Totalmente de 

acuerdo con sus 

demandas 

6 Desconozco las 

demandas de este 

grupo 

 

Filler7 Los inmigrantes  1 2 3 4 5 

Filler8 Grupos de mujeres 1 2 3 4 5 

Filler9 Movimiento Mapuche 1 2 3 4 5 

Filler10 Grupos de diversidad sexual (gays, lesbianas, bisexuales +) 1 2 3 4 5 

Filler11 Grupos de identidad de género (personas trans o no-

binarias) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Filler12 Movimiento de grupos raciales 1 2 3 4 5 

 

(OTRA PAGINA) (aleatorizar participantes que reciben condición manipulación y 

condición control) 

Ahora te vamos a pedir que hables de tu experiencia reciente con uno de los grupos 

mencionados anteriormente. 

Vamos a sortear aleatoriamente solamente uno de los grupos para que hables más 

detenidamente.  

Te puede tocar hablar de cualquiera de los que mencionamos anteriormente. 

Aunque sientas que no tienes tanta relación con el grupo sorteado, trata de rescatar tus 

experiencias recientes o impresiones generales. 
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CONTROL 

 (OTRA PAGINA) 

Esta asignación es aleatoria. En las próximas preguntas, deberás hablar sobre tu relación 

con las mujeres. 

Pensando en tu experiencia personal... 

  Nunca Pocas veces 
Muchas 

veces 
Siempre 

ccc 
1. ¿Has tenido peleas o conflictos con alguna mujer 

cara a cara? 
    

cvc 
2. ¿Has tenido peleas o conflictos con alguna mujer 

virtualmente? 
    

 

Piensa en una amiga mujer cercana.  

 

3. Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes 

afirmaciones que describen cómo te sientes cuando estás con tu amiga más 

cercana: 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

6  no tengo 

amigas mujeres 

 

ccal1 
Mi amiga es sincera y honesta 

conmigo. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

ccal2 
Siento que puedo confiar en mi 

amiga completamente. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

ccal3 
Quiero que nuestra amistad perdure 

para siempre. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

ccal4 Estoy comprometido(a) a mantener 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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esta amistad. 

ccal5 Mi amiga me acepta tal y como soy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

ccal6 
En esta amistad puedo decir lo que 

pienso sin temor a ser rechazado. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 

 

ccal7 

Sobre tu amiga... 

 

4. ¿Cuán cercana es la 

relación que tienes 

con esta amiga? 

Muy 

distante 
1 2 3 4 5 

Muy 

cercana 

ccal8 5. ¿Cuánto admiras a tu 

amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

ccal9 6. ¿Cuánto confías en tu 

amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

ccal10 7. ¿En qué medida te 

sientes acogido(a) por 

tu amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

ccal11 8. ¿En qué medida te 

sientes apoyado(a) por 

tu amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

 

9. ccom Intenta recordar un episodio de alegría y amistad con una mujer amiga o 

conocida que te fue particularmente impactante. Piensa en un episodio donde una 

mujer se ha mostrado una buena persona hacia ti. Por favor, describe la situación así 

como la manera que te sentiste después de lo ocurrido. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Después de pasar por la experiencia que mencionaste arriba, en qué medida sientes que: 

ceffect1 10. ¿Tienes que 

tener cuidado 

con lo que dices 

y haces al lado 

de una mujer 

para no 

ofenderla? 

Muy 

distante 
1 2 3 4 5 

Muy 

cercana  

6 No 

recordé 

ningún 

episodio  
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ceffect2 11. ¿Te gustaría 

escuchar más lo 

que las mujeres 

piensan? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho  

ceffect3 12. ¿Te volviste 

más empático 

con lo que 

defienden las 

mujeres? 

Muy 

poco 
1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

 

ceffect4 13. ¿Que las 

mujeres se 

quejan por 

poco? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho  

 

14. Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes 

afirmaciones: 

 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

 

 

(Dimensions are Benevolent sexism, and Hostile Sexism, which is composed of 

Protective paternalism, complementary gender differentiation and heterosexual 

intimacy) 

 

casx1 

(BS, 

HI) 

No importa lo exitoso que sea, un hombre no está verdaderamente 

completo como persona a menos que tenga el amor de una mujer. 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx2 

(HS) 

Muchas mujeres en realidad están buscando favores especiales, tales 

como políticas de contratación que las favorezcan por sobre los 

hombres, bajo el pretexto de pedir “igualdad” 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx3 

(BS, 

PP) 

En un desastre, las mujeres no necesariamente deben ser rescatadas 

antes que los hombres. 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx4 

(HS) 

La mayoría de las mujeres interpretan comentarios o actos inocentes 

como sexistas. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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casx5 

(HS) Las mujeres se ofenden con demasiada facilidad. 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx6 

(BS, 

HI) 

Las personas a menudo son realmente felices en la vida sin estar 

involucradas sentimentalmente con un miembro del otro sexo. 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx7 

(HS) 

Las feministas no buscan que las mujeres tengan más poder que los 

hombres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx8 

(BS, 

CGD) 

Muchas mujeres tienen una cualidad de pureza que pocos hombres 

poseen. 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx9 

(BS,PP) Las mujeres deben ser apreciadas y protegidas por los hombres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx10 

(HS) 

La mayoría de las mujeres no aprecian completamente todo lo que los 

hombres hacen por ellas. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

(Item 11 was left out by mistake) 

Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes afirmaciones: 

 

 

 

casx12 

(BS,HI) 

Todo hombre debe tener una mujer a 

quien adore. 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx13 

(BS,HI)  

Los hombres están completos sin 

mujeres 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx14 

(HS) 

 Las mujeres exageran los problemas 

que tienen en el trabajo 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx15 

(HS) 

 Una vez que una mujer consigue a 

un hombre para comprometerse con 

ella, por lo general trata de ponerlo 

1 2 3 4 5 
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bajo una correa 

casx16 

(HS) 

 Cuando las mujeres pierden ante los 

hombres en una competencia justa, 

típicamente se quejan de ser 

discriminadas 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx17 

(BS, PP) 

 Una buena mujer debe ser puesta en 

un pedestal por su hombre 
1 2 3 4 5 

casx18 

(HS) 

 En realidad, hay muy pocas mujeres 

a las que les gusta burlarse de los 

hombres al parecer sexualmente 

disponibles y luego rechazar los 

avances masculinos 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx19 

(BS, 

CGD) 

 Las mujeres, en comparación con los 

hombres, tienden a tener una 

sensibilidad moral superior 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx20 

(BS, PP) 

 Los hombres deberían estar 

dispuestos a sacrificar su propio 

bienestar a fin de proporcionar 

financieramente a las mujeres en sus 

vidas 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx21 

(HS) 

 Las feministas están haciendo 

demandas completamente razonables 

a los hombres 

1 2 3 4 5 

casx22 

(BS,CGD) 

 Las mujeres, en comparación con los 

hombres, tienden a tener un sentido 

más refinado de cultura y buen gusto 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

cqtfem 15. ¿Cuántas mujeres feministas conoces? Ninguna 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 o 

más 
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MANIPULACIÓN 

(OTRA PAGINA) 

Esta asignación es aleatoria. En las próximas preguntas, deberás hablar sobre tu relación 

con las mujeres feministas.  

Pensando en tu experiencia personal… 

  Nunca Pocas veces 
Muchas 

veces 
Siempre 

mcc 
1- ¿Has tenido peleas o conflictos con mujeres 

feministas cara a cara? 
    

mvc 
2- ¿Has tenido peleas o conflictos con mujeres 

feministas virtualmente? 
    

Piensa en una amiga feminista cercana 

 

3- Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes 

afirmaciones que describen cómo te sientes cuando estás con tu amiga 

feminista más cercana: 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

No tengo amigas 

feministas 

6  

 

mcal1 
Mi amiga es sincera y honesta 

conmigo. 
1 2 3 4 5 

mcal2 
Siento que puedo confiar en mi amiga 

completamente. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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mcal3 
Quiero que nuestra amistad perdure 

para siempre. 
1 2 3 4 5 

mcal4 
Estoy comprometido(a) a mantener 

esta amistad. 
1 2 3 4 5 

mcal5 Mi amiga me acepta tal y como soy. 1 2 3 4 5 

mcal6 
En esta amistad puedo decir lo que 

pienso sin temor a ser rechazado. 
1 2 3 4 5 

mcal7 

 

 

4- ¿Cuán cercana es 

la relación que 

tienes con esta 

amiga? 

Muy 

distante 

1 2 3 4 5 Muy 

cercana 

mcal8 5- ¿Cuánto admiras a 

tu amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

mcal9 6- ¿Cuánto confías 

en tu amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

mcal10 7- ¿En qué medida te 

sientes acogido(a) 

por tu amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

mcal11 8- ¿En qué medida te 

sientes apoyado(a) 

por tu amiga? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

 

9- mcom Intenta recordar un episodio de pelea o conflicto con una feminista que te 

fue particularmente impactante. Por favor, describe la situación así como la 

manera que te sentiste después de lo ocurrido. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Después de pasar por la experiencia que mencionaste arriba, en qué medida sientes que: 
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meffect1 10- ¿Tienes que tener 

cuidado con lo 

que dices y haces 

al lado de una 

mujer para no 

ofenderla? 

Muy 

poco 
1 2 3 4 5 

Mucho (6 

No 

recordé 

ningún 

episodio) 

meffect2 11- ¿Te gustaría 

escuchar más lo 

que las mujeres 

feministas 

piensan? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

meffect3 12- ¿Te volviste más 

empático con lo 

que defienden las 

mujeres 

feministas? 

Muy 

poco 
1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

meffect4 13- ¿Que las mujeres 

feministas se 

quejan por poco? 

Muy 

poco 

1 2 3 4 5 Mucho 

 

16. Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes 

afirmaciones: 

 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

 

 

 

masx1 

No importa lo exitoso que sea, un hombre 

no está verdaderamente completo como 

persona a menos que tenga el amor de una 

mujer. 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx2 

Muchas mujeres en realidad están 

buscando favores especiales, tales como 

políticas de contratación que las 

favorezcan por sobre los hombres, bajo el 

pretexto de pedir “igualdad” 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx3 
En un desastre, las mujeres no 

necesariamente deben ser rescatadas antes 
1 2 3 4 5 
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que los hombres. 

masx4 

La mayoría de las mujeres interpretan 

comentarios o actos inocentes como 

sexistas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx5 
Las mujeres se ofenden con demasiada 

facilidad. 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx6 

Las personas a menudo son realmente 

felices en la vida sin estar involucradas 

sentimentalmente con un miembro del otro 

sexo. 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx7 
Las feministas no buscan que las mujeres 

tengan más poder que los hombres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx8 
Muchas mujeres tienen una cualidad de 

pureza que pocos hombres poseen. 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx9 
Las mujeres deben ser apreciadas y 

protegidas por los hombres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx10 

La mayoría de las mujeres no aprecian 

completamente todo lo que los hombres 

hacen por ellas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx11 
Las mujeres buscan obtener poder al 

obtener control sobre los hombres. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

14- Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes 

afirmaciones: 

 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 
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masx12 
 Todo hombre debe tener una mujer a 

quien adore 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx13 
 Los hombres están completos sin 

mujeres 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx14 
 Las mujeres exageran los problemas 

que tienen en el trabajo 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx15 

 Una vez que una mujer consigue a un 

hombre para comprometerse con ella, 

por lo general trata de ponerlo bajo una 

correa 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx16 

 Cuando las mujeres pierden ante los 

hombres en una competencia justa, 

típicamente se quejan de ser 

discriminadas 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx17 
 Una buena mujer debe ser puesta en 

un pedestal por su hombre 
1 2 3 4 5 

masx18 

 En realidad, hay muy pocas mujeres a 

las que les gusta burlarse de los 

hombres al parecer sexualmente 

disponibles y luego rechazar los 

avances masculinos 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx19 

 Las mujeres, en comparación con los 

hombres, tienden a tener una 

sensibilidad moral superior 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx20 

 Los hombres deberían estar dispuestos 

a sacrificar su propio bienestar a fin de 

proporcionar financieramente a las 

mujeres en sus vidas 

1 2 3 4 5 

masx21  Las feministas están haciendo 1 2 3 4 5 
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demandas completamente razonables a 

los hombres 

masx22 

 Las mujeres, en comparación con los 

hombres, tienden a tener un sentido 

más refinado de cultura y buen gusto 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

mqtfem 15- ¿Cuántas mujeres feministas conoces? Ninguna 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 o 

más 
 

 

(OTRA PÁGINA) 

TODOS RECIBEN 

Ahora que respondiste acerca de tus relaciones con un grupo específico, por favor, 

contesta las preguntas a seguir sobre tus valores, creencias y sentimientos morales 

en general. 

 

16- Por favor, indica qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada una de las siguientes 

afirmaciones acerca de valores morales y creencias que tienes acerca de lo 

bueno y malo. 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

 

mor1 

Lo correcto y lo incorrecto no son 

generalmente una simple cuestión de 

blanco y negro; hay muchos tonos de 

gris. 

1 2 3 4 5 

mor2 Hay pautas absolutamente claras sobre 1 2 3 4 5 
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lo que es bueno y malo. Estos siempre 

se aplican a todos, sean cuales sean las 

circunstancias. 

mor3 

En realidad, solo hay una forma 

adecuada de pensar y comportarse 

moralmente. 

1 2 3 4 5 

mor4 

La ''moralidad'' es relativa a cada 

persona; no existe un conjunto de 

reglas ''correctas'' que deberían regir la 

conducta de uno. 

1 2 3 4 5 

mor5 

Cualquier otro valor moral o forma de 

pensar y comportarse que esté en 

conflicto con mi concepción de la 

moralidad está mal. 

1 2 3 4 5 

mor6 

Los valores morales y las creencias que 

ayudan a enriquecer mi vida pueden no 

necesariamente funcionar para todos. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

17- A continuación, queremos que nos indiques tu grado de acuerdo con las 

siguientes afirmaciones, utilizando la siguiente escala de respuesta: 

 

Totalmente en 

desacuerdo 

1 2 3 4 5 
Totalmente de 

acuerdo 

 

divs1 
Es importante tratar a todas las personas por igual, sin importar de 

qué grupos sociales son. 
1 2 3 4 5 

divs2 
Siento que puedo aprender mucho al compartir con personas de 

diferentes grupos sociales. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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divs3 
Me interesa entender la manera en que personas de otros grupos 

sociales ven el mundo. 
1 2 3 4 5 

divs4 
Creo que hay mucho que aprender de personas de otros grupos 

sociales. 
1 2 3 4 5 

divs5 
Las personas me caen bien por lo que son, sin importar de qué 

grupo social vienen. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

18- ¿En qué medida crees que cada uno de los puntos abajo son una gran debilidad o 

una gran fortaleza para ti? 

Una gran debilidad 1 2 3 4 5 
Una gran 

fortaleza 

 

plor1 Capacidad de ver el mundo desde la perspectiva de otra persona 1 2 3 4 5 

plor2 Tolerancia de los demás con diferentes creencias 1 2 3 4 5 

plor3 Apertura a tener mis puntos de vista desafiados 1 2 3 4 5 

plor4 Capacidad de discutir y negociar cuestiones controvertidas 1 2 3 4 5 

plor5 Capacidad de trabajar cooperativamente con personas diversas 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

Edad   

Carrera/ocupación   

 

Sexo 

 

Hombre 

 

Mujer 

 

 



 

151 
 

Otro, especifique  

Género 

 

Masculino 

 

Femenino 

 

Otro, especifique 

oripol Orientación política 

 

Izquierda 

 

Centro izquierda 

 

Centro 

 

Centro derecha 

 

Derecha 

 

Otro. Especifique  

 

 


