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HUMAN VALUES ​​AND EXPRESSIONS OF DISCRIMINATION AGAINST MUSLIM IMMIGRANTS: A STUDY BASED ON SOCIAL DILEMMAS

Abstract: The present investigation had the objective of analyzing discrimination against Muslim immigrants through two types of social dilemma personal dilemma and impersonal dilemma. Previous studies have identified that, depending on the type of social dilemma, this may favor automatic processes or controlled information processes. We hypothesized that in the personal dilemma scenario, which favors processes of automatism, the conduct of favoring the ingroup member (Spanish) to the detriment of the outgroup member (Muslim immigrant) would be observed. On the other hand, in the impersonal dilemma scenario, where processes of self-control predominate, the conduct in favor of the outgroup member (Muslim immigrant) would be more frequent than the conduct in favor of the ingroup member (Spanish). Additionally, present study had the additional objective of verifying how adherence to different human values influences the expression of discriminatory behavior. A total of 235 university students participated in this investigation, all of them of Spanish nationality with ages between 18 and 28 years (M = 20.83, SD = 5.6). The results indicated that, in the personal dilemma scenario, most participants chose to harm the outgroup member  in favor of the survival of the ingroup that was threatened. On the other hand, in the impersonal dilemma scenario, the decision to manifest helping behavior toward the outgroup member  was more frequent than that of helping the ingroup member, which corroborates our Hypotheses. In addition, this Study has identified that conservation values are associated with greater ingroup favoritism  in both dilemma scenarios.
Key-words: social dilemmas, discrimination, human values.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Resumo: A presente investigação teve como objetivo analisar a discriminação contra os imigrantes muçulmanos por meio de dois tipos de dilema social: dilema pessoal e dilema impessoal. Estudos anteriores identificaram que, dependendo do tipo de dilema social, este pode favorecer a processos automáticos ou a processos controlados de informação. Supunha-se que no cenário de dilema pessoal, que favorece processos de automatismo, seria observada conduta de favorecimento do membro do endogrupo (espanhol) em detrimento do membro do exogrupo (imigrante muçulmano). Por outro lado, no cenário do dilema impessoal, onde predominam os processos de autocontrole, a conduta a favor do membro do exogrupo (imigrante muçulmano) seria mais frequente do que a conduta a favor do membro do endogrupo (espanhol). Além disso, o presente estudo teve como objetivo adicional verificar como a adesão a diferentes valores humanos influencia a expressão de comportamentos discriminatórios. Participaram desta investigação 235 estudantes universitários, todos eles de nacionalidade espanhola e com idades compreendidas entre os 18 e os 28 anos (M = 20,83, DP = 5,6). Os resultados indicaram que, no cenário do dilema pessoal, a maioria dos participantes optou por prejudicar o membro do exogrupo em favor da sobrevivência do endogrupo. No cenário do dilema impessoal, a decisão de ajudar o membro do exogrupo foi mais frequente do que a de ajudar o membro do endogrupo, confirmando-se as hipóteses. Além disso, este estudo identificou que os valores de conservação estão associados a um maior favoritismo endogrupal em ambos os tipos de dilema.
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Introduction

Understanding what strategies people adopt to make decisions facing situations that involve conflicts of interest is one of the questions that drives Social Psychology. Therefore, social dilemmas represent an important research tool. A social dilemma can be defined as a hypothetical situation that involves a conflict between the satisfaction of a personal interest in the short term and the satisfaction of a collective interest in the long term (Van Lange, Joireman, Parks, & Van Dijk, 2012).
Given that various social contexts can involve conflicts between individual and collective benefits, social dilemmas can be employed to elucidate a series of interactions, covering both interactions between small groups and issues involving communities and nations. It is not by chance that Psychology has adopted dilemmas as an investigative scenario for a series of questions, such as studies on moral judgment (Kohlberg, 1969), studies on organizational behavior (Schneider & Northcraft, 1999), and investigations on neuroscience (Ciamerelli et al., 2007).
The dilemma between personal and collective benefits can be explored based on Social Identity Theory (Tajfel et al., 1971). Social Identity Theory supposes that our judgment and decision making processes are influenced by the awareness that we belong to certain social groups. One of the central points of this theory is the assumption that the simple categorization of the social “we” vs. "they" produces significant changes in social conduct. Among these changes, there is ingroup favoritism, understood as the tendency to favor one's own group (ingroup) to the detriment of others (outgroup). Such a phenomenon has been verified in a wide range of contexts, as can be seen in experiments carried out based on the minimum group paradigm (Tajfel et al., 1971), in studies on the application of the principles of justice (Platow, Mclintock, & Liebrand, 1990; Halabi, Statman & Dovidio, 2015), and in investigations on helping behavior (Gaertner & Bickman, 1971; Van, Leeuwen, Ashton-James, & Hamaker, 2014).
Another consequence of the construction of the “we” and “they” categories is the expression of discriminatory behaviors. Discrimination consists of differential treatment of individuals, expressed according to their belonging to a social category (Brewer, 2016). Discriminatory behavior can take the form of negative behaviors against members of the outgroup or, more subtly, less positive responses to other groups than those that would be offered to members of the ingroup in comparable circumstances (Dovidio, Hewstone, Glick, & Esses, 2010).
The tendency to favor the ingroup is a psychologically primary mechanism. This assumption was presented by Allport (1954) in “The Nature of Prejudice”, which considers that the notion of familiarity, attachment, and preference for members of one's own group precedes the development of attitudes towards other groups. Although Allport shared Sumner's (1906) definition of ethnocentrism, which consisted of feelings of pride, loyalty, and perceived superiority regarding one's own group, he disagreed with the idea that these feelings would be directly correlated with the expression of hostility towards other social groups.
In fact, subsequent investigations ended up corroborating the idea that attitudes towards members of the outgroup and attitudes towards the ingroup are completely different processes. The manifestation of attitudes favorable to the ingroup can be accompanied by a diversity of attitudes related to the outgroup, including positive attitudes, indifference, or hostility (Brewer, 2016; Buttelmann & Bohm, 2014; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995). Ingroup favoritism, however, is a phenomenon that has negative consequences by helping to maintain relations of privilege and inequality in the social structure, such that many forms of prejudice and discrimination are characterized by the propensity to favor members of the ingroup rather than hostility against the outgroup (Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014).
Social dilemmas, therefore, can elucidate the extent to which the process of ingroup favoritism and hostility towards the outgroup influences decision-making processes in contexts that contrast self-interests with collective ones. In general, social dilemmas can be classified into two types: personal or impersonal. The former are characterized by scenarios in which the subjects, upon deciding to collaborate with a given group, will necessarily cause direct harm to a third person, whereas impersonal dilemmas do not meet this criterion, since the action involves indirect harm to the group (Greene, Nystom, Engell, Darley, & Cohen, 2004).
The distinction between personal and impersonal dilemma can be explained using the “trolley dilemma” (Moore et al., 2008), in which participants are presented with a hypothetical scenario in which a runaway trolley is running towards a group of five men who are working on repairing the railway track. In the personal modality of the dilemma, the only way to save the group of workers is to push a heavy man (who is close to the tracks) onto the railway, which will inevitably cause his death, since his body will be used to stop the trolley.
So, the participants are faced with two possibilities: on the one hand they can ignore the situation, which will lead to the death of the group of five workers and, on the other hand, they can choose to save these workers, but for this they will have to personally engage in an action that will cause direct harm to a third person (pushing a man onto the tracks). In the impersonal mode, it is possible to save the workers by pushing a lever that will switch the trolley to another route, which will inevitably cause the death of another worker. However, this modality differs from the previous scenario due to the fact that the harm to a third person is caused indirectly (by pushing a lever), which provides the subject greater emotional distance from the dilemma (Greene et al., 2001).
Earlier investigations found that people consider the action of causing harm to another for the benefit of the social group to be morally more acceptable in an impersonal dilemma (indirect harm) scenario than in a personal dilemma (direct harm) scenario, despite the consequences being identical (e.g., Hauser, Cushman, Young, Jin, & Mikhail, 2007). The difference found between these conditions is explained by the dual processing model (Greene et al., 2004), according to which personal dilemmas, by involving the action of causing direct harm to other people, trigger more intense emotional reactions and automatic processing of information that leads participants to evade responses that involve causing harm to other people.
Even though these investigations have found that the conduct in facing a moral dilemma varies depending on the degree of personalization involved (personal dilemma vs. impersonal dilemma), such studies did not consider the effect of belonging to a particular social group on the behavior manifested in these types dilemma. Given this gap, the present investigation aimed to analyze discriminatory behavior, employing moral dilemmas as the research scenario. Analyzing the role of the social group on the conduct adopted in facing a moral dilemma proves relevant for two reasons. First, belonging to a dominant group is an overriding factor in the expression of behaviors towards members of the ingroup and the outgroup. Sharing an identity with a particular group raises cooperation behavior in dilemmatic situations, such as the prisoner's dilemma (Dion, 1973) or in resource distribution situations (Balliet et al., 2014).
Furthermore, considering that personal and impersonal dilemmas differ due to the fact that the former incite more intense emotional reactions and automatic cognition processes than the latter, the inclusion of belonging to a group in these types of dilemma proves relevant at the theoretical level, given that previous studies reveal that intergroup behavior varies when comparing contexts where automatic processes predominate with those where controlled information processes predominate (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Ito et al., 2015; Fazio et al., 1995).
In the context of Western Europe, immigrants represent a group that has historically been the target of discrimination (Portes & Rumbaut, 2010). In recent years, in particular, there has been an increase in hostile attitudes and discriminatory behavior against immigrants from Muslim-majority countries (Doosje, Zebel, Scheermeijer, & Mathyi, 2007; Imhoff & Recker, 2012). Accordingly, the present study considered discrimination against this group when adopting social dilemmas as a research scenario.

Discrimination against Muslim immigrants

In recent decades, Muslims have been the target of increasing hostility in Europe (Cea D’Ancona & Valles, 2014; González, et al., 2008; Oraenet & Van Hiel, 2013). Data from the European Social Survey (2016) indicate that between the years 2002 and 2014 the number of people who oppose the permanence of these immigrants in Europe and who identify them as responsible for the increase in the levels of crime and insecurity has grown.
One of the factors that fosters anti-Muslim sentiment is the occurrence of terrorist crimes based on Islamic fundamentalism (Doosje, Zimmerman, Küpper, Zick, & Meertens, 2009; Jost, Napier, Thorisdottier, Gosling, Palfai, & Ostafin, 2007), which concurrently results in a perception that the Western world is under constant threat from radical Islam and in a process of homogenizing the outgroup, so that all Muslim immigrants are perceived as a possible threat to the values and security of Western society (Doosje, Zebel, Scheermeijer, & Mathyi, 2007; Imhoff & Recker, 2012).
The maximization of the differences that exist between Muslims and Westerners and the idea that the internal security of European countries is threatened by the presence of this population are repeatedly endorsed by the political parties of the extreme right, which have gained significant electoral reinforcement in recent years from openly anti-Muslim discourse (Ekman, 2015; Inhoff & Recker, 2012; Greven, 2016). In the Spanish context, Moroccans, a predominantly Muslim group, are repeatedly identified as an obstacle to culture, ethnic uniformity, and as competitors for economic and social resources (Camino et al., 2013; Cea D'Ancona & Valles Martinez, 2014; Checa & Arjona, 2013), as well as the group most stigmatized and perceived as a major threat to Spanish national identity (Álvaro et al., 2015; López-Rodríguez, Cuadrado, & Navas, 2013; Navas, Cuadrado, & López-Rodríguez, 2012).

Discrimination against minorities in automatic and controlled information processes.
Even though the expression of anti-Muslim sentiments and ostensible discrimination behaviors has gained strength in current times, previous investigations indicate that expressions of discrimination have a dynamic character, being influenced by the normative context in which they occur (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Vala, Brito & Lopes, 1999). In this regard, the studies carried out over the past 50 years have been highlighting the role that the social norm of equality plays in intergroup relations, by showing that people, in order to not violate the principles of equality, inhibit prejudiced attitudes and discriminatory behaviors at the explicit level, but maintain negative attitudes at the implicit level (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Katz & Hass, 1988; Kinders & Sears, 1981; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995).
The evidence concerning this duality of attitudes towards members of the outgroup was obtained from the development of new research instruments capable of comparing discriminatory conduct in different normative contexts. Studies that adopt self-report measures, in which participants have greater self-control over the expression of attitudes and judgments, identify favorable attitudes towards members of the outgroup (Devine, 1989). However, studies using less intrusive forms of investigation, such as the Implicit Association Test (Greenwald, et al., 1998; Ito et al., 2015; Fazio et al., 1995), have identified that, at the implicit level, individuals maintain the discriminatory conduct, automatically associating negative characteristics with the members of minority groups.
In summary, this line of investigation indicates that in conspicuous contexts of expression of attitudes, in which conscious control over the manifestation of behavior predominates, the expression of positive attitudes towards members of the outgroup is more recurrent than that of negative attitudes. However, in contexts where automatic information processing predominates, such as emotionally tense or conflicting situations, discriminatory behavior against members of the outgroup is prominently manifested (Dasgupta, Desteno, Williams, & Hunsinger, 2009).
Considering that, depending on the type of social dilemma, this may favor automatic processes or controlled information processes (Greene et al., 2004), the present investigation had the specific objective of analyzing discrimination against Muslim immigrants through both types of social dilemma recurrently used in the investigations: personal dilemma and impersonal dilemma.
We understand that the expression of discriminatory behaviors is not a linear phenomenon, but moderated by different psychosocial factors. Among these are human values, which act as important predictors of intergroup behavior (Maio, 2010). Thus, the present study had the additional objective of verifying how adherence to different human values influences the expression of discriminatory behavior.

Values and intergroup behavior

A value can be defined as: 1) a belief; 2) that concerns desirable ends or forms of behavior. In contrast with attitudes, values are more abstract, given that they: 3) transcend specific situations and actions; 4) guide the selection or evaluation of behaviors, people, and events; and 5) are organized by their importance relative to other values to form a system of evaluative priorities that characterize individuals (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). The field of study on human values holds the Schwartz (1992) model as one of its main theoretical and methodological references, given that in more than two decades of investigation this model has received empirical support in more than 70 countries (Schwartz, 2006; Schwartz et al., 2012).
One of the fundamental assumptions of this theory is the universality of human values. It is understood that these values meet the basic requirements of human existence, namely, the needs of individuals as biological organisms, the needs for social interaction and the survival and well-being of groups (Schwartz, et al., 2012). Nevertheless, Schwartz's (1992) theory highlights that values are distinguished based on the goals or motivations they serve, identifying the existence of 10 human values, namely: power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence, tradition, conformity, and security.
Depending on the relationships they serve, values present relationships of conflict and compatibility. Decisions and behaviors that promote or express the goals of two values at the same time indicate that these values are compatible. If the decisions and behaviors are opposed, promoting one value at the expense of others indicates a relationship of conflict. At a higher level of abstraction, Schwartz (1992, 2012) indicates that the dynamic relationships between human values can be synthesized into a two-dimensional model. One of the dimensions presents the contrast between the values of “openness to change” (hedonism, stimulation, and self-direction) and “conservation” (tradition, conformity, and security). In this dimension, there is a conflict between values that emphasize independence of thought and action, and values that emphasize order, self-restraint, preservation of norms, and resistance to change. The other dimension presents the conflict between the values of “self-realization” (power and achievement) and “self-transcendence” (universalism and benevolence). In this conflict, there is an opposition between values aimed at personal interests, success, and power over others, as opposed to values that serve the interests and well-being of others.
Given its validity and its predictive power regarding attitudes and behaviors in different cultures and social contexts (Davidov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008; Lilleoja, Dobewall, Aavik, Strack, Verkasalo, 2016; Maio, 2010; Vauclair, Hanke, Fischer, & Fontaine, 2011), Schwartz's theory of human values proves relevant for the study of intergroup relations and, more specifically, of discriminatory behavior. There is evidence that values influence the expression of hostile conduct against social minorities, such as immigrants (Álvaro et al., 2015; Saroglou, et al., 2009; Ramos & Vala, 2011), aborigines (Feather & McKee, 2008), and homosexuals (Gouveia, Athayde, Soares, Araújo, & de Andrade, 2011).
The investigations converge on identifying that prejudice and discrimination against minority groups are positively correlated with values of achievement (e.g., self-direction, success, power, privacy) and with those of compliance (e.g., tradition, security), while values of a superpersonal orientation, such as egalitarianism and benevolence, are negatively correlated with discriminatory conduct and prejudiced attitudes (e.g., Álvaro et al., 2015; Feather & McKee, 2008; Saroglou et al., 2009). The values of achievement are associated with hostile behaviors against minorities, due to their individualistic orientation, which mobilizes behaviors in defense of personal goals and merits, and at the same time contrasts with prosocial ideas, such as equality and the guarantee of well-being for all people. The values of conformity, by being linked to maintaining traditions, current social status and social order, are also associated with the rejection of groups that have cultural traits distinct from the dominant group.
In view of the above, upon analyzing discrimination against Muslim immigrants, employing the resource of moral dilemmas, we expected that:
H1→ In the personal dilemma scenario, which favors processes of automatism, the conduct of favoring the ingroup member (Spanish) to the detriment of the outgroup member (Muslim immigrant) would be observed.
H2→ In the impersonal dilemma scenario, where processes of self-control predominate, the conduct in favor of the outgroup member (Muslim immigrant) would be more frequent than the conduct in favor of the ingroup member (Spanish).
H3→ Human values would moderate intergroup behavior. Thus, the values of self-transcendence and openness to change would encourage conduct favorable to the outgroup, while the values of conservation and self-realization would encourage pro-ingroup conduct.
H4→ Since values transcend specific situations, the relationship between values and intergroup behavior would not differ based on the type of dilemma.

Method
 
Sample
A total of 235 university students from the social sciences programs participated in this investigation, all of them of Spanish nationality. Most of the participants were female (81.8%), with ages between 18 and 28 years (M = 20.83, SD = 5.6). The study used a between-subjects design, with the assignment of participants for each of the conditions established at random.

Procedures
Questionnaires were applied online using SurveyMonkey software. The questionnaires were answered individually in computer rooms, after consent from the teachers and the students to conduct the research.

Instruments
The questionnaire began with the presentation of a moral dilemma scenario, varying between two conditions: personal dilemma and impersonal dilemma. Both types of scenarios were developed based on the study by Moore, Clark, and Kane (2008) and involved the critical decision to cause the death of one person in order to save others. The personal dilemma scenario presented a hypothetical situation in which the participants were to place themselves in the condition of being a high school teacher, leading a group of 20 teenagers on an end-of-course trip to Morocco.
For this scenario, there was information that the hotel where they were staying caught fire and that there was only one exit through which the participant and the group of teenagers could escape, which was blocked by debris. The only way to clear the way out and prevent the death of the entire group, however, would be to use one of the tour guides who were severely injured in the corridor. However, this would inevitably cause the death of one of them.
After the presentation of this paragraph, participants were asked to choose between the guide Mohamed Azaraf (Maghrebi / member of the outgroup) and José Antonio Jiménez (Spanish / member of the ingroup) to throw over the debris and clear the passage. During the presentation of the choice, the participants viewed a stopwatch that did the 20-second countdown to make the decision.
The impersonal dilemma scenario, in turn, presented a hypothetical situation in which the participant would be in a boat, taking an organized tour on the Nile River, Egypt, in the company of a family member. However, there were two castaways near the boat, who were at risk of being attacked by crocodiles if they were not rescued. The participants could choose to save one of the castaways, however, they could not offer help to both, since the boat could only offer space for one more passenger.
Right after the presentation of this scenario, the participants were asked to indicate whom they would choose to save, Mohamed Azaraf (Egyptian tourist / member of the outgroup) or José Antonio Jiménez (Spanish tourist / member of the ingroup). In this type of dilemma as well, the decision was made while viewing a stopwatch that did the 20-second countdown.
In addition to presenting these scenarios, the questionnaire used the Schwartz Human Values scale (1992), composed of 21 items in Likert format (1 = Totally Disagree to 6 = Totally Agree). These items were organized into the four dimensions of human values proposed by Schwartz (1992) through a multidimensional scaling (MDS) in an ordinal model, established, a priori in two dimensions. The data shown for the scaling presented an adequate solution (S-stress = .074, R² = .98). Reliability analyses indicated that the 21 items can be organized into the following dimensions: self-transcendence (α = .65), self-promotion (α = .72), openness to change (α = .65), and conservation (α =. 72).

Data analysis
In each of the scenarios analyzed here (personal dilemma / impersonal dilemma), nominal logistic regression analyses were carried out, taking the four dimensions of human values (conservation / openness to change / self-promotion / self-transcendence) as independent variables, and as dependent variable, the target chosen by the participant (member of the ingroup / member of the outgroup).

Results
 
Initially, each of the dimensions of human values were transformed into categorical variables with two levels: high adherence and low adherence, so denominated according to the median value (MdSelf-transcendence = 5.0; MdSelf-promotion = 3.25; MdOpenness to Change = 4.6; MdConservation = 3.2).
It was found that, in the personal dilemma scenario, most participants (63.4%) opted to use the outgroup member to break the fire barrier and save the members of their group. It was also identified that the conservation value influenced this decision making (X² = 6.855, p = .009). High adherence to conservation values (>Md) decreases the likelihood of choosing the member of the ingroup to be killed on behalf of the group (B = -1.024, Wald = 6.644, p = .01). The results were not significant for the values of self-promotion (X² = .045, ns.), openness to change (X² = .157, ns.), and self-transcendence (X² = .001, ns.)
In the impersonal dilemma condition, there was a greater choice for the outgroup member to be rescued. In this scenario also, high adherence to conservation values (> Md) significantly influenced the choice (X² = 7.636, p = .006). Adherence to these values decreased the likelihood of choosing the outgroup member to be saved (B = -1.182, Wald = 7.347, p = .007). Again, there were no significant effects for the values of self-promotion (X² = 3.494, ns.), self-transcendence (X² = 1.26, ns.), and openness to change (X² = .021, ns.) on the decision of the participants.

Discussion

The present study aimed to analyze discriminatory behavior, employing social dilemmas as an investigative scenario. We understand that including the group membership variable in a dilemma scenario makes it possible to see how the contrast between “we" vs. "they”, widely investigated in Social Psychology (Tajfel et al., 1971; Platow et al., 1990; Halabi et al., 2015), influences the decision-making process in contexts that contrast self interest with collective interest.
The literature indicates that the decision strategies adopted by the participants tend to vary depending on the type of dilemma involved. Facing personal dilemmas, there is a predominance of automatic information processing, whereas in impersonal dilemmas, controlled information processing predominates (Greene et al., 2004). Accordingly, the present study sought to analyze how intergroup behavior varies in these two types of dilemma: the personal and the impersonal.
The results obtained indicated that, in the personal dilemma scenario, most participants chose to harm the outgroup member (Muslim immigrant) in favor of the survival of the ingroup that was threatened, confirming Hypothesis H1. On the other hand, in the impersonal dilemma scenario, the decision to manifest helping behavior toward the outgroup member (Muslim immigrant) was more frequent than that of helping the ingroup member (Spanish), which corroborates Hypothesis H2. Such results confirm earlier investigations indicating that, in the presence of controlled information processes, it is possible to observe positive attitudes towards members of the outgroup, while in emotionally distressing situations, the conduct of favoring members of the ingroup becomes more evident (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Dasgupta, Desteno, Williams, & Hunsinger, 2009).
The present study also identified the influence of human values on intergroup behavior. More precisely, conservation values are associated with greater ingroup favoritism, given that they increased the likelihood of choosing the outgroup member to be sacrificed for the benefit of the ingroup members in the personal dilemma scenario, and decreased the likelihood of offering help to the outgroup member in the impersonal dilemma scenario.
This result partially confirms hypotheses H3 and H4, and is in line with investigations that indicate that adherence to conservation values favors the expression of discriminatory conduct (Álvaro et al., 2015; Feather & Mckee, 2008; Saroglou et al., 2009). The relationship between conservation values and discriminatory conduct can be explained by the emphasis with which these values are aimed at preserving the culture of the ingroup and maintaining the status quo. Muslim immigrants, the outgroup considered here, represent a group that maintains cultural values and practices perceived as essentially distinct from Western societies (Doosje, Zebel, Scheermeijer, & Mathyi, 2007; Imhoff & Recker, 2012) which thus favors the expression of discriminatory conduct among those who have high adherence to conservation values.
It is noteworthy that the other values, namely, self-promotion, self-transcendence, and openness to change, did not reveal any influence on the likelihood of choosing the member of the ingroup or outgroup. Although this result contradicts previous investigations about the relationship between values and intergroup behavior (Álvaro et al., 2015; Saroglou, et al., 2009; Ramos & Vala, 2011), it is likely that the absence of a relationship between the values and decision making of the participants stems from the fact that this study adopted a procedure of forced choice with only two categorical variables (member of the ingroup x member of the outgroup), which limits the possibility of doing more sophisticated analyses on the relationship between these values and decision-making.
The method used here, although it reveals that the intergroup behavior varies depending on the degree of the participant's personal involvement in the social dilemma scenario, does not allow us to identify whether the choice was motivated by ingroup favoritism or by hostility against the outgroup. Bearing in mind that many expressions of discriminatory behavior today are not characterized by aversion to the outgroup, but rather by the fact that positive attitudes and behaviors are exclusively aimed at members of the ingroup (Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014), future studies need to develop research instruments capable of distinguishing these two intergroup processes that characterize discrimination.
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