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Abstract
Anger is one of the most common and destructive emotions in intergroup conflicts, frequently leading
to an escalation of intergroup aggression. Prior research has focused on short-term antecedents of
intergroup anger, typically using laboratory paradigms. We hypothesized that the long-term sentiment
of anger (a broad predisposition that is unrelated to a particular action) would predict subsequent anger
responses to provocation. We further hypothesized that this effect would be mediated by appraisals of
unfairness of the Palestinians’ behavior during the war––one of the core appraisal themes associated
with anger. To test this prediction, we used a unique two-wave nationwide representative panel design
(n = 501) conducted in Israel during the last war in Gaza. Results showed that the long-term sentiment
of anger towards Palestinians (and not general negative affect), measured 13 months prior to the Gaza
War, predicted participants’ anger responses towards the Palestinians during the war. Furthermore,
we found that the effects of long-term anger sentiments were mediated by the participants’ current
appraisals of unfairness Palestinian behavior.
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anger, emotional sentiments, emotions, intergroup conflict
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Long-term intergroup conflicts are saturated
with negative emotions. These emotions are
thought to play a central role in initiating and
sustaining intergroup conflicts (Halperin, 2010;
Halperin, Bar-Tal, Nets-Zehngut, & Almog,
2008; Horowitz, 1985; Petersen, 2002). Emotions
felt during these kinds of conflicts often constitute a personal reaction to a conflict-related event
that is experienced by other members of one’s
group, and therefore may be defined as groupbased emotions (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000;

Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007; Yzerbyt, Dumont,
Wgboldus, & Gordin, 2003).
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Group-based emotions are personal experiences that can be targeted at events, individuals or
social groups (Iyer & Leach, 2008). Most relevant
to the current analysis of anger responses during
wartime are intergroup emotions–– – i.e., emotions
felt as a result of belonging to a certain group,
and targeted at another group (Bar-Tal, Halperin,
& deRivera, 2007; Halperin, Sharvit, & Gross,
2010; Iyer & Leach, 2008; Smith et al., 2007;
Smith & Mackie, 2008).
Although many different intergroup emotions
play a role in intergroup conflict, including hope,
fear, and hatred, anger is thought to be especially
critical in the initiation and maintenance of intergroup conflicts (Bar-Tal, 2007). Given the human
and material costs associated with ongoing intergroup conflicts, it is urgent that we gain a better
understanding of the factors that give rise to
anger in such conflicts.

Anger and intergroup conflict
Anger is thought to be elicited when an individual’s
(Roseman, 1984; Scherer, Schorr, & Johnstone,
2001) or group’s (Mackie et al., 2000) actions are
perceived as unfair, unjust, and as deviating from
acceptable norms (Roseman, 1984; Scherer et al.,
2001). People who feel angry believe that urgent
action is needed in order to correct the perceived
wrongdoing, and may believe that their group is
capable of initiating such corrective action (Mackie
et al., 2000). This often leads to a tendency to confront, hit, kill, or attack the anger-evoking individual (Berkowitz, 1993; Roseman, Wiest, & Swartz,
1994) or group (Mackie et al., 2000).
A growing empirical literature, based on studies
performed in real-world conflicts, supports these
predictions. For example, researchers have found a
direct association between individual (Small,
Lerner, & Fischhoff, 2006) and intergroup
(Halperin, 2010) anger and attribution of blame to
the outgroup. Other studies have found that individuals who feel angry appraise future military
attack as less risky (Lerner & Keltner, 2001) and
forecast more positive consequences of such
attack (Huddy, Feldman, & Cassese, 2007). In a
similar vein, studies conducted in the US following

the 9/11 attacks found that priming of anger in
response to the 9/11 attacks led to higher support
for an American militant response in Iraq and elsewhere (Cheung-Blunden & Blunden, 2008; Lerner,
Gonzalez, Small, & Fischhoff, 2003).
To date, most studies of the antecedents of
anger in intergroup conflicts have focused on the
role of contextual factors (e.g., exposure to provocative events), or cognitive appraisals of specific events (e.g., construing events as unjust or
unfair) as the primary antecedents of intergroup
anger during war (e.g., Cheung-Blunden &
Blunden, 2008). One crucial limitation of these
studies, however, is that they almost always have
been conducted in a laboratory setting and
focused on short-term contributors to the development of anger. Despite the continuous nature
of intractable conflicts, even studies that have
dealt with antecedents of intergroup emotions in
the context of such conflicts have not examined
the potential contribution of long-term factors to
the development of these emotions.

The role of long-term sentiments
Emotion theorists have long suggested that one
important antecedent to an emotional response is
the individual’s enduring affective traits or sentiments (Frijda, 1986). Importantly, these longterm predispositions to respond with particular
emotions are thought to be emotion-specific, and
not the result of a general predisposition to
respond with negative affective responses. Thus,
Rosenberg (1998) suggested that
there is specificity in the threshold-setting
function of affective traits, which implies that
a particular trait would predispose someone to
emotions that are congruent with that trait and
not to trait-incongruent emotions … Hostile
people are not necessarily primed for negative
emotions generally, rather there is some specificity with respect to the threshold for anger.
(p. 248)
Although emotion theorists have focused on
individual rather than intergroup emotions,
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Halperin et al. (2010) recently introduced a framework for analyzing intergroup emotions in the
context of protracted conflicts that emphasizes
the central role played by long-term sentiments
targeted at a specific group or object in shaping
specific emotional reactions to specific intergroup conflict related events. This framework
distinguishes between emotions, which are multicomponential responses to specific events, and
emotional sentiments, which represent enduring configurations of emotions (Arnold, 1960; Ekman,
1992; Frijda, 1986, 1994). On this view, an
emotional sentiment is a temporally stable, general
emotional disposition towards a person, group, or
symbol that is unrelated to any specific action or
statement of this object (Halperin, 2010).
Halperin and colleagues’ intergroup emotion
framework postulates that long-term emotional
sentiments towards the outgroup will influence
emotional reactions to specific events via their
impact on cognitive appraisals. In other words,
this framework suggests that discrete emotional
sentiment should determine emotional reactions
to a specific outgroup-relevant event by influencing appraisals of that event. This framework is
based on an integration of classical appraisal theories of emotions (e.g., Lazarus, 1991; Roseman,
1984; Scherer et al., 2001), with the more recent
appraisal tendency framework introduced by Lerner
and Keltner (2000).
In line with the approach presented by most
appraisal theorists of emotions, our framework
suggests that unique appraisals should lead to
short-term discrete affective reactions. Yet, we
expand classical approaches by postulating that
specific long-term sentiments will bias the cognitive appraisals of specific events by activating a
cognitive predisposition to interpret such events
in a manner consistent with the appraisal dimensions associated with that long-term sentiment.
That part of our framework corresponds with
the appraisal tendency framework (Lerner &
Keltner, 2000) in claiming that emotions can give
rise to an implicit cognitive predisposition to
appraise future events in line with the central
appraisal themes that characterize the emotions
(Han, Lerner, & Keltner, 2007).

Our framework broadens the appraisal tendency perspective (at least) in two aspects. First,
while the affective phenomena that give rise to
the specific appraisal themes are short-term
emotional reactions according to the appraisal tendency framework, the current framework focuses
on enduring emotional sentiments as determinants of unique appraisals. Second, while the
appraisal tendency framework deals almost exclusively with the role of incidental and not integral
emotions in shaping a person’s evaluations of an
unrelated event (Han et al., 2007), our approach
offers an intermediate way in which sentiments
that are on the one hand irrelevant to the new
event (i.e., incidental), but on the other hand
highly relevant to the generator of the event (i.e.,
integral) predispose individuals to appraise the
new event in line with the old sentiment.

The present study
The goal of the present study was to examine the
effect of the long-term sentiment of anger towards
an outgroup on specific anger reactions towards
that group. To address this goal, we utilized a prospective two-wave panel design, based on a nationwide representative sample of Jewish-Israelis that
took place during the last Gaza War. The longterm sentiment of anger towards Palestinians,
as well as other long-term sentiments (e.g., fear,
hope), were measured one year before the war.
These emotional sentiments were not directed at
any specific event or outgroup’s action, but
reflected a general emotional tendency toward the
outgroup (Palestinians). Then, during the Gaza
War itself, specific cognitive appraisals and emotional reactions to wartime events were assessed.
Since socio-political variables potentially affect
cognitive appraisals and intergroup emotions
(Halperin, 2008), we also measured participants’
level of education, religiosity and political orientation as control variables. We also assessed and controlled for geographic proximity to the attacks.
This design––with more than a year between
the two waves––enabled us to address limitations
of prior laboratory studies and test the effects of
short- and long- term factors on the evolution of
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anger in real-life situations. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first attempt to use a prospective study with the aim of examining the
effect of the long-term sentiment of anger on
anger reactions during wartime. Our specific
hypotheses were as follows: (1) The long-term
sentiment of anger (Wave 1) would predict subsequent anger reactions (Wave 2) even when controlling for other anger predictors, and (2) the
effect of anger sentiments on anger reactions
would be mediated by appraisal of unfair
Palestinian behavior measured during Wave 2.

Method
General overview
We employed a two-wave panel design in which
the same participants were contacted (via phone)
at two time-points. The first was in November
2007, and the second was in January 2009. The
first assessment took place during a fairly peaceful
period in which Israel and the Palestinians were
involved in continuous peace talks. The second
assessment took place at the height of the last
“Gaza War” between Israelis and Palestinians.
This war began after a half-year ceasefire between
Israel and the Hamas movement ruling the Gaza
Strip collapsed in December 2008 and missile
attacks against civilian areas inside Israel intensified. Israel then launched a wide-scale offensive in
the Gaza Strip that led to about 1,300 Palestinian
casualties, 13 Israeli casualties, and mass destruction on the Palestinian side. The second assessment was made during this active period of
fighting associated with Israel’s offensive.

Participants
Wave I The first wave included 501 JewishIsraelis (248 men, 253 women) who could be
reached and who agreed to participate on a
voluntary basis. The mean age of the participants was 45.5 years (SD = 16.49), and the distribution of main socio-demographic variables
represented that of the Jewish-Israeli adult population at the time of the survey (Central Bureau

of Statistics, 2008). Regarding political orientations, 46.3% of the respondents defined themselves as Rightists, 23.2% as Centrist, and 18.4%
as Leftists (12.2% refused to answer that question). Of the respondents, 23.6% estimated their
family income as below the average in Israel;
22.2% earned the average income; and 37.8%
earned above the average (16.6% refused to
answer that question).
Wave II The second wave consisted of
201 respondents from Wave I (101 men and
100 women; 40.1% of the first assessment).
Participants were contacted and re-interviewed a
week after the outbreak of the war. It should be
noted that during the war, some Israelis were
recruited to reserve army service, while many others came under missile attacks or left their homes
for other reasons, and therefore re-interviewing
the Wave 1 sample was very difficult. Previous
research suggests that participation rates between
30% and 70% are, at most, weakly associated
with sampling bias (Galea & Tracy, 2007). Of
Wave 2 participants, 45.3% defined themselves
as Rightists, 22.9% as Centrist, and 21.4% as
Leftists (10.4% refused to answer that question).
Of the respondents, 24.4% estimated their family
income as below the average in Israel; 20.4%
earned the average income; and 39.3% earned
above the average (16.9% refused to answer that
question).

Measures
Wave I The long-term sentiment of anger on
the part of Jewish-Israelis towards Palestinians
was assessed by asking participants to use a 1 (not
at all) to 6 (very much) Likert scale to rate their
general feelings of anger towards the Palestinians
(angry, irritated, and furious; α = .85), unrelated
to any specific event or statement. In order to test
the specificity of potential sentiment-emotion
links, the same method was used to assess levels
of long-term fear (afraid, anxious, and worried;
α = .83) and general positive affect (empathy, hope,
compassion, and optimism; α = .73). Momentary
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feelings of anger in the first wave were assessed
by asking participants to what extent the recent
behavior of the Palestinians in regard to the
peace process made them feel angry, irritated,
and furious (α = .80). We also measured general
unfairness appraisal, unrelated to any specific event
(e.g., “The Palestinians’ general behavior in the
negotiations with Israel is unjust”, “Throughout
the years, Israel has done everything to achieve
peace, but the Palestinians have responded with
violence”) (r = .51).
Given that previous studies have shown that
socio-political variables are associated with longterm sentiments and emotional reactions of
Israelis towards Palestinians (Halperin, 2008,
2010) we measured them with the purpose of
using them as control variables: educational
attainment (1 = elementary––5 = BA or higher);
gender (1 = men; 2 = women); religious definition (1 = secular––5 = ultra orthodox); and selfdefinition of political orientation (1 = extreme
dovish; to 5 = extreme hawkish).

Procedure

Wave II All measures in Wave 2 specifically
referred to the events that took place in the
last days of the war. Unfairness of Palestinians’
behaviour during the war, which constitutes
one of the core appraisal themes associated
with anger reactions (Lazarus, 1991), were
assessed using the following three items:
“Palestinian missile attacks on Israel are unfair
and unjust”, “Israel did everything she could
to keep the cease-fire, but the Palestinians
chose to break it” and “Although Israel tried
to negotiate with Palestinians, they only understand the language of force” (α = .63). Anger
responses were assessed using two of the
items that were used in the first assessment,
but this time the questions referred to feelings
towards the behavior of Palestinians during
the war (angry and irritated r = 0.42). Finally,
to distinguish among discrete negative emotions, we also measured fear appraisals (e.g.,
“the Palestinians cause existential threat to the
state of Israel”) and fear responses (afraid and
worried; r = .67).

Results
Factor analysis

Phone interviews were conducted by an experienced survey institute in Israel (the Machshov
Institute) during one week in November 2007 for
the first wave and during one week in January
2009 for the second wave. Interviewers were
trained in telephone survey methodology and
conducted interviews in the interviewee’s native
language of Hebrew or Russian [There are
currently 1.2 million (16%) new immigrants from
the former Soviet Union who speak Russian
in Israel]. Questionnaires were translated into
Russian and carefully back-translated. Interviews
were conducted by fluent speakers of Hebrew or
Russian. At the outset of the interview, oral
informed consent was obtained. A random sampling within stratified sub-groups was used to
obtain a representative sample of Jews living
in Israel at the time of the survey. The order
of questions throughout the questionnaire was
counterbalanced, and there was no effect of
order.

To examine the distinctiveness of anger sentiments versus anger reactions, we conducted
principal component analysis with Varimax rotation and Kaiser Normalization. This resulted in
two clearly distinct factors with eigenvalues > 1:
three anger sentiments items loaded onto the
first factor (.82 to .88; cross loadings < .19),
while the two items measuring anger reactions
loaded onto the second factor (.78 to .87; cross
loadings < .25). The two factors accounted for
72.83 % of the variance.
We next assessed the distinctiveness and latent
structure of all three main measures in confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS software (version 7). We tested the fit of three alternative (but
nested) models: (1) a one-factor model, in which
the paths between anger sentiments, unfairness
appraisals, and anger reactions were constrained
to 1 indicating identical concepts; (2) a two-factor
model, in which only the path between unfairness
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appraisal and anger reactions was constrained to
1; and (3) a three-factor model, in which anger
sentiments, unfairness appraisals, and anger reactions were distinct but correlated latent variables
(the hypothesized measurement model). The fit
indices revealed that the hypothesized threefactor model (χ2 (1) = .25, p = .62; NFI = .99,
CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00) fit the data well and
reliably better than the 1-factor (χ2 (3) = 10.98,
p = .01; NFI = .87, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .07;
D c2 = 10.73, p < .01) and the 2-factor (χ2 (2) = 9.36,
p = .01; NFI = .89, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .09;
D c2 = 9.11, p < .01) alternative models, suggesting
that the tested factors are distinct, though associated with one another.

Preliminary analysis
To make sure that no drop-out bias occurred in
the second wave, a logistic regression was used to
predict attrition by sex, level of education, political orientation, religiosity, level of family income,
and all emotional sentiments measured in the first
wave (i.e., anger, fear and positive emotional sentiments). None of these possible predictors had
significant effects. Comparisons of the respondents who participated in both waves of the
study to those who only participated in the first
wave indicated no significant differences in terms
of all socio-political and emotional variables (all
p values > .45).
Preliminary analyses also showed that levels
of anger responses were significantly higher
during the war than 13 months before the war.
Levels of acute anger responses increased from
3.2 (1.62) to 4.21 (1.64), t = 6.54, p < .001.
Furthermore, paired sample correlations showed
that the correlation between anger responses in
both waves was non-significant (r = .10, ns),
implying that levels of anger responses are
highly sensitive to changes in the context.
Interestingly, at the same time, anger sentiment
was positively correlated with anger responses
measured both in the first (r = .54, p < .001)
and in the second waves (r = .34, p < .001) (see
Table 1 for all bivariate correlations among
research variables).

Do anger sentiments predict anger responses?
To examine whether anger responses assessed
during the war (Wave 2) can be predicted by
long-term sentiment of anger assessed 13
months earlier (Wave 1), we regressed anger
responses on long-term sentiments of anger,
while controlling for fear sentiments measured
in Wave 1, positive emotional sentiments measured in Wave 1, general unfairness appraisals
measured in Wave 1, exposure to missile attacks
(Wave 2) and a series of relevant socio-political
factors (Wave 1).
As predicted, and as shown in Table 2, the
long-term sentiment of anger was the only affective predictor of anger response. The fact that
other long-term sentiments including fear and
positive affect did not predict anger responses
highlights the specificity of the association between
the long-term sentiment and the emotional
reaction of anger. Interestingly, general unfairness appraisals that were measured in Wave 1did
not have any effect on anger responses during the
war. Finally, the analysis showed that, as expected,
people with rightist political tendencies tend to
feel higher levels of anger than those with leftist
political positions. Yet, even when controlling for
that important predictor, the effect of anger
sentiment measured during Wave 1 on anger
response measured during Wave 2, remained very
powerful. Interestingly, level of exposure to missile attacks did not have any significant effect on
levels of anger.1

Do unfairness appraisals mediate the effect of
anger sentiments on anger responses?
To test whether unfairness appraisals mediated
the effect of anger sentiments on anger responses,
we used structural equation modeling with latent
variables, using version 7 of the AMOS program
(Arbuckle, 2006). Variables measured in Wave 1
that were found to have significant effects on
anger responses were specified as exogenous in
the model; unfairness appraisals were specified as
mediators and anger responses as dependent variables. To simplify the presentation, we removed
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Table 1. Bivariate correlations among the study variables
1
1. A
 nger
Responses W2
2. U
 nfairness
Appraisals W2
3. E
 xposure to
Missiles (W2)
4. Fear W2
5. A
 nger
Sentiment W1
6. F
 ear
Sentiment W1
7. P
 ositive
Sentiment W1
8. G
 eneral
Unfairness
Appraisals W1
9. R
 eligiosity
level
10. P
 olitical
orientation
(left)
11. E
 ducational
attainment
12. Income level

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

—
.30** —
−.04

.00

.22*
.34**

−.01
.23*

.20**

.19*

—
−.17* —
.10*
.06
.09*

.15*

—
.58** —

−.18*

−.28**

−.07

.06

−.24**

.15*

.29**

.06

.06

.36**

.32**

−.10*

—
−.36** —

−.00

−.19*

−.06

.01

−.24**

−.24**

.22** −.21** —

−.28**

−.32**

−.05

.06

−.43**

−.17*

.50** −.39** .38** —

−.02

−.05

−.09*

−.05

−.19**

−.06

.08

−.07

.12*

−.01

−.09

−.04

−.08

.00

−.06

.05

−.09

.19** .15* .13*

.11

—

* Significant at the p < .05 level; ** Significant at the p < .0001 level (two-tailed significance).

from Figure 1 all control variables although they
were taken into account in the analysis.
Importantly, similar patterns of results were
accepted with and without the incorporation of
socio-political control variables into the model.
Our hypothesized model fitted the data very
well, χ2 (23) = 21.85, p = .53; NFI = .98, CFI = .99,
RMSEA = .00. Standardized parameter estimates
are presented in Figure 1. The only control variable that had significant association with unfairness appraisals was Rightist political orientation
(β = .23, p < .001). As expected, anger sentiment
assessed in Wave 1 was positively associated with
unfairness appraisals measured in Wave 2 (β = .24,
p < .01), which in turn predicted anger responses
in Wave 2 (β = .28, p < .01). In other words, anger
sentiment predicted anger responses through the
mediation of unfairness appraisals, Sobel test:
z = 2.80; p < .01.
In addition, the anger sentiment directly
increased levels of anger responses (β = .40,

p < .001). Removal of the direct path between the
anger sentiment and anger responses, leaving
only the mediated path, significantly decreased all
fit measures (χ2 (24) = 38.64, p = .03; NFI = .96,
CFI = .98, RMSEA = .04) and therefore the two
optional routes for the influence of anger sentiment on anger responses were integrated in the
same model.
In the final step, we compared the fit measures of the tested model with the fit measures
of an alternative model in which we reversed the
causal direction between anger reaction and
unfairness appraisals, namely, anger reaction
mediated the affect of anger sentiment on
unfairness appraisals. Although fit measures of
the alternative model were reasonable (χ2 (23)
= 42.55, p = .01; NFI = .96, CFI = .98,
RMSEA = .04) their fit to the data was significantly (p < .001) lower than the one of the
hypothesized model. Overall, then, our hypothesized model received strong support.
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Table 2. Effects of long-term sentiments (W1) on
anger responses during the war
Anger responses (Wave 2)

Long-term sentiments
Anger sentiment
Fear sentiment
Positive sentiment
Control variables
Education
Gender
Religious conviction
Political stand
Exposure to
missiles (W2)
General unfairness
appraisals (W1)
R² (Adjusted)

β

SE B

B

.37
−.00
.05

.10
.10
.12

.36***
−.00
.03

.04
−.27
.14
-.25
−.08

.07
.24
.09
.10
.38

.04
−.09
.12
−.22**
−.02

−.06

.10

−.05

.18 (.14)

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.

appraisal), supporting the theoretical frameworks
presented by Halperin et al. (2010).
Interestingly, these results held true even when
controlling for relevant short-term factors such
as exposure to missiles or appraisal of Palestinians’
behavior at that time. Other long-term emotional
sentiments such as fear or positive affect did not
have influence on anger reaction during the war.
In addition, anger responses during the war were
not affected by general unfairness appraisals.
That finding rules out a possible alternative
explanation of the results, according to which the
effect of long-term sentiment of anger on anger
response can be the result of persistent anger
associated appraisals (unfairness) and not necessarily of the long-term affect itself.

Implications for our understanding of
emotion generation

Discussion
What predicts intergroup anger responses during
conflicts? To answer this question, we focused on
the “Gaza War” between Israelis and Palestinians
in the Middle-East, and examined the affects of
long- and short-term factors on the generation of
anger reactions during the war. Our study yielded
two key findings. The first was that long-term
anger assessed 13 months prior to the Gaza War
was the most important predictor of anger
responses during the war. The second key finding
was that the effect of anger sentiment on anger
responses during the war was mediated by
specific anger related appraisals (the unfairness

Our results lend empirical support to previous
theoretical arguments suggesting that there are
close and specific associations between long-term
affective phenomena and short-term emotional
reactions (Frijda, 1986; Rosenberg, 1998). Yet,
while most previous studies have concentrated
on the role of affective traits in the process of
emotion generation (Gross, Sutton, & Ketelaar,
1998), the current study suggests that long-term
sentiments should also be taken into account at
least when dealing with long-term inter-personal
or intergroup relations. It can be assumed that in
these kinds of relations the specific long-term
feelings targeted at the other person or group

Unfairness
appraisals (t2)
.24*

.28*
R2 = .31

Anger sentiment (t1)

.40* (.07*)

Anger
reaction (t2)

Figure 1. Unfairness appraisals mediate the effect of the long-term sentiment of anger on anger responses.
Results from a Structural Equation Model (Sobel test: z = 2.80; p < .01).
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plays a role in the emotion generation process
above and beyond the role played by untargeted
mood or by one owns affective traits.
The results of the current study suggest that
when studying long-term intergroup relationships, scholars should not limit their investigations of emotion generation processes only to
the time-frame starting after the outbreak of the
event. Such intergroup relations carry with them
a long history of positive and negative encounters that in many cases are affectively charged.
That affectively loaded history leads to the consolidation of discrete sentiments targeted at the
outgroup, its leaders or symbols. Our unique
design enabled us to illuminate the central role
played by these long-term sentiments in shaping
specific emotional responses to provocative
events. The variation in the experience of these
sentiments contributes to the understanding of
how different individuals who went through
similar events interpret them differently and
experience a different quality and intensity of
emotional responses.

Implications for the understanding of
intergroup relations and conflicts
The attempt to integrate short- and long-term
affective factors in the same model is highly
relevant to long-term intractable conflicts like
the one currently unfolding in the Middle-East.
Interestingly, while most psychologists who
study emotions experimentally focus on phenomena measured in very short periods of time
(i.e., seconds or minutes), scholars who study
intergroup conflicts treat emotions as enduring
for months and years (e.g., Bar-Tal, 2007; de-Rivera
& Paez, 2007).
According to scholars of intractable conflicts,
the long-term negative emotions are part of the
psychological repertoire that maintains and facilitates the conflict (Bar-Tal, 2007). The current
study provides a better understanding of how
exactly that repertoire operates, by demonstrating
how emotional sentiments amplify their corresponding emotional responses and in this way,
maintain the never-ending vicious cycle.

Long-term emotional sentiments also may
have a meaningful effect on other aspects of
intergroup relations outside the context of longterm, intractable conflicts. Given rapidly developing research on the role of group-based moral
emotions (e.g., group-based guilt, group-based
shame) in promoting conciliatory actions between
previously conflictual groups (e.g., Wohl &
Branscombe, 2008), it might be interesting to
examine the potential role played by the enduring
configurations of these emotions, in these very
same processes. Another notable example is
long-term sentiment of intergroup hatred that
can potentially amplify held stereotypes and prejudice and lead to discrimination exclusionism and
political intolerance (e.g., Halperin, Canetti-Nisim,
& Hirsch-Hoefler, 2009).
With respect to anger, incorporation of the
concept of long-term sentiment of anger into
the extensively developed literature on collective
action (e.g., Simon & Klandermans, 2001) can
potentially contribute to address the not yet
resolved question about the long-term effect of
anger on collective action. In many ways, longterm sentiment of group-based anger encapsulates most of the factors that are commonly
mentioned in the collective action literature
as collective action antecedents––i.e., perceived
injustice/unfairness, group efficacy, and group
identity (Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008).
Hence, it seems that the examination of the interactive effect of the long- and short-term configurations of anger can further contribute to our
understanding of psychological dynamic leading
to collective action.

Limitations and future directions
In many ways, the limitations of the current study
arise naturally from the innovative design used in
this study. Assessments conducted in the setting
of real- world conflict, especially during such a
horrible war, inherently includes error variance
that is minimized in a laboratory setting. On the
other hand, no laboratory setting can recreate
emotionally charged situations like war. Therefore,
acknowledging the value of both approaches (i.e.,
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laboratory experiments and real-world field
assessments), we believe that our intergroup
emotion framework should be tested in the future
under more controlled laboratory conditions.
Congruent findings from these two different settings would provide important additional support
to our proposed theoretical framework.
A more concrete limitation of the current
study is that the anger appraisal measures that
were used in both waves captured only one angerrelated appraisal theme (the unfairness theme),
and did not assess other relevant anger appraisal
themes such as high control or outgroup blame
attribution. Hence, it may be that the reason partial (and not full) mediation was found is that
other anger associated appraisals have not been
assessed. The fact that the mediation path turned
out to be significant in spite of these limitations,
further strengthens our basic approach.

Concluding comment
Negative intergroup emotions such as anger can
have destructive effects in any context, but particularly in the context of intergroup aggressive
behavior. Given that emotions are so powerful in
these situations, their effective regulation is one
of the most important challenges facing any
group or society. Yet, regulation of high levels of
anger in the midst of ongoing war might be a
very difficult task. Results of the current study
suggest an alternative avenue of emotion regulation that we have previously defined as prospective
emotion regulation, namely, making effort to downregulate long-term sentiments of anger prior to
the anger evoking event, in order to tone down
anger reactions during that event (Halperin et al.,
2010). Although this task will clearly not be easy,
given the stakes, we believe it is well worth trying.
Note
1

That finding corresponds with previous findings
about the lack of direct effect of exposure to terror
or missiles on intergroup emotions and attitudes in
the context of long-term conflict and repeated exposures to attacks (e.g., Canetti-Nisim, Haperin,
Sharavit, & Hobfoll, 2009). One explanation may be

the resilience citizens in these areas develop throughout the years and the other is that in such small communities (like the Israeli society) the indirect exposure
yields an almost equal affect as the direct one.

References
Arbuckle, J. L. (2006). Amos 7.0 user’s guide. Chicago, IL:
SPSS.
Arnold, M. B. (1960). Emotion and personality (Vol. 1 and
2). New York, NY: Columbia University Press.
Bar-Tal, D. (2007). Socio-psychological foundations of
intractable conflicts. American Behavioral Scientist, 50,
1430–1453.
Bar-Tal, D., Halperin, E., & de-Rivera, J. (2007).
Collective emotions in conflict situations: Societal
implications. Journal of Social Issues, 63, 441–460.
Berkowitz, L. (1993). Aggression: Its causes, consequences
and control. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University
Press.
Canetti-Nisim, D., Halperin, E., Sharvit, K. & Hobfoll,
S. (2009). A new stress-based model of political
extremism: Personal exposure to terrorism, psychological distress and exclusionist political attitudes.
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 53, 363–389.
Central Bureau of Statistics. (2008). 2008 report.
Jerusalem: Central Bureau of Statistics.
Cheung-Blunden V., & Blunden B. (2008). The emotional construal of war: Anger, fear and other negative emotions. Peace and Conflict–– Journal of Peace
Psychology, 14, 123–150.
De-Rivera, J., & Paez, D. (Eds) (2007). Emotional climate, human security, and culture of peace [Special
issue]. Journal of Social Issues, 63, 233–460.
Ekman, P. (1992). An argument for basic emotions.
Cognition and Emotion, 6, 169–200.
Frijda, N. H. (1986). The emotions. New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.
Frijda, N. H. (1994). Varieties of affect: Emotions and
episodes, moods, and sentiments. In P. Ekman &
R. J. Davidson (Eds.), The nature of emotion: Fundamental
question (pp. 59–66). New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.
Galea, S., & Tracy, M. (2007). Participation rates in
epidemiologic studies. Annals of Epidemiology, 17,
643–653.
Gross, J. J., Sutton, S. K., & Ketelaar, T. V. (1998).
Relations between affect and personality: Support

Downloaded from gpi.sagepub.com at Interdisciplinary Center for on June 14, 2011

Halperin and Gross

487

for the affect-level and affective-reactivity views.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 279–288.
Halperin, E. (2008). Group-based hatred in intractable
conflict in Israel. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 52,
713–736.
Halperin E. (2010). Emotional barriers to peace:
Negative emotions and public opinion about the
peace process in the Middle East. Peace and Conflict:
Journal of Peace Psychology, forthcoming.
Halperin, E., Bar-Tal, D., Nets-Zehngut, R., & Almog,
E. (2008). Fear and hope in conflict: Some determinants in the Israeli-Jewish society. Peace and Conflict:
Journal of Peace Psychology, 14, 1–26.
Halperin, E., Canetti-Nisim, D., & Hirsch-Hoefler, S.
(2009). Emotional antecedents of political intolerance: The central role of group-based hatred.
Political Psychology, 30, 93–123.
Halperin, E., Sharvit, K., & Gross, J. J. (2010).
Emotions and emotion regulation in conflicts. In
D. Bar-Tal (Ed.), Intergroup conflicts and their resolution: Social psychological perspective. New York, NY:
Psychology Press.
Han, S., Lerner, J. S., & Keltner, D. (2007). Feelings
and consumer decision making: The appraisaltendency framework. Journal of Consumer Psychology,
17, 158–168.
Horowitz, D. L. (1985). Ethnic groups in conflict. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press.
Huddy, L., Feldman, S., & Cassese, E. (2007). On the
distinct political effects of anxiety and anger. In A.
Crigler, M. MacKuen, G. Marcus, & W. R. Neuman
(Eds.), The dynamics of emotion in political thinking
and behavior (pp. 202–230). Chicago, IL: Chicago
University Press.
Iyer, A., & Leach, C. W. (2008). Emotion in inter-group
relations. European Review of Social Psychology, 19,
86–125.
Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and adaptation. New York,
NY: Oxford University Press.
Lerner, J. S., & Keltner, D. (2000). Beyond valence:
Toward a model of emotion-specific influences
on judgment and choice. Cognition and Emotion, 14,
473–493.
Lerner, J. S., & Keltner, D. (2001). Fear, anger, and risk.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 146–159.
Lerner, J. S., Gonzalez, R. M., Small D. A., & Fischhoff,
B. (2003). Effects of fear and anger on perceived

risks of terrorism: A national field experiment.
Psychological Science, 14, 144–150.
Mackie, D. M., Devos, T., & Smith, E. R. (2000).
Intergroup emotions: Explaining offensive actions
in an intergroup context. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 79, 602–616.
Petersen, R. D. (2002). Understanding ethnic violence: Fear,
hatred, and resentment in twentieth century Eastern
Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Roseman, I. J. (1984). Cognitive determinants of emotions: A structural theory. In Shaver, P. (ed.), Review
of Personality and Social Psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 11–36).
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Roseman, I. J., Wiest, C., & Swartz, T. S. (1994).
Phenomenology, behaviors, and goals differentiate discrete emotions. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67, 206–221.
Rosenberg, E. L. (1998). Levels of analysis and the
organization of affect. Review of General Psychology,
2, 247–270.
Scherer, K. R., Schorr, A., & Johnstone, T. (2001).
Appraisal processes in emotion: Theory, methods, research.
New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Simon, B., & Klandermans, B. (2001). Politicized collective identity: A social-psychological analysis.
American Psychologist, 56, 319–331.
Small, D. A., Lerner, J. S., & Fischhoff, B. (2006).
Emotion priming and attributions for terrorism:
Americans’ reactions in a national field experiment.
Political Psychology, 27, 289–298.
Smith, E. R., Seger, C. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2007). Can
emotions be truly group level? Evidence for four
conceptual criteria. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 93, 431–446.
Smith, E. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2008). Intergroup
emotions. In M. Lewis, J. M. Haviland-Jones, &
L.F. Barrett (Eds.), Handbook of emotions (3rd ed.,
pp. 428–439). New York, NY: Guilford.
Van-Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008).
Toward an integrative social identity model of collective action: A quantitative research synthesis of
three socio-psychological perspectives. Psychological
Bulletin, 134, 504–535.
Wohl, M. J. A., & Branscombe, N. R. (2008).
Remembering historical victimization: Collective
guilt for current ingroup transgressions. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 988–1006.

Downloaded from gpi.sagepub.com at Interdisciplinary Center for on June 14, 2011

488		

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 14(4)

Yzerbyt, V., Dumont, M., Wigboldus, D., & Gordin, E.
(2003). I feel for us: The impact of categorization and identification on emotions and action
tendencies. British Journal of Social Psychology, 42,
533–549.

Biographical notes
eran halperin is currently a Senior Lecture at the
Lauder School of Government and the Deputy
Director of the Political Psychology Program at
the IDC, Herzliya. He serves as an Associate
Editor of the International Journal of Political
Psychology. He gained his PhD in political science
from the University of Haifa in 2007 (summa
cum laude) and his post-doc from the Department
of Psychology, Stanford University (Fulbright
Scholarship) in 2008. His work integrates psychological and political theories and methods in
order to explain different aspects on intergroup
relations and conﬂicts. Dr Halperin’s main line of
research focuses on the role of emotions and

emotion regulation in conﬂicts and conﬂict resolution. In recent years, he has published articles in
journals such as the Journal of Conﬂict Resolution,
Journal of Social Issues, Political Psychology, Political
Science Quarterly, Social Science Quarterly and Journal
of Peace Research.
james j. gross

is Professor of Psychology at
Stanford University, and Director of the Stanford
Psychophysiology Laboratory. Professor Gross
earned his BA in philosophy from Yale University
in 1987 and his PhD in clinical psychology from
the University of California, Berkeley in 1993. He
is a leading researcher in the areas of emotion
and emotion regulation, and he has received early
career awards from the American Psychological
Association, the Western Psychological Association,
and the Society for Psychophysiological Research.
He has over 140 publications, including Psychology
(with Henry Gleitman and Daniel Reisberg) and
the Handbook of Emotion Regulation.

Downloaded from gpi.sagepub.com at Interdisciplinary Center for on June 14, 2011

