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Intractable conﬂicts pose a great challenge to both humanity and science. The crucial
role played by intergroup emotions in conﬂict dynamics has long been asserted in the
ﬁeld of conﬂict resolution. Therefore, regulating emotions in order to change
attitudes and behaviour towards promoting peace is vital. One way to transform
emotions is to use established emotion regulation strategies to change intergroup
emotional experiences, and subsequently political positions. However, the use of
direct emotion regulation may pose challenges in its application outside the laboratory, and especially among those who lack the motivation to regulate their emotions.
Thus we describe recent research in which Indirect Emotion Regulation is used to
overcome those very limitations. Here concrete cognitive appraisals are indirectly
altered, leading to attitude change by transforming discrete emotions. Discoveries
have both theoretical and practical implications regarding emotion regulation in
intractable conﬂicts, thus promoting attitudes so critical for peace making.
Kewords: Emotion; Emotion regulation; Intergroup conﬂict.

Prior to the eruption of the Rwandan genocide in 1994, mass communication and
news media broadcasted hateful messages to the Hutus regarding the Tutsi
population. The aim of the government was to provoke and instigate violent
acts of Hutus against Tutsis by increasing negative emotions such as hatred, fear,
and disgust among the Hutu population (McDoom, 2011; Vollhardt, Coutin,
Staub, Weiss, & Deﬂander, 2007). Tutsis were said to be part of a widespread
conspiracy, planning a devious attack on the Hutus, which could take place at
any moment and must be thwarted. They were systematically dehumanised,
promoting an image of Tutsis as cockroaches and other disgust-inducing creatures. These messages have been recognised as playing a role not only in
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justifying, but in the actual eruption of the horriﬁc violence which took place in
Rwanda (des Forges, 1999; Gourevitch, 1998).
This substantiation corroborates widely acknowledged statements among
scholars of intractable conﬂicts that emotions play a pivotal role in the dynamics
of such conﬂicts (e.g., Bar-Tal, Halperin, & de-Rivera, 2007; Horowitz, 1985;
Lindner, 2006; Petersen, 2002; Staub, 2005; Volkan, 1997). In spite of that,
empirical investigations into the nature and implications of emotions within these
unique contexts were quite rare until the last two decades or so. Recently,
however, the role of emotions has begun to be examined within processes of
conﬂict resolution in the context of intractable conﬂicts (e.g., Halperin, 2011;
Reifen-Tagar, Federico, & Halperin, 2011; Sabucedo, Alzate, & Rodríguez,
2011). Each intergroup emotion has been found to have a discrete inﬂuence on
attitudes and behavioural tendencies related to resolving intergroup conﬂict.
Accumulated evidence shows that emotions affect public opinion on issues of
negotiation and compromise, support for risk taking, and creative conﬂict resolution methods, as well as processing patterns of information relevant for peacemaking processes (see Halperin, Sharvit, & Gross, 2011; Halperin, 2014).
Furthermore, outside the context of intractable conﬂicts, several decades of
research point to emotions as having a substantial inﬂuence in interpersonal
conﬂict resolution and negotiation (for a review see Van Kleef, De Dreu, &
Manstead, 2010).
In light of these ﬁndings, a question which occupies those who wish to study and
promote conﬂict resolution is whether and in what ways intergroup emotions can be
effectively transformed to reduce violence and promote more conciliatory positions.
We believe that intractable conﬂicts, like all socio-political occurrences, are not led
by fate, but rather are man-made phenomena, initiated and perpetuated by people.
Thus, changing people’s emotions using psychological methods constitutes a signiﬁcant step towards understanding mechanisms which can then be used to transform and mobilise public opinion towards support for resolving conﬂicts.
In what follows we begin by describing the roles played by intergroup emotions
in intractable conﬂicts. We then introduce the idea of emotion regulation, distinguish
between direct and indirect emotion regulation approaches, and brieﬂy describe the
way existing strategies of emotion regulation can promote conﬂict resolution. Next,
we focus on indirect regulation strategies and thoroughly review recent studies that
demonstrate the role of indirect emotion regulation in shaping attitudes and behaviour in the context of intractable conﬂicts. We conclude by describing future
challenges and opportunities for research on this topic.

THE EFFECTS OF INTERGROUP EMOTIONS ON PUBLIC
OPINION IN INTRACTABLE CONFLICTS
Intractable conﬂicts have been deﬁned as protracted (enduring for at least one
generation) and perceived by society members as irresolvable. They are seen as
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“zero-sum” in nature, and total in the sense that their goals are seen as existential
to those who take part in them. They involve physical violence and are also
perceived as central in the public agenda, and as such they demand extensive
investment, both physical and psychological (Bar-Tal, 1998; Kriesberg, 1993,
1998).
Anyone who has ever experienced, either directly or indirectly, an enduring
intractable conﬂict such as the ones in the Middle East, Kashmir, Sri Lanka,
Chechnya, or Rwanda, recognises that although they are based on real issues,
they are fuelled by a high magnitude of negative emotions like fear, hatred,
despair, and contempt. These emotions are experienced on the personal level, but
are based on group identiﬁcation, and can be found in the public discourse, mass
media, cultural products (e.g., arts, literature), and national ceremonies (e.g., BarTal et al., 2007).
In the last two decades scholars have begun to empirically investigate the
nature and implications of intergroup emotions in these contexts. In a nutshell,
the basic assumptions of these scholars are that: (1) emotions are one of the most
powerful engines of human behaviour; (2) in an intergroup context, the force of
this engine is signiﬁcantly ampliﬁed; (3) each discrete intergroup emotion has a
unique nature, manifested in appraisals, emotional goals and action tendencies;
and (4) each discrete intergroup emotion leads to concrete political implications
regarding conﬂict, and conﬂict resolution dynamics.
More speciﬁcally, these recent studies suggest that intergroup emotions are
more than just an automatic response to conﬂict-related events. Emotions have
been found to play a causal role, forming attitudes, biasing attention and action,
and by that, shaping reactions to conﬂict-related events. Importantly, most of
these studies show that the effect of intergroup emotions on aggressive and
conciliatory political attitudes goes above and beyond the effects of other
prominent factors such as ideology (e.g., Halperin, Russel, Dweck, & Gross,
2011; Maoz & McCauley, 2008) and socio-economic conditions (e.g., Maoz &
McCauley, 2008).
But how exactly do discrete intergroup emotions help to shape people’s
attitudes and behaviour in intractable conﬂicts? The process begins with the
occurrence of a new event and/or appearance of new information related to the
conﬂict and/or recollection of a past conﬂict-related event. The event or information can be negative (e.g., war, terror attack, rejection of a peace offer) or positive
(e.g., a peace gesture, willingness to compromise), but it must be appraised as
meaningful. In most cases these events are experienced directly only by a handful
of ingroup members and transmitted to other group members through leaders, the
mass media, or other individuals. In these cases, if individuals self-categorise as
members of the same group as the directly exposed individuals, they experience
group-based emotions (Iyer & Leach, 2009; Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000;
Smith, 1993).
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The speciﬁc type of intergroup emotion elicited by the conﬂict-related event is
determined by individuals’ appraisal of the event (e.g., Roseman, 1984). In the
context of intractable conﬂicts, such an appraisal is affected by each person’s
historical memory of the conﬂict (including personal and collective traumas),
ideological beliefs regarding the conﬂict, and emotional sentiments targeted at
the adversary and the conﬂict more generally (see Halperin, 2011; Halperin,
Sharvit, & Gross, 2011). As a result, the same event would lead to different
emotional and then political reactions among different people. We have suggested (Halperin, Sharvit, et al., 2011) and demonstrated (Halperin, 2011) that
these background factors (e.g., ideology, collective memory, and emotional
sentiments), coupled with the occurrence of a new event, shape the cognitive
appraisal of that event. This appraisal provides the basis for the development of
corresponding discrete emotions. In turn, these discrete emotions, and particularly the emotional goals and response tendencies embedded within them, dictate
the subsequent behavioural and political responses to the event.
The emotion of anger provides an interesting example of said process.
According to appraisal theories of emotion (Roseman, 1984; Scherer, Schorr,
& Johnstone, 2001), anger arises when the actions of the outgroup are perceived
as unjust and as deviating from acceptable norms. In addition, it involves
appraisals of relative strength and high coping potential (Mackie et al., 2000).
Thus, people who feel angry believe that action is needed to correct the perceived
wrongdoing, and may believe that their group is capable of initiating such
corrective action (Mackie et al., 2000).
In terms of action tendencies, previous studies conducted in the context of realworld conﬂicts have found various action tendencies associated with anger. Some
have pointed towards an association between anger and the attribution of blame to
the outgroup (Halperin, 2008; Small, Lerner, & Fischhoff, 2006). Other studies
have found that individuals who feel angry appraise future military attacks as less
risky (Lerner & Keltner, 2001) and anticipate more positive consequences for such
attacks (Huddy, Feldman, & Cassese, 2007). Accordingly, studies conducted in the
U.S. following the 9/11 attacks found that angry individuals were highly supportive of an American military response in Iraq and elsewhere (e.g., Huddy et al.,
2007; Skitka, Bauman, Aramovich, & Morgan, 2006). Finally, the central role of
group-based anger in motivating conﬂict eruption and aggression yielded further
support in a recent study conducted in Serbia and Republika Srpska (Spanovic,
Lickel, Denson, & Petrovic, 2010).
What follows is that discrete intergroup emotions, such as anger, mediate the
effect of exposure to an event on attitudes and behaviour regarding peace and
war. For example, research has shown that negative intergroup emotions such as
hatred, fear and collective angst hinder progress towards conﬂict resolution.
Speciﬁcally, discrete negative emotions such as fear and collective angst may
lead to more right-wing inclinations (Hirschberger & Pyszczynski, 2010),
strengthen ingroup ties (Wohl, Branscombe, & Reysen, 2010) and promote
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risk-aversive political tendencies (Sabucedo et al., 2011). Research has also
shown that negative intergroup emotions, mainly anger and hatred, increase
support for extreme aggression and military actions aimed at harming and even
eliminating the opponent (Halperin, 2008, 2011).
At the same time, recent studies in the ﬁeld of emotions in individual conﬂicts
(e.g., Cesario, Plaks, Hagiwara, Navarrete, & Higgins, 2010; Fischer &
Roseman, 2007) as well as intergroup conﬂicts (e.g., Gayer, Landman,
Halperin, & Bar-Tal, 2009; Halperin, Russel, Dweck, et al., 2011; Reifen-Tagar
et al., 2011; Spanovic et al., 2010) have demonstrated the pluripotentiality of
some emotions. That is, seemingly negative emotions like anger and fear can
sometimes be constructive in the context of conﬂict and negotiations. Indeed, the
behaviour elicited from the experience of a particular emotion depends on how
the relations between the ingroup and an adversarial group are framed. For
example, Halperin, Russel, Dweck, et al. (2011) demonstrated that anger can
lead to higher support for compromises in the absence of hatred within the
context of an upcoming opportunity for peace. This is mainly due to the fact
that anger can lead to risk-seeking behaviour, optimistic forecasting, and a belief
in one’s own capability or that of the ingroup to correct the negative situation
(Halperin, 2011; Halperin, Russel, Dweck, et al., 2011; Reifen-Tagar et al.,
2011). Additionally, similar patterns were found regarding fear and collective
angst. Spanovic et al. (2010) showed that fear of the outgroup was related to
increased motivation for aggression within an on-going conﬂict, but was negatively related to aggression in a conﬂict that had already been resolved. Halperin,
Porat, and Wohl (2013, Study 2) pointed to the positive effect of collective angst
as leading to more willingness to compromise in intractable conﬂict, when the
relevant compromise is perceived as one that can decrease future threats.
Scholars have also examined, although less extensively, the role that positive
intergroup emotions play in the context of conﬂicts. Hope, for example, has been
found to play a constructive role in reducing hostility, increasing problem solving
in negotiation contexts and promoting support for conciliatory policies (CohenChen, Halperin, Crisp, & Gross, 2014). Furthermore, several studies conducted in
the post-conﬂict settings of Northern Ireland (Moeschberger, Dixon, Niens, &
Cairns, 2005; Tam et al., 2008) and Bosnia (Cehajic, Brown, & Castano, 2008)
reveal a positive relationship between empathy and willingness to forgive the
opponent for past wrongdoings.

EXISTING (DIRECT) STRATEGIES OF EMOTION REGULATION:
REAPPRAISAL AND CONFLICT RESOLUTION
If emotions play such a pivotal role in conﬂict, it is to be expected that interventions aimed at reducing violence and promoting reconciliation would tackle
them directly, minimising some destructive negative emotions (e.g., hatred) and
amplifying positive, more constructive ones. Yet, although some traditional
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conﬂict-related interventions yield inﬂuence on emotions as a by-product, the
main goal of most interventions, introduced by social psychologists, is focused
directly on changing people’s beliefs and attitudes towards the outgroup. We, on
the other hand, argue that the rapid developments in the growing ﬁeld of emotion
regulation (e.g., Gross, 2007) should be better integrated and have more impact
on how scholars of conﬂict resolution study emotions in conﬂict, and develop
conﬂict resolution interventions.
One way to approach emotion transformation is to turn to well-established
methods utilised to regulate emotions within the realm of intrapersonal and
interpersonal relations. We deﬁne these methods as direct emotion regulation
(Halperin, 2014), which involves processes targeted at inﬂuencing emotions that
we (or others) experience, when we (or others) experience them, and how we (or
others) experience and express them (Gross, 1998, 2007). Direct emotion regulation includes a number of strategies in which individuals are directly instructed or
trained to regulate their negative emotions in order to inﬂuence political attitudes
and behaviour.
One strategy that has received considerable empirical attention is cognitive
reappraisal. Cognitive reappraisal (or “reappraisal” in short) involves changing
the meaning of a situation in a way that elicits a change in the person’s emotional
response to that situation (Gross, 2008). Reappraisal has been found more
effective than response-focused strategies, such as expressive suppression (or
“suppression” in short), which involves hiding facial emotional expressions (e.g.,
Gross, 1998).
Cognitive reappraisal was successfully used to change the way people construe
upsetting situations in order to decrease their aversiveness (Richards, Butler, &
Gross, 2003). Empirical evidence suggests that people who used reappraisal more
frequently to regulate their emotions reported signiﬁcantly fewer negative emotions
before entering a negative situation (Jackson, Malmstadt, Larson, & Davidson,
2000). Most relevant to the context of the current review, when reappraisal was
manipulated in a lab setting it led to a signiﬁcant subsequent decrease in displays
of aggression (Barlett & Anderson, 2011), as well as a signiﬁcant decrease in the
experience of anger over time, which was measured in three intervals, separated by
90 seconds (Ray, Wilhelm, & Gross, 2008).
Outside the context of intractable conﬂicts, reappraisal has been found useful
in improving the consequences of negotiation processes as well as in promoting
agreed-upon solutions in interpersonal conﬂicts (Fabiansson, Denson, &
Krueger, 2012; Sokol-Hessner et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2011; Wout, Chang, &
Sanfey, 2010). These studies point to cognitive reappraisal as useful in minimising the damaging effect of negative emotions in rational decision making processes, negotiation and interpersonal conﬂicts.
Of late, we have begun to argue that many insights from research on cognitive
reappraisal, previously focused on individuals and dyads, can be applied to the
context of intergroup conﬂicts. The common tendency during war is to construe
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events in a one-sided, biased way (see Kelman 1998). We postulate that reappraisal holds the potential to affect conﬂicts positively by reducing the magnitude
of negative emotions directed towards the adversary, or by increasing positive
emotions. Furthermore, reappraisal can promote conﬂict resolution by broadening perspectives and allowing feelings of hope to develop, which in turn may
lead to increased support for conciliatory attitudes such as concession making,
willingness to provide humanitarian aid, and openness towards the outgroup.
Indeed, in a set of six different studies, cognitive reappraisal has recently been
found to be effective in changing intergroup emotional experiences and subsequently political positions, within the context of intractable intergroup conﬂict.
The ﬁrst correlational evidence that reappraisal is associated with conciliatory
attitudes was found in a study Halperin and Gross (2011) conducted in the midst
of a war between Israelis and Palestinians in Gaza. Results of a correlational
study, based on a second wave of a nationwide survey of Jewish Israelis
(N = 201) showed that those who used reappraisal more frequently during the
war maintained higher levels of hope, and in turn were also more supportive of
providing humanitarian aid to Palestinians. Although interesting, these results did
not indicate the causal inﬂuence of reappraisal on intergroup emotions and
attitudes in intergroup conﬂict.
This limitation was addressed in two separate subsequent projects. In the ﬁrst
project, Halperin and colleagues (Halperin, Pliskin, Saguy, Liberman, & Gross,
2013) hypothesised that the use of cognitive reappraisal would be associated with
lower levels of group-based negative emotions towards one’s least-liked group,
and lower levels of political intolerance towards that group. Participants were
Israeli students at the Interdisciplinary Center, Herzliya, who participated in the
study in return for credit. Reappraisal was experimentally manipulated using a
short set of instructions (“try to adopt a neutral perspective while reading the
excerpt. To do this, please read the excerpt from an exterior perspective, as if you
were scientists examining it objectively and analytically, without assigning it
personal or national relevance”). These instructions led to reduced levels of
negative emotions (anger, hostility, compassion (r), fear, empathy (r), and trepidation; emotions marked (r) were reverse coded) as well as reduced levels of
political intolerance (measured using a 5-item scale – e.g., “outgroup members
should not be allowed to vote in the elections”) towards Palestinian Citizens of
Israel (Study 1) and towards one’s least liked group (Study 2).
These ﬁndings serve as an indication for the ability of the reappraisal intervention in reducing negative emotions and altering political attitudes towards an
outgroup. However, we wanted to examine whether reappraisal could induce
conciliatory reactions to conﬂict-related events, and whether the positive effect
would endure over time. To examine these questions, an additional series of
experiments was conducted by Halperin and colleagues (Halperin, Porat, Tamir,
& Gross, 2013). In the ﬁrst study, a reappraisal training session was conducted on
39 Israeli university students who participated in the study in return for a
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cafeteria voucher. Here, the experimenter taught participants to reappraise their
emotional responses to anger-inducing pictures, based on the same reappraisal
instructions used in the previous studies and described above. After the training
session, participants watched a 4-minute anger-inducing presentation. In a seemingly separate study, participants were later asked about negative emotions
towards Palestinians (such as anger, fear, and hatred). Next, their support of
conciliatory policies was measured using a 4-item scale (e.g., “Regardless of the
security situation, Israel needs to transfer food and medication to Gaza residents”) as well as their support for aggressive policies measured with a threeitem scale (e.g., “If the Israeli Defense Forces detects a terrorist in a building full
of civilians, Israel should bomb the building, even if most of the civilians will
most likely be killed”).
Table 1 summarises the results found in terms of participants’ responses.
Participants who were trained to reappraise expressed less anger than participants in the control condition. They also showed more support for conciliatory
policies and less support for aggressive policies. These results were further
replicated in a second study, in which 60 Israeli participants (serving a year of
national service before their army service) received reappraisal training 1 week
prior to a real, dramatic political event (the Palestinian United Nations bid).
Participants agreed to take part in the study in return for admission to a public
lecture. Following the event, emotional and political reactions were measured
similarly to the ﬁrst study. Participants in the reappraisal condition reported
lower levels of negative emotions towards Palestinians, compared with control
participants. They were more supportive of conciliatory policies and less
supportive of aggressive policies compared to control participants. The effects
were measured 1 week after the training and were mediated by a decrease in
negative emotions in both studies.

TABLE 1
Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of anger and support for policies as a
response to reappraisal training

Study 1
Study 2
(1 week post training)
Study 2 (5 months post
training)

Reappraisal (N = 20)
Control (N = 19)
Reappraisal (N = 30)
Control (N = 30)
Reappraisal (N = 26)
Control (N = 25)

Anger
toward
Palestinians

Support for
conciliatory
policies

Support for
aggressive
policies

3.67(1.33)
4.55(1.37)
3.81(.87)
4.41(.74)
3.28(1.07)
3.97(.77)

4.22(.89)
3.32(1.34)
2.5(.72)
2.28(.75)
3.20(.81)
2.79(.61)

2.96(.88)
3.75(1.41)
2.50(.81)
3.00(.71)

Data taken from Halperin et al. (2013). Can emotion regulation change political attitudes in intractable
conﬂict? From the laboratory to the ﬁeld. Psychological Science, 24, 106–111.
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Although interesting, these results raise the question of whether the effects of
reappraisal persist over time. To address that question, the effects of the reappraisal
manipulation were measured with the same participants 5 months after the
Palestinian United Nations bid. Participants were unaware of the link between
this questionnaire and the study they had completed 5 months earlier. Results
showed that participants who were trained to reappraise (vs. not) showed less
anger towards Palestinians than control participants, and expressed more support
for peaceful policies than control participants. The effect of reappraisal on support
for peaceful policies was mediated by the experience of intergroup anger. Together,
these studies provide preliminary support for our predictions, demonstrating that
regulating emotions using reappraisal can effectively decrease negative intergroup
emotions and increase support for conciliatory policies towards the rival group.
However successful, we believe that the use of direct emotion regulation
may pose challenges in its application outside the laboratory, as well as among
those who are not willing to act in order to regulate their emotions. Since most
direct emotion regulation interventions take some time to learn and may require
personal training, it would seem harder to broaden its scope to the societal
level. An additional, related limitation is the fact that, in order for people to
utilise these methods spontaneously and continuously, they must be motivated
to regulate their emotions in the ﬁrst place (Tamir, 2009). In other words,
emotions serve certain functions, and people may be driven to experience
them due to this function. Within the context of extreme and violent conﬂicts,
in which people adhere to certain values and ideologies regarding the outgroup,
it is doubtful that people would be internally motivated to transform their
negative emotions towards the adversary outgroup. As well, the intergroup
context adds the dimension of group identity and the relationship with the
ingroup to this functionality. Feeling part of the group is a critical factor which
shapes one’s individual identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Tropp & Wright,
2001), and hence regulating negative intergroup emotions when the rest of
the group experiences them might seem counterproductive. Thus, in order to
overcome both the applicability issue and the question of motivation within the
context of intractable conﬂict, it would be necessary to create methods to
transform emotions without providing people with direct instructions to do
so. For this reason, in recent years, an indirect emotion regulation approach
has been developed and examined.

INDIRECT EMOTION REGULATION AS A NEW CONFLICT
RESOLUTION STRATEGY: THE GENERAL FRAMEWORK
Unlike the direct emotion regulation approach, which is usually targeted at
decreasing negative or increasing positive emotions more generally, the main
purpose of the indirect approach is to form focused interventions targeted at
discrete intergroup emotions. Given the speciﬁcity of the emotion–action
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tendency association (Frijda, 1986; Scherer, 2004), the ﬁrst step in the process
includes identifying the target action tendency associated with the desired conﬂict-related process (e.g., contact motivation, compromises, support for providing humanitarian aid etc.). The next step is then connecting it to a discrete
emotion. For example, if the goal is to induce motivation to bring the conﬂicting
parties into the negotiation room, then the target of the indirect regulation process
would be reducing intergroup anxiety. On the other hand, if the goal is to
increase support for providing humanitarian aid to the adversary outgroup, the
target emotion would most likely be promoting empathy.
After identifying the discrete target emotion, the next challenge is to recognise
the concrete message or content that would enable the regulation of that emotion.
For this purpose we search for the emotion’s core appraisal theme (e.g.,
Roseman, 1984; Scherer, 1984, 2004), which constitutes the basis for its motivational and behavioural implications. We presume that, by changing this core
appraisal theme, the associated emotion can be regulated, leading to a transformation in emotional goals as well as action tendencies related to the conﬂict. For
example, changing the appraisal of the outgroup’s actions as unjust or unfair
would dramatically reduce levels of intergroup anger, and changing the outgroup’s evaluation as threatening would reduce fear.
But how can this core appraisal theme be changed? For this purpose, once the
target core appraisal theme is identiﬁed, we search for a counter message or
psychological process that can potentially reduce adherence to that very theme.
This can be done by providing direct contradictory evidence (e.g., the outgroup
had good and well-justiﬁed reasons to carry out a speciﬁc action). However, such
a strategy could induce antagonism and even backﬁre. Alternatively, adjusted
forms of existing socio-psychological interventions, which were originally created for different purposes, can be used in order to form a more subtle intervention. For example, existing power or self/group efﬁcacy manipulations can
potentially serve as buffers in the face of threat appraisals frequently leading to
fear. Thus, instead of directly probing the target audience to regulate their
emotions, indirect emotion regulation is executed by a subtle or indirect external
intervention meant to change core appraisal themes related to a certain emotion
(see Figure 1).
To demonstrate the abovementioned process, in the following sections we will
provide three different examples of indirect regulation processes, targeting four
different intergroup emotions. Each example deals with emotions that are directed or elicited by a different “target” within the conﬂict; the outgroup, the
ingroup, and the conﬂict situation itself. Each of these target entities elicits
different kinds of emotions, and each of the emotions is driven by appraisals
associated with these organisms and which differ from one another. Importantly,
although we have conducted additional studies addressing additional target
emotions, we chose to provide one or two examples for each kind of emotion,
each of which corresponds to a speciﬁc target within intractable conﬂict.
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Figure 1. Indirect emotion regulation in intractable conﬂicts.

INDIRECT REGULATION OF EMOTIONS TARGETED AT THE
OUTGROUP: THE CASE OF INTERGROUP HATRED AND
ANXIETY
The ﬁrst emotion, corresponding to the outgroup in conﬂict, is hatred. Hatred is
one of the most powerful emotions in the context of intergroup conﬂicts (Opotow
& McClelland, 2007; Sternberg, 2003). It is an extreme and continuous affective
phenomenon, directed at a particular individual or outgroup (Sternberg, 2003).
Often, hatred is a reaction to an act perceived as deliberate and unjust.
Importantly, this emotion has been found to stem from a belief in the internal,
stable evil character of the hated individual or group (Halperin, 2008). Hatred has
a signiﬁcant inﬂuence on conﬂicts as it leads to a desire to remove and hurt the
hated outgroup. Politically it may lead to the establishment of extremist, racist
parties that fuel power by hatred propaganda towards outgroups (Mudde, 2005).
Therefore hatred has been found to be an inﬂuential force in conﬂicts (Petersen,
2002).
In a search for the core appraisal theme that should be the target of a hatereducing intervention, a recent study revealed that hatred corresponds with the
idea of stable negative characteristics in the outgroup, and the belief in the
outgroup’s inability to undergo positive change (see Study 2 in Halperin,
2008). Additionally, it was also alleged that this appraisal is likely based on a
more fundamental belief that groups in general hold some stable, innate characteristics that cannot change in a meaningful way. This was supported by a
study conducted in the Middle-Eastern context (Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski,
Gross, & Dweck, 2011, Study 1; N = 500), in which Jewish Israeli participants
were interviewed via telephone regarding their implicit beliefs about groups in
general using a 4-item scale (e.g., “Groups can do things differently, but the
important parts of who they are can’t really be changed”) and hatred appraisals
regarding Palestinians more speciﬁcally (e.g., “All Palestinians are evil by
nature”). According to the results, malleable beliefs about groups were associated with fewer hatred appraisals towards Palestinians (r = .30, p < .001),
which were in turn associated with greater willingness to compromise (r =.50,
p < .001). Of critical importance to the present framework, a growing body of
literature suggests that implicit beliefs about the malleability of individuals (e.g.,
Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Heslin, Latham, & VandeWalle, 2005;
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Plaks, Stroessner, Dweck, & Sherman, 2001) and groups (e.g., Halperin, Russell,
Trzesniewski, et al., 2011; Rydell, Hugenberg, Ray, & Mackie, 2007) can be
changed.
As such, we presumed that hatred appraisals could be attenuated by reducing
adherence to “entity” (or ﬁxed) implicit theories about groups, and by increasing
acceptance of “incremental” (or malleable) implicit theories about groups (Levy,
Stroessner, & Dweck, 1998; Rydell et al., 2007). To examine this hypothesis,
Halperin and colleagues (Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011) conducted
three experimental studies. One study was run among Israeli-Jewish students
(N = 76). The second utilised an online survey platform and was conducted
among a community sample of Palestinian citizens of Israel (N = 59), and the
third study replicated the effect among Palestinians from the West Bank (N = 53),
using another community sample and face-to-face questionnaires.
The main goal of these three studies was to establish the causal inﬂuence of
implicit beliefs about groups in general on concession making through the
mediation of hatred appraisals. In the ﬁrst experimental study (Halperin,
Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011, Study 2) Jewish-Israeli participants were
randomly assigned to one of two groups. Both read a short Psychology Todaystyle scientiﬁc article in which they learned about a renowned scholar who had
found that groups in general were either malleable and could change (in the
“incremental” condition) or had a ﬁxed nature that could not be transformed (in
the “entity” condition). Later in the session, participants were asked about hatredrelated appraisals targeted at Palestinians, and their level of support for various
concessions relevant to the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict, using the same measures
that were used in the correlational study of the same project that was presented
above (Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011). Results showed that teaching people that groups have a malleable (vs. ﬁxed) nature led them to express
fewer hatred-related appraisals towards the Palestinians, compared to those who
learned that groups have ﬁxed nature, t(74) = 2.43, d = .56, p < .05 (for further
information, see Table 2). This further led people to be more willing to make
concessions at the core of the conﬂict, regardless of their political orientation.
Thus the indirect implementation of the idea of a malleable nature among groups
in general led to a transformation in the appraisal of the speciﬁc outgroup as
ﬁxed, decreasing hatred appraisals and increasing support for compromises
required for peace.
To determine whether the same pattern of ﬁndings would hold for the
traditionally less-powerful sides of the dispute, in the next two studies
(Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011, Studies 3–4) the same method
was used to change the mind-sets of Palestinian citizens of Israel and non-Israeli
Palestinians living in the West Bank. In both studies, participants in the incremental condition showed signiﬁcantly fewer hatred appraisals of Israeli-Jews
than those in the entity condition: Study 3, t(57) = 2.19, d = .58, p < .01; Study 4,
t(51) = 2.19, d = .60, p < .05 (see Table 2). Even more importantly, in line with
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TABLE 2
Mean and standard deviations (in parentheses), of levels of hatred appraisals toward
outgroup (Palestinians in Study 2, Israeli Jews in Studies 3–4)
Hatred appraisals
toward outgroup
Study 2 (Jewish-Israelis)
Study 3 (Palestinian Citizens of Israel)
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Study 4 (Non-Israeli Palestinians)

Malleable (N = 37)
Fixed (N = 39)
Malleable (N = 28)
Fixed (N = 31)
Malleable (N = 26)
Fixed (N = 27)

2.83
3.32
2.83
3.64
3.26
3.82

(.75)
(1.01)
(1.21)
(1.49)
(1.10)
(.82)

Data taken from Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al. (2011). Promoting the peace process by
changing beliefs about group malleability. Science, 333, 1767–1769.

the previous studies (Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011), reduced
hatred appraisals mediated the effect of a malleability manipulation regarding
groups in general on support for compromises required for peace.
However, can the very same intervention be used to promote different goals
and to change another emotion relevant to conﬂict resolution processes?
Intergroup anxiety has been found to reduce motivation for intergroup contact,
thus hindering another important avenue to the promotion of peaceful resolution
of conﬂicts (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). In thinking about the core appraisal
themes leading to intergroup anxiety, Halperin and colleagues (Halperin et al.,
2012) realised that intergroup anxiety in intractable conﬂicts is likely to be driven
by a combination of two appraisals: (1) the outgroup repeatedly threatens to hurt
the ingroup and (2) the outgroup will never change, and thus they will always try
to hurt the ingroup.
Accordingly, we (Halperin et al., 2012) hypothesised that by teaching an
incremental theory about groups it would be possible to down-regulate intergroup anxiety and increase motivation to meet and communicate with outgroup
members. According to this view, the group malleability manipulation would be
effective in promoting contact motivation through intergroup anxiety reduction
by creating expectations for less threatening behaviour by the outgroup.
Alternatively, the intervention was thought to be effective in increasing contact
motivation because it would lead people to believe that by meeting outgroup
members in person they might be able to convince them to abandon the violent
approach and replace it with a constructive dialogue.
This hypothesis was examined within an intractable conﬂict taking place in
Cyprus, using a community sample of Turkish Cypriots. The aim of this study
was to increase the motivation of Turkish Cypriots (N = 62) to engage in contact
with Greek Cypriots (Halperin et al., 2012). Participants were randomly assigned
to one of two groups and read a Psychology Today-style scientiﬁc article. The
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articles described groups that were involved in violent actions, and had strong
separatist tendencies, making the text more relevant to the speciﬁc context. The
articles also reported studies showing that, over time, these groups had (in the
malleable condition) or had not (in the ﬁxed condition) changed these negative
behaviours and tendencies (for more information regarding the content of the
articles see Halperin et al., 2012). Later in the session, participants’ level of
intergroup anxiety was measured (ﬁve items: suspicious, defensive, anxious, selfconscious, and careful). This was followed by a direct assessment of their
willingness to engage in contact with Greek Cypriots.
Results showed that Turkish Cypriot participants in the malleable condition had
signiﬁcantly less anxiety regarding Greek Cypriots than those in the ﬁxed condition, t(60) = 2.37, d = .61,p < .05 (see Table 3). In addition, Turkish Cypriots in the
malleable condition were more willing to engage in contact with Greek Cypriots
than those in the ﬁxed condition, t(60) = 2.43, d = .67, p < .05. Furthermore,
intergroup anxiety was a signiﬁcant mediator of the relation between the incremental intervention and willingness to have contact (Figure 2).
TABLE 3
Mean and standard deviations (in parentheses), of participants’ level of anxiety and
willingness for contact with Greek Cypriots

Malleable (N = 32)
Fixed (N = 30)

Anxiety

Willingness to contact
Greek Cypriots

2.50 (1.40)
3.35 (1.40)

.16 (1.48)
−.80 (1.37)

Data taken from Halperin et al. (2012). Promoting intergroup contact by changing Beliefs: Group
malleability, intergroup anxiety and contact motivation. Emotion, 12, 1192–1195.

Intergroup
Anxiety
–.51**

–.30*

Malleable
Beliefs

.32* (.15)

Contact
Motivation

Figure 2. Reduced levels of intergroup anxiety mediate the effect of experimentally induced incremental beliefs about groups on contact motivation.
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In conclusion, a relatively simple and non-explicit manipulation, that in no way
referred to the speciﬁc conﬂict or outgroup, succeeded in creating a change in two
detrimental and extreme emotions in conﬂict, hatred and anxiety. This led to a
transformation in core political attitudes that up until now have been traditionally
perceived as stable and ﬁxed; supporting policies needed to promote peace.
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INDIRECT REGULATION OF EMOTIONS TARGETED AT THE
INGROUP: THE CASE OF GROUP-BASED GUILT
While hatred and intergroup anxiety are emotions directed at the outgroup, other
emotions are elicited by the individual’s relationship with the ingroup. One such
emotion, which plays a crucial role in the resolution of conﬂicts and in postconﬂict reconciliation processes, is guilt. Guilt is an unpleasant emotion elicited
when people’s behaviour deviates from what is perceived to be acceptable by
moral standards and norms (Wohl & Branscombe, 2011).When the ingroup or its
representatives have acted in a manner which is perceived to be morally unacceptable, and the individual believes that the harm was controlled and avoidable,
the individual may experience group-based guilt (Wohl, Branscombe, & Klar,
2006). According to Branscombe (2004) three conditions are needed for collective guilt to be experienced: (a) people have to self-categorise as group members,
(b) they must recognise the ingroup as responsible for the harm done, (c) the
harm should be perceived to be immoral or illegitimate.
Studies have shown that group-based guilt leads to the motivation to repair the
damage caused by the behaviour of the ingroup by compensating the outgroup or
offering an apology (e.g., Branscombe & Doosje, 2004; Brown & Cehajic, 2008;
Brown, González, Zagefka, Manzi, & Čehajić, 2008; Doosje, Branscombe,
Spears, & Manstead, 1998; Iyer, Leach, & Crosby, 2003; McGarthy et al.,
2005). As such, group-based guilt has the potential to play a constructive role
in conﬂict resolution processes.
In a set of studies Čehajić and Brown (2010) reiterated that the appraisal
associated with guilt was the acceptance of responsibility for acts targeted at the
outgroup and perceived as extremely immoral. However, this appraisal was
maintained to be extremely hard to induce in people, since it creates a dramatic
threat to the group’s positive image and potentially incorporates negative elements into the group’s collective identity (Halperin, Bar-Tal, Sharvit, Rosler, &
Raviv, 2010). Thus the desire to maintain a positive group image serves as an
obstacle for the emergence of experienced guilt (Wohl & Branscombe, 2004).
In order to address this obstacle and up-regulate group-based guilt, we
(Čehajić, Effron, Halperin, Liberman, & Ross, 2011) turned to self-afﬁrmation
theory (Sherman & Cohen, 2006; Steele, 1988), which stipulates that people can
tolerate a threat to a speciﬁc aspect of their identity if they are able to secure or
afﬁrm other aspects of their positive self-image. Such self-afﬁrmation can be
accomplished by focusing on an important source of pride (McQueen & Klein,
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2006). Prior research on self-afﬁrmation suggests that it can be efﬁcacious in
reducing ingroup bias (Sherman, Kinias, Major, Kim, & Prenovost, 2007) and
can lead groups to admit to negative ingroup traits like racism (Adams, Tormala,
& O’Brien, 2006). In some cases, guilt can allow criticism against the ingroup
(Cohen et al., 2007).
Using these ﬁndings as a background, we (Čehajić et al., 2011) hypothesised
that, by offering people the opportunity to afﬁrm their positive self-image, we
would enable them to more freely experience and express group-based guilt.
The rationale was that afﬁrming a positive aspect of the self, if answered,
would in fact enable people to accept responsibility and experience guilt while
maintaining their (and their group’s) positive identity. In order to examine this
idea and its applicability to the context of violent intergroup conﬂicts, a selfafﬁrmation manipulation was applied within the realm of two violent conﬂicts.
In the ﬁrst study (Čehajić et al., 2011, Study 2) Jewish-Israeli students
(N = 139) were presented with a simple self-afﬁrmation manipulation and
were prompted to describe a personal success, how it made them feel, and its
reﬂection upon them (vs. control group who wrote about what they planned to
pack for a long trip). Following this manipulation, all participants read an
article which described a highly infamous event that occurred during the war
in Gaza between Israel and the Palestinian movement of Hamas during 2008.
The event involved the three daughters and niece of a Palestinian physician
who were killed in his home by the Israeli army. An internal investigation
conducted by the Israeli army conﬁrmed that there had been no military
justiﬁcation for targeting his house. After reading the article describing the
story, participants ﬁlled in a 4-item scale of group-based guilt (e.g., “When I
think about things Israel has done during the war (e.g., the killing of the
doctor’s family), I sometimes feel guilty”), as well as a 4-item scale measuring
support for reparation policies (e.g., “I think that Israel owes something to the
Palestinian people because of the things we have done to them during the war
in Gaza”).
Results showed that participants in the self-afﬁrmation condition experienced
more guilt compared to those in the control condition (p =.01). Furthermore,
those in the self-afﬁrmation group were more willing to make reparations to the
Palestinians, compared to those in the control condition (p =.03). Importantly,
group-based guilt partially mediated the effect of the self-afﬁrmation manipulation and of acknowledgment of ingroup responsibility on support for reparation
policies (Figure 3). To make sure that this model did indeed ﬁt the data better
than other models we examined the reversed mediation and found that it did not
yield signiﬁcant results.
In order to demonstrate the relevance of these ﬁndings beyond the IsraeliPalestinian context, the very same model was examined among Serbian
participants within the context of the Srebrenica genocide that took place in
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1995. Participants (N = 97) were all high-school
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Figure 3. Self-afﬁrmation leads to support for reparations through acknowledgement of responsibility
and group-based guilt.

students and the study utilised the same methodology and measures as the
previous one, with contextual and cultural adjustments. As expected, results
were similar to those found in the ﬁrst study. Participants in the self-afﬁrmation group expressed more group-based guilt, F(2, 94) = 6.33, p =.003, and
more support for reparation policies compared to those in the control condition, F(2, 94) = 4.74, p =.01 (see Table 4). Similar to the previous study,
group-based guilt partially mediated the relationship between the self-afﬁrmation manipulation and acknowledgement of ingroup responsibility on support
for reparation policies.
Interestingly, in these two studies we used a third experimental group in which
participants were given the opportunity to afﬁrm their group rather than their
positive self-image. In line with the ﬁndings of Miron, Branscombe, and Biernat
(2010)—who showed that when White American participants afﬁrmed their

TABLE 4
Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of Israelis and Serbians’ degree of
responsibility, group-based guilt, and support for reparations

Israelis
(Study 2)
Serbians
(Study3)

Self-afﬁrmation
(N = 46)
Control (N = 46)
Self-afﬁrmation
(N = 31)
Control (N = 38)

Ingroup
responsibility

Group-based
guilt

Reparations for
victims

4.72 (1.37)

4.06 (1.54)

3.36 (1.27)

4.04 (1.50)
4.32 (1.70)

3.26 (1.47)
2.89 (2.22)

2.81 (1.55)
3.74 (1.53)

3.00 (1.40)

2.07 (1.68)

3.10 (1.48)

Adopted from Čehajić et al. (2011). Self-afﬁrmation, acknowledgment of ingroup responsibility for
victimization, and support for reparative measures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
101, 256–270.
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American identity (vs. control), they felt greater collective guilt for racial
inequality—we expected the group afﬁrmation manipulation to increase groupbased guilt in our studies as well. Surprisingly, the results did not support this
hypothesis, probably due to the dissonance created by the fact that most participants afﬁrmed their group image on the same domain for which they were
expected to express guilt.
In conclusion, willingness to make reparations, induced by the acceptance of
group-based guilt, was found to play an important role in the context of intergroup conﬂict. These studies show that by bolstering individual feelings of
global self-integrity, and addressing the conﬂicting needs involved in appraisals
associated with guilt, the inclination to respond defensively to threatening information can be reduced. Furthermore, the experience of group-based guilt can be
increased, and reparations can be supported.

INDIRECT REGULATION OF EMOTIONS TARGETED AT THE
CONFLICT/SITUATION: THE CASE OF HOPE
Lastly, a pivotal characteristic of intractable conﬂicts refers to emotions associated with the context or the situation itself. One such emotion is hopelessness,
which is associated with the belief that the conﬂict is irresolvable. Hope has
previously been deﬁned as a positive emotion which is rooted in envisioning and
imagining a goal in the future, to which the person attaches importance (Snyder,
2000), and that the person believes is realistically attainable (Averill, Catlin, &
Chon, 1990).
If the future goal is desirable and the future envisioned is perceived to be better
than the current state, it is followed by a positive change in mental state (Beck,
Weissman, Lester, & Trexler, 1974; Lazarus, 1999). Speciﬁcally, what takes place
is the occurrence of affective associations and positive feelings regarding the future
goal (Beck et al., 1974; Snyder, 2000; Stotland, 1969). Previous studies within the
context of conﬂicts have pointed towards hope as associated with conciliatory
attitudes such as forgiveness (Moeschberger et al., 2005) and support for humanitarian aid (Halperin & Gross, 2011).
More relevant for those who aspire to address long-term conﬂicts are the
action tendencies or behavioural outcomes that the experience of hope prompts.
Although hope has not been associated with any physiological responses, and
does not necessarily have a physical action tendency (Lazarus, 1999), it does
have a cognitive manifestation of thinking and planning ways to achieve the goal
in question (Stotland, 1969). The planning and development of pathways energises and directs behaviour (Staats & Stassen, 1985) and, when combined with a
sense of agency regarding those paths, becomes action to achieve those goals
(Snyder, 2000).
Given this deﬁnition of hope, it is not surprising that an on-going, highly
negative situation (such as an intractable conﬂict) might induce despair rather
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than hope (Sällfors, Fasth, & Hallberg, 2002; Stotland, 1969) which, when
translated into behaviour, can become apathy, indifference, and unwillingness
to create change. Coleman and colleagues (Coleman, Vallacher, Nowak, & BuiWrzosinska, 2007) discuss the paradoxical cycle of hope and despair in intractable conﬂicts, in which, although the situation is ever changing in its volatility,
its very essence is seemingly constant. Subsequently, those involved in conﬂict
adopt this perception of the conﬂict as stable and unchanging, further feeding
into its hopelessness in a cyclical manner.
Thus, in order to transform despair to hope, the belief that a different, better
future of the conﬂict is impossible since conﬂicts are ﬁxed must be changed to a
belief in peace as a possibility, since conﬂict situations are malleable. Yet a direct
manipulation referring to the conﬂict situation might prove to be ineffective and
might even backﬁre, since most people living in such situations have already lost
faith in the possibility of positive change. Hence, in order to overcome negative
reactions to direct reference to the conﬂict, one would need to alter people’s
general beliefs about the malleability of conﬂict, which would be applied indirectly to the speciﬁc conﬂict by participants.
Importantly, although implicit theories about groups were previously used to
regulate hatred and anxiety, the core appraisal involved in hope focuses on
situations, not groups. Therefore, in order to change an appraisal which has to
do with situations changing in the future, the intervention needed to emphasise
conﬂict situations as malleable, rather than stating that groups have the capability
to go through change.
We (Cohen-Chen et al., 2014) conducted two studies among Jews in Israel,
aimed at examining ways to induce hope by indirectly imparting the perception
of the conﬂict as malleable and able to change. The goal of Study 1 was to
examine the relationship between implicit theories about conﬂicts in general,
levels of hope, and support for concessions towards peace. For this purpose, a
correlational study (N = 203) was implemented on a community sample, conducted using an online survey platform. The survey was sent to participants
randomly out of an existing 70,000-participant pool who were registered to the
participants pool of the survey company. Here we measured the extent to which
participants believe that conﬂicts in general are malleable using a three-item scale
(e.g., “Under certain circumstances and if all core issues are addressed, the
nature of conﬂicts can be changed”). In addition, levels of hope with relation to
the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict were measured using a 3-item scale (e.g., “I am
hopeful regarding the end of the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict”), as well as a 4-item
scale measuring support for concessions on concrete issues of the conﬂict (based
on Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011).
Results showed that incremental beliefs about conﬂicts were positively associated with hope (r = .42, p < .001) as well as with support for concessions
regarding the core issues of the conﬂict (r = .37, p <.001). Thus the more
participants believed in the malleability of conﬂicts in general, the more they
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experienced hope regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict speciﬁcally, and the
more they were willing to make concessions. An association was also found
between hope and support for concessions, indicating that the more hopeful
participants felt regarding the possibility of ending the conﬂict, the more they
were willing to make concessions in order to achieve this resolution (r = .59, p <
.001). Furthermore, the effect of incremental beliefs about conﬂicts on support
for concessions was mediated by hope, indicating that people who believe that
conﬂicts in general can change tend to experience higher levels of hope regarding
the speciﬁc conﬂict, which is associated, in turn, with higher support for concessions crucial for peace making.
The second, experimental study (N = 80) was conducted on a community
sample using the same online platform as used in Study 1. Here we examined
whether indirectly changing appraisals about conﬂict situations’ potential of
changing since their nature is malleable (vs. ﬁxed) would lead to higher support
for concession making, by up-regulating levels of hope. Participants learned that
a new longitudinal and in-depth study had found that conﬂicts in general were
either malleable (“Incremental” condition, “The article’s ﬁndings show that the
violence and hostility that accompanied most of the conﬂicts examined changed
throughout the years”) or ﬁxed by nature (“Entity” condition, “The article’s
ﬁndings show that the violence and hostility that accompanied most of the
conﬂicts examined did not change throughout the years”). Neither article referred
directly to the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict in any way.
Results showed that those who learned that conﬂicts are malleable experienced higher levels of hope regarding the end of the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict
compared to those who learned that conﬂicts cannot change, t(76) = –2.19, d =
.51, p = .03, and this led them to be more willing to support concessions towards
peace than those in the entity group, t(76) = –2.16, d = .48, p = .03 (see Table 5).
Moreover, hope mediated the effect of an incremental manipulation on support
for concessions towards peace (Figure 4).

TABLE 5
Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of hope and support
for concessions to peace

Malleable (N = 38)
Entity (N = 40)

Hope

Support for concessions
to peace

4.33 (1.36)
3.55 (1.73

3.79 (1.16)
3.19 (1.31)

Data taken from Cohen-Chen et al. (2014). Hope in the Middle East: Malleability
beliefs, hope, and the willingness to compromise for peace. Social Psychological
and Personality Science.
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Figure 4. Hope mediates the effect of experimentally induced incremental beliefs about conﬂicts on
support for concessions.

Thus, although the Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict, as well as the outgroup (i.e., the
Palestinians) was in no way referred to, the mere reference to conﬂict situations
as capable of change led participants to believe that the speciﬁc conﬂict could be
resolved, and this led them to hold peace-making attitudes towards concession
making. Indeed, by conveying an appraisal-based, concrete message, hope was
indirectly up-regulated and induced, leading to a political outcome of supporting
concessions.
Emergent literature expands the scope of previous work regarding hope. One
such line of work (Cohen-Chen, Crisp, & Halperin, 2013) indirectly regulated
hope regarding conﬂict resolution by inducing a belief in a changing world (as
opposed to unchanging), without referring to conﬂict situations in any way, as
well as without necessarily implying the improvement of a given situation or the
potential of the situation to change. Another set of studies (Saguy & Halperin,
2014) showed that exposure to internal criticism within the outgroup can increase
hope regarding the future of the conﬂict. Israelis who heard a Palestinian
criticising the Palestinian society were more hopeful about the future relations
with Palestinians, and were, as a consequence, more open to the outgroup
perspective.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Past research indicates that intractable conﬂicts involve, and are at least partly
propelled by, very intense and strong group-based emotions (Bar-Tal et al., 2007;
Halperin et al., 2012; Horowitz, 1985; Kelman, 1998; Lindner, 2006; Petersen,
2002; Reifen-Tagar et al., 2011; Staub, 2005; Volkan, 1997). Thus, regulating
emotions in order to promote support for conﬂict resolution can play an important role. Despite the signiﬁcance of well-established methods for direct emotion
regulation and their potential in changing attitudes towards peace, we identify a
number of limitations. This includes both issues of the applicability of these
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methods on a societal level, as well as people’s low motivation to regulate and
transform emotions and associated attitudes towards the outgroup. There is
consequently a need for an innovative, indirect method to regulate emotions
within the context of intractable conﬂicts.
In this review chapter we have elaborated on indirect emotion regulation, an
appraisal-based method that uses concrete messages and cognitive interventions
regarding core appraisals associated with emotions considered to be powerful
barriers to peace. By transforming these appraisals, public opinion and attitudes
about peace can be changed by affecting discrete emotions. Using examples from
current and novel research, we illuminated the effectiveness of indirect emotion
regulation in transforming emotions and attitudes that help pave the way to
peace. For each emotion, categorised according to the appraisal target (the outgroup: hatred and anxiety; the ingroup: guilt; and the conﬂict: hope), the core
appraisal is identiﬁed and an intervention addressing the appraisal is developed
and empirically examined. Results point to indirect emotion regulation as successful in utilising cognitive, appraisal-based interventions to regulate emotions
in conﬂict and promote peace-making attitudes.

Theoretical and applied signiﬁcance
This framework of indirect emotion regulation holds theoretical implications
both within the realm of emotion regulation and the ﬁeld of emotions in intergroup conﬂict. In the ﬁeld of emotion regulation effective methods for directly
regulating emotions exist. However, they do not account for the lack of motivation to regulate emotions within an intractable conﬂict situation. Additionally,
most of them address negative vs. positive emotions, without catering to the
appraisals of each discrete emotion. By utilising appraisals associated with
discrete emotions to indirectly regulate emotional experiences and associated
attitudes, these mechanisms can be examined while bypassing motivational
limitations. This makes it possible to expand knowledge regarding discrete
emotions. Another theoretical implication lies within the process used to identify
ﬁrst the emotions leading to certain attitudes and then the appraisals which drive
the emotional reaction. As such, we offer a bridge between the ﬁeld of emotion
regulation and that of conﬂict resolution, furthering our endeavour to use psychological tools to address important political questions.
This research also serves to expand the domain of emotions in conﬂict and
conﬂict resolution. Many studies have established the signiﬁcance of emotions in
conﬂict (e.g., Bar-Tal et al., 2007; Kelman, 1998; Petersen, 2002; Staub, 2005)
and its resolution (e.g., Halperin et al., 2012; Reifen-Tagar et al., 2011).
However, indirect emotion regulation utilises aggregated knowledge regarding
emotions in conﬂict and appraisal theories to develop concrete, cognitive interventions to transform those emotions in order to achieve political outcomes
needed to promote peace.
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In addition to their theoretical implications, our ﬁndings have applied relevance. The indirect regulation of emotions aimed at inducing attitudes and
behavioural tendencies for conﬂict resolution can serve as the basis for a large
range of long-term educational programmes that are rooted in science and can be
utilised by numerous agents of change. Although we refer to discrete emotions,
short-term psychological interventions have been found to have long-term,
recursive effects. It is not the intervention’s content alone, but the frequent
application to various contexts, that creates the effect’s endurance over time
(Yeager & Walton, 2011).
Having said that, past work has indicated that despite the beneﬁts of reducing
prejudice to intergroup relations, these changes are not necessarily positive in all
cases, especially if it lowers minority members’ inclination to challenge an
unequal or unfair system (Dixon, Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2007; Dixon, Tropp,
Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2010; Reicher, 2007; Saguy & Chernyak-Hai, 2012;
Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009; Wright & Lubensky, 2009). As such,
it is possible that regulating intergroup emotions to change intergroup attitudes
poses the same challenge and it is important to take this into consideration when
the stakes are as high as those in intractable conﬂicts. Hence future research and
practice should focus on regulation of those discrete emotions preventing constructive political actions (e.g., hatred), while making efforts to avoid the regulation of other emotions that can potentially promote social change (e.g., anger).
The proposed framework, as well as previous work (e.g., Halperin, Russel, &
Dweck et al., 2011), show that such a careful distinction is indeed possible.

Limitations, challenges, and future directions
Although indirect emotion regulation has been found to be efﬁcacious in bypassing the motivational and practical challenges of direct emotion regulation, it is
still in its initial stage of progress. The current methods offer us a number of
challenges to ensuring the applicability of the methods in solving conﬂict outside
the laboratory environment.
First, the regulation methods used are individual-based, and future research
should address the challenge of more properly adjusting these strategies to the
group level. Such adjustments include the incorporation of identity and identiﬁcation aspects into the regulation methods, and examining issues such as social
norms and group-based motivations. At the same time, we ﬁnd it promising that
the individual-based manipulations have an effect on group-based emotions,
indicating a mechanism and an intervention that can be strengthened even more.
Another limitation of the current project that should be addressed in future
work is the clear concentration on the strong, rather than on the weak, side of
asymmetrical conﬂicts (i.e., the respondents were mostly drawn from dominant/
majority, rather than subordinate/minority groups). Speciﬁcally, while certain
studies included participants of the weak side of the conﬂict (see for example
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Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, et al., 2011, studies 3–4; Halperin et al., 2012),
the lion’s share of studies were conducted among the strong side, a fact that can
potentially limit the generalisability of some of our ﬁndings. Additionally, some
of the emotions examined, such as guilt, are typical of the strong party, as
opposed to the weak side. It would be prudent to examine the way emotions
affect members of the weaker party, as well as further examine indirect regulation
strategies of emotions typically associated with the weak side, such as humiliation or fear.
When examining issues of applicability, it is important to invest thought in the
ability of these studies to reach and create inﬂuence on a societal level, in order
to create a widespread effect on mobilisation towards peace. One way this can be
achieved is using such short interventions as a basis for extensive educational
workshops that can be adjusted and run among the general population. An
additional direction uses appraisal-based content to develop media-based interventions (in the form of online games and short ﬁlms) spread using social
networks and popular media. These media-based interventions utilise existing
ﬁndings on indirect emotion regulation in order to implement a mindset or
message that would transform conﬂict-related appraisals on a larger scale.
Another direction would be to utilise the scientiﬁc knowledge acquired in such
studies in order to change social norms and more speciﬁcally, social norms
regarding emotions. Relatedly, it is also imperative to examine ways to change
not only speciﬁc emotions and attitudes but widespread social norms that would
support the promotion of peace. Lastly, future work should examine whether the
impact of these interventions endures over time and can withstand conﬂictrelated events and conﬂicting messages from various sources that may wish to
strengthen conﬂict-perpetuating attitudes.
In addition to improving on the understanding of indirect emotion regulation
as a way of promoting conﬂict resolution, there are a number of methodological
limitations, which require more attention in future endeavours. One such limitation refers to concerns regarding effects of demand characteristics. In addition to
the use of indirect measures, future research should focus on differentiating as
much as possible between the manipulations and dependent measures that deal
more speciﬁcally with the local conﬂict. Another limitation pertains to the lack of
control condition in some of the aforementioned studies. Control conditions are
needed in order to better understand the psychological mechanisms at work, and
the source of the differences between the groups. As well, the current work
utilises self-report measures, and while this can serve as an indication for real
behaviour, it cannot replace examining behavioural outcomes. Thus the effect of
these methods on behavioural measures, as opposed to attitudinal change, should
be examined. Things such as voting patterns, information processing, and political action to promote peaceful resolution are, in our view, the next step. For
example, future studies should examine the effects of indirect emotion regulation
on decision-making patterns and information acquisition in light of new
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opportunities for peace. In addition, the effect of various media-based messages,
aimed at transforming intergroup emotions, on voting patterns is in progress.
Lastly, some of the aforementioned studies include small sample sizes which
constrain the ability to draw wider conclusions. Although the variety of sample
types and contexts helps to overcome this limitation to some extent, future
research would do well to increase the sample sizes and rectify this limitation.
In addition to the current methods aforementioned in this chapter there are
many indirect methods that have yet to be investigated and should be incorporated into this newly emergent toolbox for indirect emotion regulation. Future
work should also expand existing knowledge of indirect emotion regulation to a
larger range of group-based emotions and conﬂict-related attitudes. These
include, among others, emotions like contempt, empathy, regret, shame, and
Schadenfreude. Furthermore, combining indirect and direct methods of emotion
regulation may enable researchers to enhance and strengthen effects. Lastly, it
would be prudent to examine the effect of indirect emotion regulation on various
types of populations, such as leaders, in order to account for differences based on
issues like power and accountability.
Another direction for future studies might focus on contextual issues. In line
with existing studies on direct emotion regulation within various cultures, indirect emotion regulation should further be examined within different cultural
contexts, as well as within different types of intergroup conﬂict other than
intractable conﬂict. As well, different political views may require different
approaches to regulation, since they derive from different psychological needs
(Jost, Nosek, & Gosling, 2008).

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, this review has shown that indirect emotion regulation is an
effective method to overcome emotional barriers to conﬂict resolution while
bypassing a number of limitations faced by directly instructing people to regulate
their emotions. It is a unique and novel approach by which political attitudes and
behavioural tendencies are changed by transforming emotional experiences
within the context of intractable conﬂict. Using relatively simple cognitive
interventions to change core appraisals and thus regulate emotions, we believe
that this framework paves the way towards promoting conﬂict resolution.

REFERENCES
Adams, G., Tormala, T. T., & O’Brien, L. T. (2006). The effect of self-afﬁrmation on perception of
racism. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 616–626. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2005.11.001
Averill, J. R., Catlin, G., & Chon, K. K. (1990). Rules of hope. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag.
Barlett, C. P., & Anderson, C. A. (2011). Reappraising the situation and its impact on aggressive
behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37, 1564–1573. doi:10.1177/
0146167211423671

Downloaded by [Interdisciplinary Center IDC] at 02:32 05 June 2014

26 HALPERIN ET AL.
Bar-Tal, D. (1998). Societal beliefs in times of intractable conﬂict: The Israeli case. International
Journal of Conﬂict Management, 9, 22–50. doi:10.1108/eb022803
Bar-Tal, D., Halperin, E., & de-Rivera, J. (2007). Collective emotions in conﬂict situations: Societal
implications. Journal of Social Issues, 63, 441–460. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.2007.00518.x
Beck, A. T., Weissman, A., Lester, D., & Trexler, L. (1974). The measurement of pessimism: The
hopelessness scale. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42, 861–865. doi:10.1037/
h0037562
Blackwell, L. S., Trzesniewski, K. H., & Dweck, C. S. (2007). Implicit theories of intelligence predict
achievement across an adolescent transition: A longitudinal study and an intervention. Child
Development, 78, 246–263. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.00995.x
Branscombe, N. R. (2004). A social psychological process perspective on collective guilt. In N. R.
Branscombe & B. Dooje (Eds.), Collective guilt: International perspectives (pp. 320–343).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Branscombe, N. R., & Doosje, B. (Eds.). (2004). Collective guilt: International perspectives. New
York, NY: Cambridge University Press.
Brown, R., & Cehajic, S. (2008). Dealing with the past and facing the future: mediators of the effects
of collective guilt and shame in Bosnia and Herzegovina. European Journal of Social Psychology,
38, 669–684. doi:10.1002/ejsp.466
Brown, R., González, R., Zagefka, H., Manzi, J., & Čehajić, S. (2008). Nuestra culpa: Collective guilt
and shame as predictors of reparation for historical wrongdoing. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 94, 75–90. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.75
Cehajic, S., & Brown, R. (2010). Silencing the past: Effects of intergroup contact on acknowledgment
of ingroup responsibility. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 1, 190–196.
Cehajic, S., Brown, R., & Castano, E. (2008). Forgive and forget? Antecedents and consequences of
intergroup forgiveness in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Political Psychology, 29, 351–367.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00634.x
Čehajić, S., Effron, D., Halperin, E., Liberman, V., & Ross, L. (2011). Afﬁrmation, acknowledgment
of in-group responsibility, group-based guilt, and support for reparative measures. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 256–270. doi:10.1037/a0023936
Cesario, J., Plaks, J. E., Hagiwara, N., Navarrete, C. D., & Higgins, E. T. (2010). The ecology of
automaticity: How situational contingencies shape action semantics and social behavior.
Psychological Science, 21, 1311–1317. doi:10.1177/0956797610378685
Cohen, G. L., Sherman, D. K., Bastardi, A., Hsu, L., McGoey, M., & Ross, L. (2007). Bridging the
partisan divide: Self-afﬁrmation reduces ideological closed-mindedness and inﬂexibility in negotiation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 415–430. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.93.3.415
Cohen-Chen, S., Crisp, R. J., & Halperin, E. (2013). Hope and change in intractable conﬂict. Paper
presented at the ISPP 36th annual Meeting, July 2013, Herzliya, Israel.
Cohen-Chen, S., Halperin, E., Crisp, R. J., & Gross, J. J. (2014). Hope in the Middle East:
Malleability beliefs, hope, and the willingness to compromise for peace. Social Psychological
and Personality Science, 5, 67–75.
Coleman, P. T., Vallacher, R. R., Nowak, A., & Bui-Wrzosinska, L. (2007). Intractable conﬂict as an
attractor: A dynamical systems approach to conﬂict escalation and intractability. American
Behavioral Scientist, 50, 1454–1475. doi:10.1177/0002764207302463
des Forges, A. (1999). Leave none to tell the story: Genocide in Rwanda. New York, NY: Human
Rights Watch and la Fédération Internationale des Ligues des Dro its de l’Homme.
Dixon, J. A., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2007). Intergroup contact and attitudes toward the
principle and practice of racial equality. Psychological Science, 18, 867–872. doi:10.1111/
j.1467-9280.2007.01993.x
Dixon, J., Tropp, L. R., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2010). “Let them eat harmony”: Prejudicereduction strategies and attitudes of historically disadvantaged groups. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 19, 76–80. doi:10.1177/0963721410363366

Downloaded by [Interdisciplinary Center IDC] at 02:32 05 June 2014

EMOTION REGULATION IN INTRACTABLE CONFLICTS

27

Doosje, B., Branscombe, N. R., Spears, R., & Manstead, A. S. R. (1998). Guilty by association: When
one’s group has a negative history. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 872–886.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
Fabiansson, E. C., & Denson, T. F. (2012). The effects of intrapersonal anger and its regulation in
economic bargaining. PLoS ONE, 7, e51595. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0051595
Fischer, A. H., & Roseman, I. J. (2007). Beat them or ban them: The characteristics and social
functions of anger and contempt. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 103–115.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.93.1.103
Frijda, N. H. (1986). The emotions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gayer, C., Landman, S., Halperin, E., & Bar-Tal, D. (2009). Overcoming psychological barriers to
peaceful conﬂict resolution: The role of arguments about losses. Journal of Conﬂict Resolution,
53, 951–975. doi:10.1177/0022002709346257
Gourevitch, P. (1998). We wish to inform you the tomorrow we will be killed with our families: Stories
from Rwanda. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus & Giroux.
Gross, J. J. (1998). The emerging ﬁeld of emotion regulation: An integrative review. Review of
General Psychology, 2, 271–299. doi:10.1037/1089-2680.2.3.271
Gross, J. J. (Ed.). (2007). Handbook of emotion regulation. New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Gross, J. J. (2008). Emotion regulation. In M. Lewis, J. M. Haviland-Jones, & L. F. Barrett (Eds.),
Handbook of emotions (3rd ed., pp. 497–512). New York, NY: Guilford.
Halperin, E. (2014). Emotion, emotion regulation, and conﬂict resolution. Emotion Review, 6, 68–76.
Halperin, E. (2008). Group-based hatred in intractable conﬂict in Israel. Journal of Conﬂict
Resolution, 52, 713–736. doi:10.1177/0022002708314665
Halperin, E. (2011). Emotional barriers to peace: Emotions and public opinion of Jewish Israelis
about the peace process in the Middle East. Peace and Conﬂict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 17,
22–45. doi:10.1080/10781919.2010.487862
Halperin, E., Bar-Tal, D., Sharvit, K., Rosler, N., & Raviv, A. (2010). Socio-psychological implications for an occupying society: The case of Israel. Journal of Peace Research, 47, 59–70.
doi:10.1177/0022343309350013
Halperin, E., Crisp, R., Husnu, S., Trzesniewski, K.H., Dweck, C.S., & Gross, J.J. (2012). Promoting
intergroup contact by changing Beliefs: Group malleability, intergroup anxiety and contact
motivation. Emotion, 12, 1192–1195. doi:10.1037/a0028620
Halperin, E., & Gross, J. J. (2011). Emotion regulation in violent conﬂict: Reappraisal, hope, and
support for humanitarian aid to the opponent in wartime. Cognition & Emotion, 25, 1228-1236.
doi:10.1080/02699931.2010.536081
Halperin, E., Pliskin, R., Saguy, T., Liberman, V., & Gross, J. J. (2013). Emotion regulation and the
cultivation of political tolerance: Searching for a new track for intervention. Journal of Conﬂict
Resolution. doi:10.1177/0022002713492636
Halperin, E., Porat, R., & Wohl, M. (2013). Extinction threat and reciprocal threat reduction:
Collective angst predicts willingness to compromise in intractable intergroup conﬂicts. Group
Processes and Intergroup Relations, 16, 797–813.
Halperin, E., Porat, R., Tamir, M., & Gross, J. J. (2013). Can emotion regulation change political
attitudes in intractable conﬂicts? From the laboratory to the ﬁeld. Psychological Science, 24,
106–111. doi:10.1177/0956797612452572
Halperin, E., Russel, A. G., Dweck, C. S., & Gross, J. J. (2011). Anger, hatred, and the quest for
peace: Anger can be constructive in the absence of hatred. Journal of Conﬂict Resolution, 55,
274–291. doi:10.1177/0022002710383670
Halperin, E., Russell, A.G., Trzesniewski, K.H., Gross, J. J., & Dweck, C.S. (2011). Promoting the
Middle East peace process by changing beliefs about group malleability. Science, 333,
1767–1769. doi:10.1126/science.1202925

Downloaded by [Interdisciplinary Center IDC] at 02:32 05 June 2014

28 HALPERIN ET AL.
Halperin, E., Sharvit, K., & Gross, J. J. (2011). Emotions and emotion regulation in conﬂicts. In D.
Bar-Tal (Ed.), Intergroup conﬂicts and their resolution: A social psychological perspective (pp.
83–103). New York, NY: Psychology Press.
Heslin, P. A., Latham, G. P., & VandeWalle, D. (2005). The effect of implicit person theory on
performance appraisals. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 842–856. doi:10.1037/00219010.90.5.842
Hirschberger, G., & Pyszczynski, T. (2010). An existential perspective on ethnopolitical violence. In
P. R. Shaver & M. Mikulincer (Eds.), Understanding and reducing aggression, violence, and their
consequences (pp. 297–314). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
Horowitz, D. L. (1985). Ethnic groups in conﬂict. Berkeley: California University 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. (2009). Emotion in inter-group relations. European Review of Social
Psychology, 19, 86–125. doi:10.1080/10463280802079738
Iyer, A., Leach, C. W., & Crosby, F. J. (2003). White guilt and racial compensation: The beneﬁts and
limits of self-focus. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 117–129. doi:10.1177/
0146167202238377
Jackson, D. C., Malmstadt, J. R., Larson, C. L., & Davidson, R. J. (2000). Suppression and
enhancement of emotional responses to unpleasant pictures. Psychophysiology, 37, 515–522.
doi:10.1111/1469-8986.3740515
Jost, J. T., Nosek, B. A., & Gosling, S. D. (2008). Ideology: Its resurgence in social, personality, and
political psychology. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3, 126–136. doi:10.1111/j.17456916.2008.00070.x
Kelman, H. C. (1998). Social-psychological dimensions of international conﬂict. In W. Zartman & J.
Rasmussen (Eds.), Peacemaking in international conﬂicts: Methods and techniques. Washington,
DC: United States Institute of Peace.
Kelman, H. C. (1998). Social-psychological contributions to peacemaking and peace building in the
Middle East. Applied Psychology, 47, 5–28. doi:10.1111/j.1464-0597.1998.tb00010.x
Kriesberg, L. (1993). Intractable conﬂicts. Peace Review, 5, 417–421. doi:10.1080/
10402659308425753
Kriesberg, L. (1998). Intractable conﬂicts. In E. Weiner (Ed.), The handbook of interethnic coexistence (pp. 332–342). New York, NY: Continuum.
Lazarus, R. S. (1999). Hope: An emotion and a vital coping resource against despair. Social Research,
66, 653–678.
Lerner, J. S., & Keltner, D. (2001). Fear, anger and risk. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 81, 146–159. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.146
Levy, S. R., Stroessner, S. J., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Stereotype formation and endorsement: The role
of implicit theories. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1421–1436. doi:10.1037/
0022-3514.74.6.1421
Lindner, E. G. (2006). Emotion and conﬂict: Why it is important to understand how emotions affect
conﬂict and how conﬂict affects emotions. In M. Deutch, P. T. Coleman & E. C. Marcus (Eds.),
The handbook of conﬂict resolution (2nd ed., pp. 268–293). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Mackie, D. M., Devos, T., & Smith, E. R. (2000). Intergroup emotions: Explaining offensive action
tendencies in an intergroup context. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 602–616.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.79.4.602
Maoz, I., & McCauley, C. (2008). Threat, dehumanization, and support for retaliatory aggressive
policies in asymmetric conﬂict. Journal of Conﬂict Resolution, 52, 93–116. doi:10.1177/
0022002707308597
McDoom, O. (2011). Rwanda’s exit pathway from violence: A strategic assessment. World development report 2011: Background paper. Washington DC, World Bank.

Downloaded by [Interdisciplinary Center IDC] at 02:32 05 June 2014

EMOTION REGULATION IN INTRACTABLE CONFLICTS

29

McGarty, C., Pedersen, A., Leach, C. W., Mansell, T., Waller, J., & Bliuc, A. M. (2005). Group-based
guilt as a predictor of commitment to apology. British Journal of Social Psychology, 44, 659–680.
doi:10.1348/014466604X18974
McQueen, A., & Klein, W. M. P. (2006). Experimental manipulations of self-afﬁrmation: A systematic review. Self and Identity, 5, 289–354. doi:10.1080/15298860600805325
Miron, A. M., Branscombe, N. R., & Biernat, M. (2010). Motivated shifting of justice standards.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 768–779. doi:10.1177/0146167210370031
Moeschberger, S. L., Dixon, D. N., Niens, U., & Cairns, E. (2005). Forgiveness in Northern Ireland:
A model for peace in the midst of the “Troubles. Peace and Conﬂict: Journal of Peace
Psychology, 11, 199–214. doi:10.1207/s15327949pac1102_5
Mudde, C. (2005). Racist extremism in central and eastern Europe. East European Politics and
Societies, 19, 161–184. doi:10.1177/0888325404270965
Opotow, S., & McClelland, S. (2007). The intensiﬁcation of hating: A theory. Social Justice Research,
20, 68–97. doi:10.1007/s11211-007-0033-0
Petersen, R. D. (2002). Understanding ethnic violence: Fear, hatred, and resentment in twentiethcentury Eastern Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory.
Interpersonal Relations and Group Processes, 90, 751–783.
Plaks, J. E., Stroessner, S. J., Dweck, C. S., & Sherman, J. W. (2001). Person theories and attention
allocation: Preferences for stereotypic versus counterstereotypic information. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 876–893. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.876
Ray, R. D., Wilhelm, F. H., & Gross, J. J. (2008). All in the mind’s eye? Anger rumination and
reappraisal. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 133–145. doi:10.1037/00223514.94.1.133
Reicher, S. (2007). Rethinking the paradigm of prejudice. South African Journal of Psychology, 37,
820–834. doi:10.1177/008124630703700410
Reifen-Tagar, M., Federico, C.M., & Halperin, E. (2011). The positive effect of negative emotions in
protracted conﬂict: The case of anger. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 157–164.
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2010.09.011
Richards, J. M., Butler, E. A., & Gross, J. J. (2003). Emotion regulation in romantic relationships: The
cognitive consequences of concealing feelings. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 20,
599–620. doi:10.1177/02654075030205002
Roseman, I. J. (1984). Cognitive determinants of emotions: A structural theory. In P. Shaver (Ed.),
Review of personality and social psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 11–36). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications.
Rydell, R. J., Hugenberg, K., Ray, D., & Mackie, D. M. (2007). Implicit theories about groups and
stereotyping: The role of group entitativity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33,
549–558. doi:10.1177/0146167206296956
Sabucedo, J. M., Alzate, M. D., & Rodríguez, M. S. (2011). Emotional responses and attitudes to the
peace talks with ETA. Revista Latino Americana de Psicología, 43, 289–296.
Saguy, T., & Chernyak-Hai, L. (2012). Intergroup contact can undermine disadvantaged group
members’ attributions to discrimination. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48,
714–720. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2012.01.003
Saguy, T., & Halperin, E. (2014). Exposure to outgroup members criticizing their own group
facilitates intergroup openness. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40, 791–802.
Saguy, T., Tausch, N., Dovidio, J. F., & Pratto, F. (2009). The irony of harmony: Intergroup contact
can produce false expectations for equality. Psychological Science, 20, 114–121. doi:10.1111/
j.1467-9280.2008.02261.x
Sällfors, C., Fasth, A., & Hallberg, L.R. (2002). Oscillating between hope and despair - a qualitative
study. Child: Care, Health and Development, 28, 495–505. doi:10.1046/j.1365-2214.2002.00300.x

Downloaded by [Interdisciplinary Center IDC] at 02:32 05 June 2014

30 HALPERIN ET AL.
Scherer, K. R. (1984). Emotion as a multicomponent process: A model and some cross-cultural data.
Review of Personality and Social Psychology, 5, 37–63.
Scherer, K. R. (2004). Ways to study the nature and frequency of our daily emotions: Reply to the
commentaries on “Emotions in everyday life. Social Science Information, 43, 667–689.
doi:10.1177/0539018404047713
Scherer, K. R., Schorr, A., & Johnstone, T. (2001). Appraisal processes in emotion: Theory, methods,
research. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Sherman, D. K., & Cohen, G. L. (2006). The psychology of self‐defense: Self‐afﬁrmation theory.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 183–242. doi:10.1016/S0065-2601(06)38004-5
Sherman, D. K., Kinias, Z., Major, B., Kim, H. S., & Prenovost, M. A. (2007). The group as a
resource: Reducing biased attributions for group success and failure via group afﬁrmation.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 1100–1112. doi:10.1177/0146167207303027
Skitka, L. J., Bauman, C. W., Aramovich, N. P., & Morgan, G. C. (2006). Confrontational and
preventative policy responses to terrorism: Anger wants a ﬁght and fear wants “them” to go away.
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 28, 375–384. doi:10.1207/s15324834basp2804_11
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.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2006.00007.x
Smith, E. R. (1993). Social identity and social emotions: Toward new conceptualization of prejudice.
In D. M. Mackie & D. L. Hamilton (Eds.), Affect, cognition and stereotyping: Interactive
processes in group perception (pp. 297–315). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Snyder, C. R. (2000). The past and possible futures of hope. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 19, 11–28. doi:10.1521/jscp.2000.19.1.11
Sokol-Hessner, P., Hsu, M., Curley, N. G., Delgado, M. R., Camerer, C. F., & Phelps, E. A. (2009).
Thinking like a trader selectively reduces individuals’ loss aversion. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 106, 5035–5040. doi:10.1073/pnas.0806761106
Spanovic, M., Lickel, B., Denson, T. F., & Petrovic, N. (2010). Fear and anger as predictors of
motivation for intergroup aggression: Evidence from Serbia and Republika Srpska. Group
Processes and Intergroup Relations, 13, 725–739. doi:10.1177/1368430210374483
Staats, S. R., & Stassen, M. A. (1985). Hope: An affective cognition. Social Indicators Research, 17,
235–242. doi:10.1007/BF00319312
Staub, E. (2005). The origins and evolution of hate, with notes on prevention. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.),
The psychology of hate (pp. 51–66). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self-afﬁrmation: Sustaining the integrity of the self.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 261–302. doi:10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60229-4
Sternberg, R. J. (2003). A duplex theory of hate: Development and application to terrorism, massacres
and genocide. Review of General Psychology, 7, 299–328. doi:10.1037/1089-2680.7.3.299
Stotland, E. (1969). The psychology of hope. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel &
W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (2nd ed., pp. 7–24). Chicago, MI: NelsonHall.
Tam, T., Hewstone, M., Kenworthy, J. B., Cairns, E., Marinetti, C., Geddes, L., & Parkinson, B.
(2008). Postconﬂict reconciliation: Intergroup forgiveness and implicit biases in Northern Ireland.
Journal of Social Issues, 64, 303–320. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00563.x
Tamir, M. (2009). What do people want to feel and why?: Pleasure and utility in emotion regulation.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 18, 101–105. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01617.x
Tropp, L. R., & Wright, S. C. (2001). Ingroup identiﬁcation as the inclusion of ingroup in the self.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 585–600. doi:10.1177/0146167201275007
Van Kleef, G. A., De Dreu, C. K. W., & Manstead, A. S. R. (2010). An interpersonal approach to
emotion in social decision making: The emotions as social information model. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 45–96. doi:10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42002-X

Downloaded by [Interdisciplinary Center IDC] at 02:32 05 June 2014

EMOTION REGULATION IN INTRACTABLE CONFLICTS

31

Volkan, V. (1997). Bloodlines: From ethnic pride to ethnic terrorism. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus
and Giroux.
Vollhardt, J., Coutin, M., Staub, E., Weiss, G., & Deﬂander, J. (2007). Deconstructing hate speech in
the DRC: A psychological media sensitization campaign. Journal of Hate Studies, 5, 15–36.
Wang, C. S., Sivanathan, N., Narayanan, J., Ganegoda, D., Bauer, M., Bodenhausen, G. V., &
Murnighan, K. (2011). Retribution and emotional regulation: The effects of time delay in angry
economic interactions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 116, 46–54.
doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.05.007
Wohl, M. J. A., & Branscombe, N. R. (2004). Importance of social categorization for forgiveness and
collective guilt assignment for the Holocaust. In N. R. Branscombe & B. Dooje (Eds.), Collective
guilt: International perspectives (pp. 284–305). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Wohl, M. J. A., & Branscombe, N. R. (2011). Guilt: Personal and collective. In D. J. Christie (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of peace psychology (pp. 125–133). New York, NY: Wiley-Blackwell.
Wohl, M. J. A., Branscombe, N. R., & Klar, Y. (2006). Collective guilt: Emotional reactions when
one’s group has done wrong or been wronged. European Review of Social Psychology, 17, 1–37.
doi:10.1080/10463280600574815
Wohl, M. J. A., Branscombe, N. R., & Reysen, S. (2010). Perceiving your group’s future to be in
jeopardy: Extinction threat induces collective angst and the desire to strengthen the ingroup.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 898–910. doi:10.1177/0146167210372505
Wout, M. V., Chang, L.J., & Sanfey, A.G. (2010). The inﬂuence of emotion regulation on social
interactive decision making. Emotion, 10, 815–821. doi:10.1037/a0020069
Wright, S., & Lubensky, M. (2009). The struggle for social equality: Collective action vs. prejudice
reduction. In S. Demoulin, J. P. Leyens, & J. F. Dovidio (Eds.), Intergroup misunderstandings:
Impact of divergent social realities (pp. 291–310). New York, NY: Psychology Press.
Yeager, D. S., & Walton, G. (2011). Social-psychological interventions in education: They’re not
magic. Review of Educational Research, 81, 267–301. doi:10.3102/0034654311405999

