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We began our research in the year 2000, during what Shachar Ilan, a journalist for the newspaper Haaretz, termed “the age of apologies.” Israelis grappled with the meaning and consequences of the apology offered by Pope John Paul II to victims of two millennia of persecution by the Catholic Church and the apology offered by Argentinean President Fernando de la Rua for Argentina’s tolerance of Nazi immigrants after World War II and its disinterest in helping bring them to justice. Three years earlier, in 1997, Ehud Barak, then the head of Israel’s labor party (and later Israel’s prime minister) apologized to Mizrahi Jews — those of non-European origin — for their maltreatment by labor-led governments throughout the years. The discussion of this somewhat controversial act was salient in Israeli public discourse. But the extensive use of apologies in the public sphere was not limited to Israeli or Jewish issues: In 1998 both UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan and former president Bill Clinton apologized for the UN’s and America’s failure to prevent the Rwandan genocide, and Japanese representatives apologized on several occasions for Japanese aggression during World War II. 

Apologies and public acknowledgments of wrongdoing may be viewed as prosocial acts designed to soften painful memories and repair damaged relations. Past research on prosocial behavior has focused on benevolent actions of one individual which are intended to promote the well-being of another individual (i.e., helping behavior). This emphasis is evident in the majority of contributions to the present volume. Our chapter addresses a different kind of prosocial action. It is concerned with the ways in which ameliorative behaviors such as apology or forgiveness promote the well-being of ailing relationships (e.g., between two adversaries who are locked in conflict). Our analysis extends the limits of the term “prosocial behavior” from the well-being of individuals to the well-being of relationships. 

The increasing use of such ameliorative prosocial behavior in the public sphere made us wonder what it is about the apology-forgiveness cycle (a term suggested by Tavuchis, 1991) that makes it such an important social mechanism. Examining the language of apology, Tavuchis noted that “we commonly say that one owes, gives, offers, receives, accepts, etc., an apology, implying thereby that something almost tangible is being bartered … The apology itself — without any other objective consideration — constitutes both the medium of exchange and the symbolic quid pro quo for, as it were, compensation” (p. 33). As social psychologists, we believe that this observation points to the exchange of certain symbolic emotional resources between victims and perpetrators engaged in an apology-forgiveness cycle. Trying to understand the nature of these resources and the way in which their exchange, through social interaction, may promote reconciliation led us to formulate the Needs-based Model of Reconciliation, which is the focus of the present chapter. 
We will use the Needs-based Model as a framework for understanding both interpersonal and intergroup reconciliation processes. Obviously, these levels of analysis are different in some ways (Insko, Kirchner, Pinter, Efaw, & Wildschut, 2005). Nevertheless, there are sufficient similarities between the two levels of analysis to support our belief that the Needs-based Model applies to general processes of reconciliation (i.e., processes common to both the interpersonal and the intergroup levels).
We begin the chapter by distinguishing between reconciliation and conflict resolution. We then present the Needs-based Model of Reconciliation, a theoretical framework that considers the unique emotional needs of victims and perpetrators and the ways in which satisfaction of these needs promotes reconciliation. We continue by describing a series of experiments that provide empirical evidence for the model’s validity in both the interpersonal and the intergroup realms. Finally, we conclude by discussing the theoretical and practical implications of the Needs-based Model and suggest directions for future research. 

Distinguishing Reconciliation from Conflict Resolution

Social psychologists draw distinctions between the concepts of “conflict resolution” and “reconciliation.” The concept of conflict resolution is based on the realist approach to conflict and its resolution. According to the realist viewpoint, “Disputes between persons and between groups are grounded in conflicts of material interests” (Scheff, 1994, p. 3). In international conflicts these interests may relate to scarce natural resources (such as land); in intra-societal conflicts they may be tight budgets; and in conflicts between groups of children they may be pocket knives (Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961). The realist viewpoint has generated many theoretical and empirical insights regarding the antecedents of conflicts and ways to end them (Jones, 1998; Pruitt, 1998).

Reconciliation, in contrast, is a relatively new term in the social psychological literature (Nadler, Malloy, & Fisher, 2008; Rouhana, 2004). It differs from the concept of conflict resolution in two main respects: First, it emphasizes symbolic and emotional motives and processes rather than tangible and objective interests. Second, it focuses on the healing of relations rather than merely terminating the conflict. In other words, reconciliation “must include a changed psychological orientation towards the other” (Staub, Pearlman, Gubin, & Hagengimana, 2005, p. 301); involve “a willingness to come together to work, play, or live in an atmosphere of trust” (Exline & Baumeister, 2000, p. 136); and “may occur only once the parties have resolved the emotional issues that may have left them estranged” (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008, p. 116). We summarize these aspects of reconciliation by defining it as the process of removing conflict-related emotional barriers that block the way to healing a discordant relationship (Nadler & Shnabel, 2008). 

Reconciliation theorists are often critical of the conflict resolution perspective because of its one-sided emphasis on conflicts over tangible interests. They emphasize that an end to a conflict cannot be achieved merely by satisfying the instrumental goals of opponents (such as wishing to maximize one’s outcomes; Rusbult & Agnew, Chapter 17; this volume). Instead, satisfying the conflicting parties’ emotional needs (such as the need to regain feelings of self-worth and self-control; Kelman, 2004) is also necessary. Similarly, theoreticians of negotiation processes stress that negotiations may become deadlocked if they focus on the material issues that separate parties and ignore the less tangible issues related to the parties’ conflict-related emotional needs (Zubek, Pruitt, Peirce, McGillicuddy, & Syna, 1992). 

The process of addressing the emotional barriers that impede reconciliation (i.e., the unsatisfied psychological needs) was termed by Nadler and his colleagues (Nadler, 2002; Nadler & Liviatan, 2004; Nadler & Saguy, 2004; Nadler & Shnabel, 2008) the “socio-emotional route to reconciliation,” which is contrasted with the “instrumental route to reconciliation.”
 One way in which these emotional barriers can be removed is the apology-forgiveness cycle. We believe that the kinds of apologies mentioned at the beginning of this chapter indicate a growing use of this cycle, suggesting an increasing awareness of the necessity of dealing with the emotional aspects of conflicts in order to heal damaged relations between victims and perpetrators. If these issues are not attended to, agreements to end a conflict may collapse and the conflict may reignite (Kelman, 2008; Nadler, 2002). 

The Needs-based Model of Reconciliation

During conflicts, especially protracted ones, parties inflict pain and humiliation on each other (Bar-Tal & Halperin, Chapter 22, this volume). These emotions thwart the basic psychological needs of victims and perpetrators (e.g., the need to view oneself as worthwhile and just). Until these threats are removed, they act as emotional barriers to ending the conflict. We conceptualize the process of socio-emotional reconciliation in general, and of the apology-forgiveness cycle in particular, as a process of social exchange between parties that ameliorates these threats to victims’ and perpetrators’ satisfaction of basic psychological needs. Reconciliation is expected to remove socio-emotional barriers that impede the end of conflict and to allow adversaries to rehabilitate their relationship. 

Before continuing to describe the model, we need to clarify our usage of the terms “perpetrators” and “victims.” First, in many conflicts the distinction between the victim and the perpetrator is not clear cut and both parties claim to be victims of their adversary’s wrongdoings. Yet, because one party is often more likely to be viewed as the perpetrator and the other as the victim (i.e., the more and less powerful parties, respectively), our theoretical analysis rests on the distinction between victims and perpetrators. (We revisit this issue and its implications for our model toward the end of our chapter.) Second, our analysis applies to actors who are direct perpetrators or victims of aggressive acts as well as to those who perceive themselves as being victims or perpetrators by virtue of their affiliation with an aggressive or victimized group. Recent research shows that group members can feel victimized because others in their group have been victimized, or can feel guilty because of past violence perpetrated by their group (e.g., Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 1998). 
Building on the distinction between victims and perpetrators, Needs-based Model of Reconciliation asserts that in a victimization episode, damage to the psychological resources of victims (i.e., individuals or group members who perceive themselves or their group as having been victimized by the outgroup) and perpetrators (i.e., individuals or group members who perceive themselves or their group as having perpetrated harm and suffering) is asymmetrical. Victims feel inferior with respect to their level of power (Foster & Rusbult, 1999), honor (Scheff, 1994), self-esteem (Scobie & Scobie, 1998), and perceived control (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994), and they may therefore experience feelings of victimization or anger (McCullough et al., 1998). In contrast, perpetrators suffer from a sense of moral inferiority (Exline & Baumeister, 2000; Zechmeister & Romero, 2002) and may experience guilt (Baumeister et al., 1994), shame (Exline & Baumeister, 2000), or remorse (North, 1998). This array of emotional states has been said to reflect perpetrators’ “anxiety over social exclusion” (Baumeister et al., 1994, p. 246), because if perpetrators are viewed as guilty by others, they face the threat of being rejected from the moral community to which they belong (Tavuchis, 1991).

From a broader perspective, these impaired emotional resources can be subsumed under the human need for power and the human need for love and belonging, two needs that constitute the core of interpersonal experience (Bennis & Shepard, 1956). Using the terminology of resources theory, which classifies the resources that are exchanged in social interactions into six categories (love, status, services, goods, information, and money; Foa & Foa, 1980), we suggest that the resource most threatened in the case of victims falls into the category of status (i.e., the need for relative power), whereas the resource most threatened for perpetrators is in the category of love (i.e., the need for relatedness). 

Deprivation of psychological resources corresponds with a motivational state in which the individual experiences his or her deficit as a need that must be fulfilled. For victims, there is an enhanced need to restore a sense of power, which increases power-seeking behavior (Foster & Rusbult, 1999). To achieve this goal, victims are likely to want perpetrators to acknowledge responsibility for the injustice they have caused. This acknowledgement creates a kind of debt which only the victim can cancel, and it returns a sense of control to the victim, who may then determine whether the perpetrator will be forgiven and reaccepted into the moral community or not (Akhtar, 2002; Minow, 1998; Schonbach, 1990). For this reason, victims often try to induce perpetrators to feel guilty, with perpetrators’ guilt serving as an admission of the debt owed to victims, thus allowing even a relatively powerless group or person “to get his or her way” (Baumeister et al., 1994, p. 247). 

The perpetrator, compared to the victim, exercises more power and control during the victimization episode. Nevertheless, when perpetrators are accused of violating conventional moral standards or deviating from group norms, they may fear exclusion from the moral community to which they belong. The concept of moral community was coined by Tavuchis (1991) in his analysis of the power of apologies to amend broken relationships. The community includes psychologically relevant others (i.e., both individuals and groups) who share with them a particular set of norms and values. Membership in this “moral community” is “… predicated upon our knowledge, acceptance and conformity to specific and general norms” (Tavuchis, 1991, p. 8). Most, if not all, “moral communities” hold that we should not harm another person or group of people unjustifiably, unnecessarily, or disproportionately. Consequently, the perception that the perpetrator has inflicted such harm or humiliation may threaten their membership in the relevant ”moral community” and arouse fears of exclusion (Tavuchis, 1991)
. Anxiety over social exclusion increases perpetrators’ motivation to perceive themselves as acceptable people (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Wotman, 1990), as well as their need to have others express empathy for their emotional distress (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997) and understanding of the circumstances that compelled them to act in a socially unacceptable way (Nadler & Liviatan, 2004, 2006). This understanding, in turn, restores perpetrators’ public moral image (i.e., their sense of being perceived as moral individuals) and helps them feel “rehumanized” (Staub, Pearlman, Gubin, & Hagengimana, 2005). Empathy and understanding of the perpetrator’s perspective are therefore a kind of gift that victims can offer to those who have offended them, which culminates in the victims explicitly granting forgiveness (Enright, Freedman, & Rique, 1998). In line with this reasoning, Carlsmith and Gross (1969) reported that participants who delivered an electric shock to a confederate tended to offer more help to the confederate following the experiment than those who did not deliver the shock. This behavior may be interpreted as an effort by perpetrators to replenish their resources of approval and love or acceptance (Foa & Foa, 1980).

Fulfillment of the needs for empowerment and acceptance can be accomplished in ways other than the apology-forgiveness cycle. For example, perpetrators may empower their victims by acknowledging the victims’ achievements and capabilities (competence is often treated as form of empowerment; Brookings & Bolton, 2000; Menson & Hartmann, 2002; Vardi, 2000; Yiannakis & Melnick, 2001) or, in the case of intergroup conflicts, by expressing feelings of respect for the victimized group’s culture and values. Similarly, social acceptance of perpetrators may be expressed by willingness to form friendships with them, work with them, or in the case of intergroup conflict, to cooperate with them on joint projects of an economic or cultural nature. This greater willingness to engage in positive encounters with the perpetrators is facilitated by public acts of remorse by the perpetrators (e.g., the public remorse expressed by the German Chancellor Willy Brandt toward victims of the holocaust) and by the general attenuation of traumatic that occurs over the years (partly because many of the direct victims and perpetrators have passed on). For example, while during the 1950s and ’60s many Israelis were unwilling to visit Germany or buy German products, their current willingness to do so may reflect their enhanced acceptance of Germany and Germans as part of the moral community of nations.  

The understanding that empowerment and acceptance meet basic needs that can be manifested in different ways (mainly, but not only, through the apology-forgiveness cycle) makes the Needs-based Model parsimonious and applicable to a variety of contexts. Regardless of the specific ways in which empowerment or acceptance is manifested, when a successful social exchange between victims and perpetrators takes place, both sides satisfy their emotional needs and cease to feel weaker than, or morally inferior to, their counterpart. This generates a process of symbolic erasure of the roles of victim and perpetrator, which places the involved parties on a more equal footing (North, 1998) and thus leads to increased willingness to reconcile with one’s opponent (Nadler & Shnabel, 2008). This progression along the socio-emotional route to reconciliation is summarized in Figure 1. 

Empirical Evidence Supporting the Needs-based Model of Reconciliation

We begin our review of evidence supporting the model by describing five experiments (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008) that tested the model at the interpersonal level. We then describe two experiments (Nadler & Liviatan, 2006; Shnabel, Nadler, Ullrich & Dovidio, 2008) that tested the model at the intergroup level. 

To test the hypotheses that a victimization episode impairs different psychological resources for victims and perpetrators, and that this impairment evokes different emotional needs, we devised the ”creativity test” experimental paradigm in which participants were randomly assigned to one of two roles: “writers,” who composed marketing slogans for a list of products, or “judges,” who evaluated these slogans. To control for information about success or failure, in both experimental and control dyads, writers were informed that they had failed their “test,” while judges were informed that they had passed it. What varied between the experimental and control dyads was the instructions provided to participants. In the experimental dyads, judges were advised to be strict in their evaluations and were informed that being too nice could harm their own chances of passing the test. By the end of the session, participants (i.e., judges and writers) were told that the judges passed the test, whereas writers failed it due to the harsh evaluations they received from their judges. In the control dyads, judges were advised to be relatively lenient. Participants were later informed that the judges passed the test whereas writers failed it due to the decision of an external committee. Thus, in both dyads (i.e., experimental and control conditions) judges passed the test and writers failed it. However, in the experimental dyad but not in the control dyad, judges’ success was gained at the expense of the writers, as they deliberately failed their partners in order to improve their own chances of passing the test. 
Following the assignment of participants to the different experimental conditions, we measured their sense of power and moral image (i.e., whether they thought their partners viewed them as moral) and compared the reactions of participants in the experimental dyads to those of participants in the control dyads. The findings supported the hypothesis that after a victimization episode, victims would suffer a decrease in their sense of power and perpetrators would suffer a decrease in their self-perceived moral image. Consistent with the model’s predictions, the decrease in perpetrators’ moral image was associated with a parallel increase in need for social acceptance, which found expression in a greater desire for victims to understand the perpetrators’ perspective and to express empathy toward them. Victims, on the other hand, expressed a greater need for power and justice (i.e., wanting perpetrators to acknowledge that the victims had been wronged). 
It should be noted that this support for the model’s predictions was obtained in an experiment in which the roles of victim and perpetrator were induced simultaneously, in a single experimental situation, using identical, mirror-image scenarios. This is the first experiment known to us that has accomplished this. Past experiments have induced victimization that was then studied from the perspective of either the victim or the perpetrator, but not both. Therefore, such studies have not been able to provide experimental tests of hypotheses regarding the dynamics of victim-perpetrator interactions.

To provide external validity for these findings we sought to replicate them in real-life settings. We had participants recall a personal episode in which they had either hurt or been hurt by a significant other. Thus, participants were induced to enter the perpetrator or victim role in a real-life interpersonal context. Subsequently we asked participants to rate their sense of power and moral image in the conflict episode, as well as their needs for power, justice, empathy, and social acceptance by the antagonist. The findings replicated the results of the experiment described earlier. Participants who had thought about themselves as victims had lower ratings of power and expressed greater needs for justice and power than those who had thought about themselves as perpetrators. In contrast, those who had thought about themselves as perpetrators had lower ratings of moral image and expressed a greater need for acceptance. 

Next we tested the model’s prediction that victims’ readiness to reconcile with an adversary would be enhanced by satisfying their need for power, and that perpetrators’ readiness to reconcile would be enhanced by satisfying their need for acceptance. In the first experimental test of this hypothesis, we again used the “creativity-test” paradigm to randomly assign participants to the role of victim or perpetrator. Participants then received a message from their counterpart that increased the sense of either empowerment or social acceptance. Following this, their sense of power, moral image, and willingness to reconcile were measured. Our model predicts that because an empowering message satisfies the victims’ need for power it will increase their willingness to reconcile, whereas a message of acceptance will increase the willingness of perpetrators to reconcile. The findings supported these predictions. An empowering message restored victims’ sense of power and increased their willingness to reconcile more than a message of acceptance, whereas a message of acceptance restored perpetrators’ moral image and increased their willingness to reconcile more than an empowering message. The message of acceptance did not affect victims’ sense of power and the message of empowerment did not affect perpetrators’ moral image. 
In a subsequent study we had participants react to two versions of the same vignette. The vignette depicted an incident that pilot testing had shown to be highly typical and relevant to the participants’ lives (a supervisor’s refusal of a seemingly legitimate request by an employee). In one version, the protagonist was the perpetrator and in the second s/he was the victim. Participants were asked to imagine themselves in the place of the protagonists. In the story, the antagonist approaches the protagonist some time after the offense has been committed and conveys a message of empowerment, acceptance, empowerment and acceptance, or neither. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the 8 experimental conditions, and then the dependent variables (sense of power, moral image, and willingness to reconcile) were measured. The findings of the previous study were replicated.

In a final study in this research program we sought to examine the full range of the model’s predictions by measuring individuals’ sense of power, moral image, and willingness to reconcile both before and after they received a message of empowerment or acceptance from an adversary. Participants were asked to read a vignette describing an event in which the protagonist discovered that his or her attractive job in an organization had been taken over by a fellow worker. Half of the participants were asked to assume the role of the perpetrator (i.e., the person who took the job) and the other half were asked to assume the role of the victim (i.e., the person who lost the job). They were then asked to fill out the first set of dependent measures. Consistent with earlier findings, perpetrators felt a greater threat to their moral image and had a stronger need for social acceptance than victims, who experienced a greater threat to their sense of power and expressed a stronger need for power and justice. A couple of days later, participants received the second part of the vignette, in which they learned that the antagonist in the story made a verbal statement to the protagonist that expressed either empowerment or acceptance. The second set of dependent measures was then re-administered. In line with the model’s predictions, the increase in victims’ sense of power between the first and second administration was greater in the empowerment condition than in the acceptance condition, and their willingness to reconcile was also greater in the empowerment than in the acceptance condition. For perpetrators, the increase in their moral image and willingness to reconcile was greater in the acceptance than in the empowerment condition.

In light of the consistent support for the Needs-based Model at the interpersonal level, we turned to assessing its predictions in the context of intergroup conflicts. Arguably, interpersonal conflicts and intergroup conflicts can be fundamentally different with regard to the degree of suffering and the complexity of the processes involved in bringing about an end to the conflict (Bar-Tal & Halperin, Chapter 22; Dovidio et al., Chapter 20, this volume). Yet we maintain that the Needs-based Model is quite general and is equally applicable to analyses of interpersonal and intergroup contexts. In fact, the idea that victims and perpetrators have different needs that must be met before the two can reconcile was suggested as an explanation for the findings of a recent study that examined willingness to reconcile in one of the most protracted conflicts in recent history — the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Nadler & Liviatan, 2006). Further, the Social Identity Perspective (Turner & Brown, 2001) and Self-Categorization Theory (Turner et al., 1987) suggest that the psychology of individuals is influenced by salient group memberships. According to these theories, when a given ingroup-outgroup distinction is salient, people define themselves less in terms of their unique characteristics as individuals and more in terms of prototypical attributes of their ingroup. In support of this idea, recent research indicates that individuals can feel guilty (e.g., Branscombe et al., 1998) or victimized because of something that has happened to other members of their group. These conceptual analyses and empirical findings further narrow the gap between the interpersonal and intergroup analyses of conflict and conflict resolution and reconciliation. Hence, in the second phase of our research we sought to examine the Needs-based Model in intergroup contexts. 

The first experiment (Shnabel et al., 2008) focused on relations between Germans and Jews. Because of historical events during the 20th century, primarily the Holocaust, we reasoned that in the context of this intergroup relationship both Jewish and German participants would perceive Jews as victims and Germans as perpetrators. In line with the Needs-based Model we hypothesized that Jewish participants, even though they were not personally victims of the Holocaust (having not been alive at that time), would feel an enhanced need for power in the context of German-Jewish relations and would therefore have a greater willingness to reconcile following an empowering message conveyed by a German representative than following an accepting message. The opposite pattern was predicted for German participants, who were hypothesized to have a greater willingness to reconcile following a message of acceptance from a Jewish representative than following a message of empowerment. 

To test these hypotheses we exposed Jewish and German participants to two speeches, allegedly made by the outgroup’s representatives. The central message conveyed in the speech was either the acceptance or empowerment of the participants’ ingroup. The order in which the speeches were presented was counterbalanced. We then measured the extent to which each message was perceived as empowering and accepting, as well as participants’ willingness to reconcile following its presentation. 

To assess these hypotheses we used messages that were identically phrased for Jewish and German participants in a within-participants experimental design, so that each participant was exposed to both kinds of messages. This allowed for an assessment of our hypothesis but required the blunting of the messages so that they would sound credible to both groups. For example, a message from the German representative to the Jewish sample, such as “The lesson from the Holocaust is that nowadays Jews should be strong,” would not have been appropriate or believable when reverse-phrased for the German group. For this reason, we used subtler messages that would suit both samples, such as: “Nowadays, it is the [Germans’/Jews’] right to be strong and proud of their country and to have the power to determine their own fate” (in the empowerment message) or “We, the [Germans/Jews], should accept the [Jews/Germans] and remember that we are all human beings” (in the acceptance message). 
Participants rated the extent to which each speech conveyed a message of acceptance and empowerment of their ingroup as well as their own consequent willingness to reconcile. Preliminary results provide general support for our hypotheses. Participants from both samples perceived the acceptance and empowerment messages as intended and, as expected, while Jews were more willing to reconcile following the message of empowerment than following a message of acceptance, Germans were more willing to reconcile following the message of acceptance than the message of empowerment. 

Although the pattern of results provides empirical support for the Needs-based Model, the fact that participants were not randomly assigned to the role of victims or perpetrators gives rise to an alternative explanation — that the difference in the effects of the different types of messages is attributable to cultural differences between the two groups. To rule out this possibility, we replicated this experiment in the context of relations between Israeli Jews and Israeli Arabs. Since both Jews and Arabs often perceive themselves as the real victims of the Jewish-Arab conflict (Nadler, 2002), we focused on a historical event for which there is a consensus among Jewish and Arab Israelis as to the victimization of Arabs by the Jewish side: the Kefar Kasem massacre. In this event, which took place in October of 1956, 43 unarmed Arab civilians were killed by the Jewish-Israeli border patrol for violating a curfew that had recently been imposed. Using the same experimental design as the one used in the German-Jewish study, we exposed Israeli Arabs and Jews to speeches conveying messages of empowerment or acceptance ostensibly made by representatives of their outgroup on the 50th anniversary of the massacre. Again, following each speech participants rated the extent to which it conveyed acceptance and empowerment of their ingroup as well as their consequent willingness to reconcile. Preliminary results provide further support for the Needs-based Model: While Arabs were more willing to reconcile following a message of empowerment, Jews were more willing to reconcile following a message of acceptance.  

Taken together, the findings of the two studies suggest that it is the social role in a specific context, rather than general cultural values, which influenced the extent to which Israeli Jews perceived different types of messages as more or less conciliatory. In the context of German-Jewish relations, in which Jews identify with the social role of the victim, an empowering message was found to be more conciliatory, whereas in the context of the Kefar Kasem massacre, in which Israeli Jews were placed in the social role of the perpetrator, it was the message of acceptance that had a more conciliatory effect. It should be emphasized that in both of the historical events we used in our research (i.e., the Holocaust and the Kfar Kasem massacre) there was general consensus concerning the identity of the victims and the perpetrators. This was necessary to test the predictions of the Needs-based Model but it limits the conclusions to cases in which such a clear distinction exists. We discuss this issue at greater length later in this chapter (see pp. 519-520).   
To summarize, the three main tenets of the model — that (a) victimization episodes impair victims’ sense of power and perpetrators’ moral image; (b) consequently, victims experience an enhanced need for empowerment and perpetrators experience an enhanced need for acceptance; and (c) restoring these impaired emotional resources via an appropriate message from the adversary (e.g., apology or forgiveness) promotes victims’ and perpetrators’ willingness to reconcile — were validated at the interpersonal and intergroup levels.

Implications of the Needs-based Model

Our focus on the emotional (as contrasted with instrumental) motives underlying the reconciliation process comes on the heels of a relatively long period during which these motives were neglected in favor of more instrumental concerns. However, both within and outside the field of social psychology there is a growing understanding that the emotional factors that help to repair relationships between victims and perpetrators have practical meaning for achieving reconciliation and therefore should not be ignored. Informed by both theory and data, we here outline three practical principles that follow from the model.

First, it should be acknowledged that victims and perpetrators (or minorities and majorities) are likely to have different emotional needs and consequently different perspectives, preferences, and goals. One issue on which victims and perpetrators are particularly likely to disagree is the severity of the damage or impairment caused to victims. Research indicates that victims and perpetrators have different perspectives on the same victimization episode (see Fincham, Chapter 18, this volume). Although perpetrators are concerned about whether others view them as moral actors, they often avoid feelings of guilt by minimizing the immoral implications of their actions or denying responsibility for them (Mikula, 2002). In fact, even actions that seem senselessly cruel may be perceived by perpetrators as having at least some redeeming purpose or merit (Baumeister, 1996). This contrasts with victims’ tendency to emphasize the injustice that they have suffered and the perpetrator’s responsibility for it. This phenomenon was labeled by Exline and Baumeister (2000) the “magnitude gap.” The experience of these gaps between individuals or group members having differential social roles (victims or perpetrators) is often overwhelming. The mere understanding that these divergent perspectives are common may reduce uncertainty, limit miscommunication and misperception, and decrease some of the anxiety aroused in the course of promoting genuine attempts to understand the other’s perspective (Dovidio et al., Chapter 20, this volume). 

Second, victims’ need for power should be acknowledged. Because of their social role, victims experience an enhanced need for power, which can be gratified in several ways, such as receiving respect, bolstering pride or status, and having the perpetrators admit the injustice done to the victims. Yet perpetrators too often patronizingly dismiss this need, perceiving victims as too sensitive to issues of status, respect, or historical injustice. The remark of Uri Or, a member of the labor party referring to Ehud Barak’s apology to Mizrahi Jews (see p. 497), that it is impossible to have a “normal conversation” with Mizrahi parliament members because they are so easily offended (Ben-Simon, 2008) illustrates this kind of dismissal. In other instances, implemented policies fail to pay sufficient attention to the needs of victims in a way that truly empowers the victims. For example, research on “defensive helping” has shown that under certain conditions members of the more powerful group may help a disadvantaged group in a way that increases its dependency on the advantaged group (Halabi, Dovidio, & Nadler, 2008; Nadler, 2002; Nadler & Halabi, Chapter 10, this volume). In contrast, the Truth and Reconciliation Commissions (TRCs) in South Africa provide an example of a policy that genuinely empowers victims, through the use of restorative justice procedures. In contrast, restorative justice practices (i.e., practices that focus on rectifying relationships and personal connections damaged by victimization; Wachtel & McCold, 2001) may effectively empower victims. These procedures may include, for example, an organized encounter between the victim and the perpetrator and the involvement of the victim in determining, or at least influencing, the appropriate punishment. The empowering potential of the use of restorative justice procedures was illustrated by Gobodo-Madikizela (2003), who argued in her analysis of the psychological consequences of the Truth and Reconciliation Commissions: “The decision to forgive can paradoxically elevate a victim to a position of strength as the one who has the key to the perpetrator’s wish … the victim becomes the gatekeeper to what the outcast desires” (p. 117).   

Restorative justice procedures are also related to our third principle: The need of perpetrators for acceptance should be acknowledged. Due to their social position, perpetrators are often stronger and more influential than their victims (or at least were stronger historically, when the offense took place). For this reason, victims are often reluctant to express empathy toward their perpetrators, even when perpetrators experience emotional distress (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). Nevertheless, perpetrators’ needs should not be ignored. In particular, acknowledging the dark side of one’s identity (i.e., admitting immoral behavior committed by oneself or one’s ingroup) is likely to evoke high levels of threat (Wohl, Branscombe, & Klar, 2006). It is therefore important that even when issues of injustice are raised, perpetrators should not be made to feel totally rejected but rather should be morally validated and socially accepted, at least to some extent. This idea is reflected in Staub et al.’s (2005) claim, based on their work with Hutus and Tutsis following the genocide in Rwanda, that “coming to see and understand the influences that led to the perpetrators' actions, however horrible those actions, and to the bystanders’ passivity, can also lead survivors of violence to be more open to reconciliation with the perpetrator group” (p. 304). The “To Reflect and Trust” intervention (TRT; Maoz & Bar-On, 2002), aimed at promoting reconciliation between groups of former victims and perpetrators (e.g., Jews and Germans) by developing mutual empathy, is another illustration of this principle.  

Future Research Directions
The Needs-based Model of Reconciliation offers a general theoretical framework for understanding the emotional aspects of socio-emotional reconciliation and suggests a number of issues for future research. The first of these is the goal of incorporating variables into the model that may moderate the effects hypothesized by it. For example, Nadler and Liviatan (2006) found that the effects of different types of messages (acceptance vs. empowerment) from a Palestinian representative on Jews’ willingness to reconcile were moderated by Jews’ level of trust in Palestinians’ intentions. Specifically, Jews showed a differential response to different kinds of messages only in the presence of high level of trust; in the absence of trust, message type had no effect. Similarly, relevant personality traits such as the need for self-enhancement (Schwartz, Chapter 12, this volume) or Social Dominance Orientation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) may have a moderating effect. For example, individuals who score high on SDO may be affected more strongly by an empowerment message, even when they hold the social role of the perpetrator. Other variables that have been shown to influence group members’ willingness to reconcile, such as collective guilt (Doosje et al., 1998) and level of social categorization (Wohl & Branscombe, 2005), may also act as moderators. 

A second direction for further research would involve investigating the capacity of third-party intermediaries to fulfill the needs of victims and perpetrators in place of the adversaries themselves. Research on the role of third parties has traditionally suggested that their involvement can facilitate quicker and more effective conflict resolution (Rubin, 1980). Yet third parties’ contributions to socio-emotional reconciliation still awaits empirical investigation. According to Resources Theory (Foa & Foa, 1980), some of the resources that are exchanged in social interactions are more fungible than others; that is, they can more easily be supplied in another form or by another party. For example, money and people connected with money are highly fungible, whereas love is not: A person can easily substitute a new bank teller for an old one, but it is not so easy to replace a loved romantic partner. Since love (acceptance) and status (power) – the resources at the heart of the Needs-based Model – are not generally fungible, it is possible that third parties may be unable to restore the impaired elements of the adversaries’ identities. In other words, only the adversaries themselves can relay the messages necessary to satisfy each other’s emotional needs in a manner that successfully promotes reconciliation. Even if third parties successfully replenish victims’ or perpetrators’ impaired emotional resources, this replenishment, by itself, will not restore harmony to the troubled relationship. We have obtained some initial empirical support for this hypothesis by showing that messages of empowerment or acceptance from a third party not only fail to increase but may even decrease victims’ and perpetrators’ willingness to reconcile.

A third, and perhaps the most essential, new research direction would be to illuminate how the processes described in the Needs-based Model can be set in motion. The model addresses the effects on reconciliation of restoring impaired emotional resources related to individuals’ and groups’ self-identity. Our experiments showed that when victims felt empowered by their perpetrators and perpetrators felt accepted by their victims, their willingness to reconcile increased. However, in all of these experiments it was us — the researchers — who manipulated these messages. In reality, however, in order for these messages to be exchanged, the involved parties must first change their perceptions of their adversaries. 
In particular, rather than viewing their victims as incompetent and unequal social actors who make illegitimate claims, perpetrators need to view their victims as autonomous, capable, and equal, and to admit having injured them unjustly. Victims, on the other hand, need to understand the perpetrators’ perspective and realize that their transgressions are not evidence of a fundamentally evil nature. Rather, perpetrators are often people who found themselves in circumstances in which most others, including the victims, might have behaved similarly (Staub et al., 2005). In addition, most members of a perpetrating group are not themselves direct aggressors, but bystanders or constituents of a system with whose offenses they are only indirectly associated. This realization will allow victims to view their perpetrators as acceptable social actors and to feel at least some empathy towards them, rather than reject them or view them as cold and immoral. This idea is consistent with Kelman’s (2004) view of reconciliation as a process of identity change, consisting of the removal of the negation of the other as an element in one’s own identity. In other words, the Needs-based Model provides us with useful insights regarding which messages victims and perpetrators should transmit to their adversaries to effectively promote their adversaries’ willingness to reconcile, but it is still necessary to learn how to get victims and perpetrators to endorse and transmit these messages.   

In sum, conflict and reconciliation are complex, multi-causal phenomena involving multiple material interests and psychological motives. Our model highlights the importance of attending to the different emotional needs of both sides of a conflict. Appreciation of these differences is likely to increase our sensitivity to each adversary’s needs and desires, and it may promote a better understanding of the processes of both interpersonal and intergroup reconciliation. 

Before we close, we should note that our discussion of socio-emotional reconciliation and the Needs-based Model rest on the assumption of a clear distinction between perpetrators and victims. As noted earlier, such a clear-cut distinction was necessary to increase conceptual clarity in this relatively brief chapter. In the real world, however, some conflicts generate consensus as to who is the victim and who is the perpetrator, but many do not. Under such circumstances, both parties should recognize what decades of social psychological research have shown: Viewing oneself as a victim or perpetrator is a psychological construal that may change over time and across contexts. Sometimes it helps to allow both parties to view themselves as victims and perpetrators, and to encourage the initiation of simultaneous and reciprocal apology-forgiveness cycles in which each party admits its own wrongdoing and grants forgiveness to its former adversary.
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�It should be noted that these two processes are not mutually exclusive. Rather it is often the case that instrumental reconciliation, in the sense of building trust and forming a pragmatic partnership between former adversaries, is often a necessary step that allows socio-emotional reconciliation to occur (e.g., dealing with the painful past; Nadler & Liviatan, 2006). Yet, we distinguish between these two processes for the sake of conceptual clarity.    


� It should be noted that the designated moral community may or may not include the victims themselves. For example, it is possible that during the Apartheid regime in South Africa the international community constituted the group of significant others (e.g., due to the international embargo) more than South African Blacks did. In contrast, in the case of Barak’s apology to Mizrahi Jews (see p. 496) the victims themselves constituted the relevant group of significant others.








