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The field of  intergroup relations has recently 
shifted focus from reducing prejudice and hostil-
ity to promoting positive intergroup relations 
(Tropp & Mallett, 2011). This shift is reflected in 
the growing interest in reconciliation (Nadler, Malloy, 
& Fisher, 2008). Reconciliation can be defined as 
the process of  removing the psychological barri-
ers that block the path to healing discordant rela-
tionships and restoring the adversaries’ positive 
identities (Kelman, 2008; Shnabel & Nadler, 
2008). Conceptualized as a relationship-oriented 

process (Subašic & Reynolds, 2009), reconciliation 
operates at the socioemotional level (Nadler & 
Shnabel, 2008) and involves a changed psycho-
logical orientation toward the other (Staub, 2008), 
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and a shift in the way former adversaries relate to 
each other and view their future relationship (Bar-
Tal, 2000). These processes are distinguished 
from conflict resolution, which operates on the instru-
mental level and may be defined as the cessation of  
conflict by way of  resolving tangible, pragmatic 
issues (e.g., reaching agreed-upon formulas for 
distributing resources such as money or land; 
Nadler & Shnabel, 2008).

Because the concept of  reconciliation is rela-
tively new to scientific discourse (Nadler et al., 
2008), its related processes are still understudied. 
One such understudied issue is the role of  third-
party intervention. Conflict resolution studies have 
indicated that third parties, particularly if  perceived 
as neutral and unbiased (e.g., Black & Baumgartner, 
1983; Stulberg, 1987; Young, 1967) can facilitate 
conflict resolution. In fact, third parties’ ability to 
promote conflict resolution is often greater than 
that of  the other conflict party because they may 
be perceived as fairer (Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992), 
encourage a “problem-solving” orientation (Fisher 
& Ury, 1981), allow the conflict parties to make 
concessions without losing face (Rubin, 1980), and 
the solutions they propose are not devalued to the 
same extent as identical solutions proposed by the 
other conflict party (Ross, 1995).

However, few studies have explored whether 
third parties can similarly promote reconciliation. 
Knowles (1958) suggested that third party inter-
ventions may improve factual-objective but not 
emotional-subjective communication between 
adversaries. If  so, third parties may not be able to 
effectively promote reconciliation since this 
requires addressing the conflict parties’ emotional 
needs (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). At the same time, 
because the effectiveness of  third-party interven-
tions is not necessarily all or nothing, it is important 
to study the influence of  third-party characteristics; 
in particular whether neutrality is an asset and asso-
ciation with the other conflict party a drawback, as 
is the case in conflict resolution. The goal of  the 
present research, consisting of  two studies, is to 
provide initial answers to these queries.

Our theoretical framework is guided by the 
needs-based model of  reconciliation (NBM; 
Nadler & Shnabel, 2008; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). 
This model suggests that following transgressions, 

victimized groups experience loss of  power, con-
trol, and respect; consequently, their members 
experience an enhanced need for power and wish 
to restore their identity as strong and agentic. 
Conversely, because social exclusion is the sanction 
imposed upon those who violate moral standards 
(Tavuchis, 1991), members of  perpetrator groups 
experience an enhanced need for social and moral 
acceptance which would restore their positive 
moral identity. When the conflicting parties convey 
to each other messages that address their unique 
emotional needs, that is, empowering messages to 
the victim group and accepting messages to the 
perpetrator group, this enhances their readiness to 
reconcile. To illustrate, in one study which focused 
on the context of  the Holocaust (Shnabel, Nadler, 
Ullrich, Dovidio, & Carmi, 2009, Study 2) Jews 
showed greater willingness to reconcile with 
Germans following empowering (compared to 
accepting) messages by a German official. 
Conversely, Germans showed greater willingness 
to reconcile with Jews following accepting rather 
than empowering messages from a Jewish official. 
These findings suggest that intergroup reconcilia-
tion may be promoted through reciprocal exchange 
of  empowering and accepting messages.

While this previous research pointed to the 
content of  messages as critical for reconciliation, it 
has overlooked the role of  message source. In the 
experiments conducted so far within the NBM 
framework the source conveying acceptance and 
empowerment messages was always the other 
conflicting group (see Shnabel et al., 2009; 
Shnabel, Ullrich, Nadler, Dovidio, & Aydin, 2013) 
but never third parties outside the victim–perpe-
trator dyad. Yet understanding the potential of  
third parties to promote reconciliation, as done in 
the present research, is crucial because the parties 
directly involved in the conflict are often reluc-
tant to convey empowering or accepting mes-
sages to each other due to their concern that such 
positive gestures would not be reciprocated or be 
even used against them (Shnabel & Noor, 2012).

The Present Research
In the literature on conflict resolution, third par-
ties are usually conceptualized as neutral entities 
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that facilitate rather than direct the process, 
thereby helping the conflict parties reach a settle-
ment (e.g., Carnevale & Arad, 1996). Yet, conflict 
resolution and reconciliation operate on different 
levels (instrumental vs. social-emotional; Kelman, 
2008; Nadler et al., 2008). Therefore, third-party 
interventions were theorized to be relatively inca-
pable of  improving emotional-subjective com-
munication (Knowles, 1958) of  the type conveyed 
in empowering and accepting messages. 
Consequently, we hypothesized that third parties 
would be generally less effective in bringing about 
reconciliation compared to the other conflict 
party (Hypothesis 1).

Importantly, however, third parties are not a 
monolithic category (Carnevale & Arad, 1996). 
We therefore examined two different third-party 
stances: a neutral position, or siding with the 
other conflict party. In particular, the third party 
and the other conflict party can either represent 
entirely separate groups or share a common iden-
tity (e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). We hypoth-
esized that third parties sharing a common 
identity with the other conflict party would be 
more effective in promoting reconciliation than 
neutral third parties (Hypothesis 2). While there 
is no direct empirical evidence to support this 
hypothesis, it is generally consistent with Volkan’s 
(1985) theorizing that groups tend to identify 
other groups as either their “enemies” or their 
“allies.” If  so, groups that share a common iden-
tity with the other conflict party may be likewise 
perceived as “enemies,” following Benjamin 
Franklin’s famous quote: “the friend of  my enemy 
is my enemy.” Consequently, the other conflict 
party and third parties sharing a common identity 
with it may elicit similar emotional responses—in 
our case, increased readiness to reconcile follow-
ing conciliatory messages.

Moreover, a large body of  work within the 
social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 
shows that the perception of  a common identity 
between an ingroup and an outgroup creates the 
impression of  common fate (Brewer, 2000), has 
positive effects on intergroup attitudes (Dovidio, 
Gaertner, & Loux, 2000), and fosters intergroup 
forgiveness (Wohl & Branscombe, 2005). This 

work reveals that if  members of  different groups 
are perceived as belonging to a more inclusive 
category and consequently share certain identity 
features, the processes that lead to the responses 
towards one group (e.g., positive attribution of  
traits) would be directed also toward members of  
the other group (see the common ingroup iden-
tity model; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). While this 
research has focused mainly on ingroup–out-
group relations, its logic can be extrapolated to 
group members’ responses towards two different 
outgroups: to the extent that these outgroups are 
perceived as sharing a common identity the 
responses towards one group should be extended 
to the other group as well. Applying this rationale 
to the present research, group members’ response 
to messages conveyed by a third party that shares 
a common identity with the other conflict party 
should be similar to their response to messages 
conveyed by the other conflict party itself. By 
contrast, neutral third parties not sharing any 
core identity features with the other conflict party 
are less likely to elicit emotional responses similar 
to the responses elicited by the other conflict 
party; their conciliatory messages are thus less 
likely to facilitate reconciliation.

Study 1 tested our hypotheses through exam-
ining participants’ responses to conciliatory mes-
sages from the other conflict party compared to a 
neutral third party or a third party sharing com-
mon identity features with the other conflict 
party following a single transgression episode, 
which involved academic fraud. Study 2 repli-
cated and extended Study 1 by testing our hypoth-
eses in the natural context of  the prolonged, 
violent conflict between Jews and Palestinians 
and adding a comparison of  third parties’ mes-
sages effectiveness to a no-message, control con-
dition. In addition, Study 2 investigated whether 
perceived representativeness serves as one essential 
underlying mechanism that explains the observed 
effects of  message source. Specifically, as 
opposed to contexts of  interpersonal transgres-
sions, conciliatory messages following intergroup 
transgressions are typically conveyed via group 
representatives, rather than through the direct 
victims or perpetrators (Blatz & Philpot, 2010). 
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We expected the group membership of  the offi-
cials who conveyed the conciliatory messages to 
determine their perceived representativeness 
such that officials who belong to the conflicting 
outgroup would be perceived as representing it to 
a greater extent than officials who belong to the 
common identity third party, who would in turn 
be perceived as representing the conflicting out-
group more than officials who belong to a neutral 
third party. Moreover, building on research on 
intergroup contact and the factors determining 
its effectiveness in promoting positive intergroup 
relations, such as typicality of  group members 
(Brown, Eller, Leeds, & Stace, 2007; Brown, 
Vivian, & Hewstone, 1999; Wilder, 1984), we pre-
dicted the official’s perceived representativeness 
to determine the messages’ effectiveness: the 
more an official conveying a conciliatory message 
is perceived to represent the conflicting outgroup, 
the more effective the message would be in pro-
moting the recipient group members’ willingness 
to reconcile with the conflicting outgroup. Taken 
together, the present studies were designed to 
advance our understanding of  whether and how 
interventions by third parties can contribute to 
reconciliation.

Study 1
Study 1 compared the effectiveness of  messages 
within the victim–perpetrator dyad (i.e., messages 
from the other conflict party) to messages con-
veyed by third parties that either shared a com-
mon identity with the other conflict party or were 
neutral and uninvolved. Participants in Study 1 
were first led to believe that their ingroup was in 
conflict with another group. Depending on the 
experimental condition, participants’ ingroup was 
either the victim or the perpetrator group. They 
were then randomly assigned to receive concilia-
tory messages from the other conflict party, a 
third party that shared a common identity with it, 
or a neutral third party.

To maintain theoretical clarity and avoid 
design complexity we focused on messages previ-
ously identified as effective in facilitating victims’ 
and perpetrators’ readiness to reconcile. Previous 

studies that compared different contents of  mes-
sage using the full design (Shnabel & Nadler, 
2008; Shnabel et al., 2009; Shnabel et al., 2013) 
revealed that perpetrators’ willingness to recon-
cile depended mainly on the acceptance message 
(i.e., empowering messages from victims were 
relatively ineffective), whereas the empowerment 
message was critical for victims (i.e., accepting 
messages by perpetrators failed to promote vic-
tims’ willingness to reconcile). Thus, in the pre-
sent study participants assigned to the victim 
condition were exposed only to empowering 
messages whereas participants assigned to the 
perpetrator condition were exposed only to 
accepting messages, resulting in a 2 (role: victim, 
perpetrator) × 3 (message source: other conflict 
party, neutral third party, common-identity third 
party) design.1 We predicted that messages from 
the other conflict party would facilitate reconcili-
ation more than messages from third parties. 
Also, messages from a third party sharing a com-
mon identity with the other conflict party were 
predicted to promote reconciliation more effec-
tively than messages from a neutral third party.

Method

Participants
One-hundred and twenty-four German univer-
sity students (64 women, 59 men, one unspeci-
fied; Mage = 23, range: 19–59) participated in the 
study in exchange for chocolate bars.

Procedure
Participants were told that the goal of  the study 
was to investigate the impact of  information pro-
vided by specific media (e.g., video vs. audio vs. 
printed text) on cognitive information processing. 
Then they were led to believe that they were in the 
“printed text” condition and asked to read a sham 
newspaper article allegedly taken from a national 
student magazine. The article described a national 
contest for university students organized by the 
Hochschulrektorenkomission (HRK), an associa-
tion of  university headmasters. Participants learned 
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that because of  a fraud, the cash prize was not 
awarded to the legitimate winners. In the victim 
condition, the participants’ ingroup (University A) 
unjustly lost the prize through trickery on the part 
of  the outgroup (University B). In the perpetrator 
condition, these roles were reversed. The article 
continued by saying that although the fraud was 
discovered, the rightful winners could not be 
awarded the prize money retroactively. Then, 
depending on the condition, participants read a 
message conveyed by either the other conflict 
party (from University B) or a third party.

To ensure high internal validity, the same 
group—Dresden University of  Technology 
(“TU Dresden”)—was used as the message 
source in both third-party conditions. However, 
in the neutral third-party condition it was 
explained that TU Dresden was an impartial 
arbitrator in the competition, whereas in the 
common-identity condition TU Dresden was 
said to be a partner university of  the other con-
flict party. In the victim condition the message 
expressed empowerment (i.e., acknowledgment 
of  their ingroup’s competence and right to be 
proud) whereas in the perpetrator condition the 
message expressed acceptance (i.e., empathy for 
the distress felt by the participants’ ingroup as a 
result of  the fraud and expression of  social 
approval despite their actions). The manipula-
tion of  empowerment and acceptance was con-
sistent with previous theorizing and empirical 
practice (e.g., Shnabel et al., 2009).

Measures
After reading the article participants filled out a 
series of  measures, using a 5-point scale (from 1 
= not at all to 5 = very much).

Social role manipulation check. Participants indicated 
the extent to which they agreed with two state-
ments assessing their ingroup’s victimhood (e.g., 
“Students from University A were victims of  a 
fraud”; r = .77, p < .001) and two statements 
assessing their ingroup’s perpetration (e.g., “Stu-
dents from University A deliberately committed 
fraud”; r = .87, p < .001).

Message content manipulation check. Four items meas-
ured the messages’ perceived empowerment (e.g., 
“Your ingroup has the right to be proud”; α = .86) 
and another four measured perceived acceptance 
(“We understand your ingroup’s feelings”; α = .63).

Third-party neutrality versus common-identity manipula-
tion check. For participants assigned to the third-
party conditions, two items checked the 
perception of  the third party as neutral (e.g., “TU 
Dresden students are neutral with respect to both 
universities”) and two items measured the per-
ception of  the third party as sharing a common 
identity with the other conflict party (e.g., “TU 
Dresden students have a lot in common with 
University B,” reverse coded). The four items 
were combined into a 7-point measure of  third-
party neutrality scale (α = .63; from 1 = not at all 
to 7 = very much).

Willingness to reconcile. Participants indicated their 
agreement with 10 items (α = .86) used in previ-
ous studies to measure reconciliation (e.g., Shna-
bel et al., 2009) and slightly adjusted to the 
context of  the present study (e.g., “The message 
increases my willingness to promote reconcilia-
tion between students of  both universities”; “The 
message reduces the tension between students of  
the two universities”; “The message brings stu-
dents of  both universities closer together”).

Results
Table 1 presents the means and standard devia-
tions of  all the following analyses.

Social Role Manipulation Check
We conducted a 2 (role: victims, perpetrators) × 3 
(message source: other conflict party, neutral 
third party, common-identity third party) 
MANOVA with perceived victimhood and per-
ceived role as perpetrator as the two dependent 
variables. The analysis revealed a significant mul-
tivariate effect of  role, F(2, 117) = 276.59, p < 
.001, η2 = .83. No other multivariate effects were 
significant, Fs < 1.92, ps > .11.
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Between-subjects analyses showed that as 
intended, participants in the victim condition per-
ceived their ingroup as the victim more than par-
ticipants in the perpetrator condition, F(1, 118) = 
319.73, p < .001, η2 = .73. In contrast, partici-
pants in the perpetrator condition perceived their 
ingroup as the perpetrator more than participants 
in the victim condition, F(1, 118) = 424.90, p < 
.001, η2 = .78. Neither message source nor the 
interaction of  both independent variables had a 
significant effect, Fs < 1.92, ps > .11. In line with 
this, post hoc tests for the three message source 
conditions revealed no significant differences.

Message Content Manipulation Check
A 2 (role: victims, perpetrators) × 3 (message 
source: other conflict party, neutral third party, 
common-identity third party) MANOVA with 
perceived empowerment and perceived accept-
ance expressed in the message content as the two 
dependent variables revealed a significant main 
effect for role on perceived message content, F(2, 
117) = 126.68 p < .001, η2 = .68. No other multi-
variate effects were significant, Fs < 1.

As intended, participants in the victim condi-
tion perceived the content of  the message as 
expressing greater empowerment compared to 
participants in the perpetrator condition, F(1, 
118) = 209.56, p < .001, η2 = .64. Likewise, par-
ticipants in the perpetrator condition tended to 
perceive the message as expressing greater social 
acceptance compared to participants in the vic-
tim condition, F(1, 118) = 2.85, p = .09, η2 = .03. 
All other results, including the post hoc compari-
sons, were not significant, Fs < 1.

Third-Party Neutrality Versus Common-
Identity Manipulation Check
For participants in the third-party conditions, a 2 
(role: victims, perpetrators) × 2 (message source: 
neutral third party, common-identity third party) 
ANOVA tested whether our neutrality versus com-
mon-identity manipulation was successful. The 
analysis revealed a significant main effect of  mes-
sage source, F(1, 83) = 20.68, p < .001, η2 = .20, but 

no other effects, Fs < 2, ps > 2. As intended, par-
ticipants in the neutral condition rated the third 
party as significantly more neutral than participants 
in the common-identity condition.

Willingness to Reconcile
Consistent with previous findings (Shnabel et al., 
2009), a 2 (role: victims, perpetrators) × 3 (mes-
sage source: other conflict party, neutral third 
party, common-identity third party) ANOVA 
revealed a significant main effect of  role, indicat-
ing that perpetrators were more willing to recon-
cile than victims, F(1, 118) = 48.08, p < .001, η2 = 
.29. More importantly for the purpose of  the pre-
sent study, there was a main effect for message 
source, F(2, 118) = 13.14, p < .001, η2 = .18. 
Multiple comparisons (least significant difference 
[LSD]) revealed that as expected, participants in 
the other conflict party condition showed signifi-
cantly greater willingness to reconcile than those 
in the common-identity (p = .02, 95% CI: [−.62, 
−.09] or neutral (p < .001, 95% CI: [ −.95, −.42] 
third-party conditions. Further supporting our 
hypothesis, participants in the common-identity 
condition were more willing to reconcile with the 
other conflict party than those in the neutral 
third-party condition (p = .006, 95% CI: [−.58, 
−.07]. The interaction was not significant, F < 1.2

Discussion
The results of  Study 1 supported our predictions. 
Participants in both social roles were more willing 
to reconcile with the other conflict party when 
the conciliatory message was conveyed by the 
other conflict party, followed by the third party 
sharing a common identity. Participants were 
least willing to reconcile when the message was 
provided by a neutral third party. These findings 
theoretically extend the NBM, which has focused 
so far almost exclusively on message content (see 
Shnabel, Nadler, & Dovidio, 2014, for the only 
exception), by pointing to the critical importance 
of  message source. Specifically, although empow-
ering and accepting messages from neutral third 
parties were perceived as intended, they failed to 
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translate into increased willingness to reconcile 
compared to similar messages by groups related 
to the conflict either directly (i.e., the other con-
flict party) or by association (i.e., the common-
identity third party). Thus, in addition to direct 
communication, the healing of  relationships 
between adversarial groups benefits from the 
involvement of  a party (message source) related 
to the victim–perpetrator dyad.

Study 2
Study 2 aimed to extend the findings of  Study 1 
in several ways. First, to extend the generalizabil-
ity of  Study 1’s findings by replicating them in a 
different context, participants in Study 2 were 
Israeli Jews who were randomly assigned to read 
about either the 1954 Ma’ale Akrabim massacre, 
in which members of  their ingroup were victim-
ized by Israeli Palestinians,3 or the 1956 Kafr 
Qasim massacre, in which members of  their 
ingroup victimized Israeli Palestinians. These 
massacres were “symmetrical” in the sense that 
they both took place in the 1950s and involved 
the shooting of  innocent civilians. Despite the 
substantially different research contexts, we 
expected to replicate the findings of  Study 1 such 
that messages from the other conflict party would 
be more effective in promoting reconciliation 
than messages from a third party sharing a com-
mon identity with it, which in turn would be more 
effective than messages from a neutral third party.

Second, whereas Study 1 revealed that neutral 
third parties were less effective in facilitating rec-
onciliation compared to groups involved in the 
conflict either directly or by association, it did not 
examine their effectiveness in absolute terms. 
Such examination is important because in cases 
where the neutral third party is the only available 
option, its intervention, if  effective to some 
degree, may be better than nothing. Study 2 there-
fore compared the effectiveness of  the different 
message sources not only to each other, but also 
to a no-message control condition.

Finally, the third goal of  Study 2 was to shed 
light on the mechanism underlying the effects of  
message source on group members’ willingness 
to reconcile. Theorizing within the field of  

interpersonal transgressions suggests that 
empowering messages conveyed by the perpetra-
tors (e.g., messages acknowledging victims’ value 
and the injustice perpetrated against them) imply 
that they regret the transgression and intend not 
to repeat it in the future (Okimoto & Wenzel, 
2008). Correspondingly, accepting messages con-
veyed by the victims imply that they are ready to 
move on and let the transgression be a thing of  
the past (e.g., abandon anger and revenge; 
McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). 
However, a key difference between conciliatory 
messages conveyed between groups, as opposed 
to individuals, is that the messages are not 
expressed by the actual sufferers or wrongdoers 
but rather by officials (e.g., group leaders) speak-
ing on behalf  of  the victims’ or perpetrators’ 
ingroup (Benziman, 2009; Blatz & Philpot, 2010; 
Tavuchis, 1991). Consequently, the implications 
of  empowering or accepting messages for inter-
group relations are determined by the extent to 
which the officials conveying them actually repre-
sent the other conflict party. We therefore theo-
rized that members of  the recipient group engage 
in evaluating the extent to which the official con-
veying conciliatory message represents the other 
conflict party, and that perceived representative-
ness, in turn, determines the message’s effective-
ness in promoting reconciliation.

Within contexts that highlight instrumental 
goals, representing a group means serving as this 
group’s advocate or agent with the purpose of  
maximizing its profits (see Teixeira, Demoulin, & 
Yzerbyt, 2011). Conversely, within contexts that 
highlight identity-related goals, representing a 
group means being a typical member of  it such 
that the representative’s feelings, values, and atti-
tudes reflect those of  group members in general 
(Teixeira et al., 2011). Literature within the field 
of  conflict resolution, which involves negotiation 
over instrumental interests, informs us that third 
parties’ effectiveness is driven by their neutrality, 
that is, the extent to which they do not represent 
the other conflict party (Arad & Carnevale, 1994; 
Conlon & Ross, 1993; Welton & Pruitt, 1987).

However, reconciliation involves “negotiation” 
over identity-related as opposed to instrumental 
issues (Kelman, 2008; Nadler & Shnabel, 2008). 
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Hence, we based our predictions on research 
within the social identity approach. In particular, 
research on intergroup contact (Pettigrew, 1998) 
reveals that contact with a single member of  an 
outgroup can generalize into more positive atti-
tudes toward the outgroup with which the ingroup 
is in conflict (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 
2006). However, the benefits of  contact depend 
upon the degree to which this outgroup member is 
perceived to represent the outgroup as a whole, 
that is, the extent to which he or she is perceived as 
a typical member of  the outgroup, identifies with 
it, and possesses traits that generally characterize 
its members (Brown et al., 2007; Brown et al., 
1999; Wilder, 1984). Because research on inter-
group contact has focused primarily on the 
ingroup–outgroup dyad without considering 
external third parties, representativeness has been 
conceptualized mainly as characterizing members 
within a group. To illustrate, a within-group 
approach to representativeness would suggest that 
a Muslim Palestinian should be judged as repre-
senting the Palestinian group more than a Christian 
Palestinian, because Muslims are the religious 
majority among Palestinians and therefore consti-
tute more typical members of  this group. We sug-
gest, however, that representativeness may also be 
conceptualized as operating across groups. That is, 
once a third party is introduced into the ingroup–
outgroup dyad, group members may compare the 
groups at the level of  the next inclusive category 
(see Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 
1987) with regard to the dimension in question 
(e.g., religion). To illustrate, as they share common-
identity features, a resident of  an Arab country 
(even if  not a Palestinian) is likely to be judged as 
representing the Palestinians (e.g., identifying with 
and displaying characteristics typical of  Palestinians 
in general) more than a resident of  a European or 
American country.

Based on this theorizing, we predicted that offi-
cials who belong to a third party that shares a com-
mon identity with the other conflict party would be 
perceived as more representative of  it than officials 
belonging to a neutral third party. Perceived repre-
sentativeness, in turn, was predicted to determine 
the effectiveness of  the conciliatory message, in line 

with findings regarding the influence of  perceived 
typicality on the generalization of  positive attitudes 
toward the outgroup as a whole (Brown et al., 2007; 
Brown et al., 1999; Wilder, 1984). More specifically, 
we predicted that a message from a UN official that 
was—given our pilot studies (see endnotes)—not 
expected to be perceived as representing the 
Palestinians, would fail to facilitate reconciliation 
compared to the no-message condition. By con-
trast, messages from both an Israeli Palestinian and 
a Jordanian official, who were expected to be per-
ceived as representing the Palestinians at least to 
some degree, were predicted to promote reconcilia-
tion compared to the no-message condition.

In order to test these hypotheses, Study 2 used 
a 2 (role: victims, perpetrators) × 4 (message 
source: other conflict party, neutral third party, 
common-identity third party, no-message) design 
in which following the assignment to a social role, 
participants were exposed to conciliatory mes-
sages from officials belonging to the other con-
flict party (Israeli Palestinians), a third party who 
shared common identity with it (Jordanians, who 
share an Arab identity with Israeli Palestinians), a 
neutral third party (the UN), or no message.

Method

Participants
Israeli Jewish participants were recruited through 
snowball sampling to participate in an online 
study. Seven participants were excluded from the 
sample because they failed to correctly identify 
the official’s group membership (see Results); the 
final sample included 111 women and 66 men 
(Mage = 27, range: 18–61) who identified them-
selves as Israeli Jews.

Procedure
Using the same cover story as in Study 1, partici-
pants were first assigned to read about either the 
Ma’ale Akrabim (victim condition) or the Kafr 
Qasim (perpetrator condition) massacres. This 
manipulation is based on previous findings show-
ing that although the Israeli–Palestinian conflict is 
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generally marked by a duality of  social roles, in the 
sense that both parties transgress against each 
other and often compete over the role of  the 
“true” victim of  the conflict (Shnabel & Noor, 
2012), it is possible to experimentally induce 
members of  the involved groups with feelings of  
either victimization or perpetration (see 
SimanTov-Nachlieli & Shnabel, 2014).

Next, participants in all conditions (except for 
control) read a short excerpt allegedly summariz-
ing the main message of  a speech held on the 
occasion of  the 55th anniversary of  the massacre 
(for more information see the supplementary 
materials). As in Study 1, the content of  the mes-
sage was designed to address the emotional needs 
of  its receivers. Thus, the Ma’ale Akrabim speech 
conveyed an empowering message (e.g., “The 
Jews in Israel are entitled to security and self-
determination; we must fully respect their right to 
live with their heads up”); and the Kafr Qasim 
speech conveyed an accepting message (e.g., “We 
need to accept the Jews and remember that it is 
not easy for them to cope with their emotions 
after the massacre”). Depending on the experi-
mental condition, the official was identified as the 
head of  the High Follow-Up Committee for Arab 
Citizens of  Israel (i.e., other conflict party), the 
Jordanian ambassador to Israel (i.e., common-
identity third party), or the UN envoy to the 
Middle East (i.e., neutral third party). There was 
no speech in the control condition.

Our choice of  third parties was guided by our 
wish to maximize ecological validity. We used the 
UN as the neutral third party because it has been 
involved in various peacekeeping efforts and has 
traditionally adopted neutrality as one of  its core 
principles (Kranso, 2004).4 We selected Jordan as 
a third party that shares a common identity with 
the Israeli Palestinian group because both share an 
Arab identity. Also, Jordan is the only Arab coun-
try, except for Egypt, that maintains full diplo-
matic relations with Israel and it would therefore 
be reasonably expected to deliver a statement on 
the massacres’ anniversaries.

After reading the messages (except for the no-
message condition) participants completed the 
manipulation checks and dependent measure.

Measures
All measures (except for perception of  message 
source) were adapted from Shnabel et al. (2009), 
using 7-point scales ranging from 1 = completely 
disagree to 7 = completely agree.5 See the supplemen-
tary materials for more information.

Social role manipulation check. Immediately follow-
ing the assignment to social roles, participants 
indicated the extent to which the massacre they 
had read about impaired their ingroup’s (a) sense 
of  power, and (b) moral image.

Message source manipulation check. Participants in 
the three message conditions were asked to iden-
tify the group to which the official belonged 
(Israeli Palestinian, Jordanian, or other).

Message content manipulation check. Four items 
examined participants’ perception of  the extent 
to which the speech expressed empowerment of  
their ingroup (e.g., “Jews have the right to have 
political power”; α = .86); five additional items 
measured the extent to which the speech 
expressed social acceptance (e.g., “We can feel 
empathy towards the Jews”; α = .87). Participants 
in the control condition were not exposed to any 
speech, so they were not asked about message 
source or content.

Perceived representativeness. Three items assessed 
the extent to which the official conveying the 
message was perceived as representing the out-
group (e.g. “The official represents Israeli Pales-
tinians”; “The official identifies with Israeli 
Palestinians”; α = .84).

Willingness to reconcile. Modelled after Study 1, 10 
items measured the participants’ willingness to 
reconcile with Israeli Palestinians (e.g., “I feel 
more optimistic regarding the future relations 
between Jews and Arabs in Israel”; “I feel 
increased willingness to act for achieving peaceful 
coexistence between Jews and Arabs”; “I feel that 
the atmosphere between Jews and Arabs in Israel 
has improved”; α = .93).
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Results
Table 2 presents the means and standard devia-
tions of  all the following analyses, except for 
those of  willingness to reconcile, which are pre-
sented in Figure 1.

Social Role Manipulation Checks
As expected, a 2 (role: victim, perpetrator) × 4 
(message source: Palestinian, Jordanian, UN, con-
trol) MANOVA with sense of  power and moral 
image as the two dependent variables revealed a 
significant multivariate main effect of  role, F(2, 
168) = 182.68, p < .001, η2 = .69; no other multi-
variate effects emerged, Fs < 1.70.

The between-subjects analysis confirmed that 
participants in the victim condition reported a 
lower sense of  power than participants in the per-
petrator condition, F(1, 169) = 27.31, p < .001, η2 
= .14. In contrast, participants in the perpetrator 
condition reported a lower moral image than par-
ticipants in the victim condition, F(1, 169) = 
285.58, p < .001, η2 = .63. No other effects were 
significant, Fs < 2.3, ps < .17.

Message Content Manipulation Check
A 2 (role: victim, perpetrator) × 3 (message 
source: Palestinian, Jordanian, UN) MANOVA 
with perceived empowerment and perceived 
acceptance expressed in the message content as 
dependent variables revealed that the manipula-
tion of  role had a significant effect on partici-
pants’ perception of  message content, F(2, 132) 
= 41.59, p < .001, η2 = .39; no other multivariate 
effects emerged, Fs < 1.9.

As intended, participants in the victim condi-
tion perceived the message as expressing more 
empowerment than participants in the perpetra-
tor condition, F(1, 133) = 16.76, p < .001, η2 = 
.11. In contrast, participants in the perpetrator 
condition perceived the message as expressing 
more acceptance than participants in the victim 
condition, F(1, 132) = 30.76, p < .001, η2 = .19. 
The analysis revealed no further significant 
effects, Fs < 1.2.

Message Source Manipulation Checks
Seven participants mistakenly identified the offi-
cial’s group membership and were therefore 
excluded from all analyses (including those 
reported before).

Perceived Representativeness
We next conducted a 2 (role: victim, perpetrator) 
× 3 (message source: Palestinian, Jordanian, UN) 
ANOVA on perceived representativeness. An 
unexpected main effect for role emerged, F(1, 
133) = 4.53, p = .035, η2 = .03, such that partici-
pants in the perpetrator condition perceived the 
official as representing Israeli Palestinians more 
than did participants in the victim condition. One 
possible explanation is that this result may reflect 
the fact that the acceptance message (conveyed in 
the perpetrator condition) was perceived as rep-
resenting the Israeli Palestinians’ stance more 
accurately than the empowerment message 
(which acknowledged the Jew’s right for security 
and self-determination). Of  primary interest for 
the present study, the effect of  message source 
was significant, F(2, 133) = 33.76, p < .001, η2 = 
.34. Multiple comparisons (LSD) indicated that 
each condition significantly differed from the 
other two (ps < .001). As expected, an Israeli 
Palestinian official was perceived as representing 
the other conflict party more than a Jordanian 
official, F(1, 133) = 25.25, p < .001; 95% CI: [.33, 
1.95] which was in turn perceived as representing 
the other conflict party more than a UN official, 
F(1, 133) = 13.89, p < .001; 95% CI: [1.57, 3.20], 
Ms = 4.88, 3.68, and 2.67, respectively. Finally, the 
interaction between role and message source was 
not significant, F < 1.

Willingness to Reconcile
Consistent with Study 1, a 2 (role: victim, perpe-
trator) × 4 (message source: Palestinian, 
Jordanian, UN, control) ANOVA revealed a main 
effect for role, F(1, 169) = 6.18, p = .014, η2 = 
.04, such that perpetrators exhibited greater will-
ingness to reconcile than victims. Additionally, 
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the predicted main effect for message source was 
found, F(3, 169) = 11.95, p < .001, η2 =. 18, 
whereas the two-way interaction failed to reach 
significance, F < 1.

Multiple comparisons revealed that compared 
to the no-message condition, messages from the 
Palestinian (p < .001, 95% CI: [.81, 2.54]) and 
Jordanian (p = .001, 95% CI: [.32, 2.03]) officials, 
but not from the UN official (p = .43, 95% CI: 
[−.45, 1.41]) significantly increased Israeli Jews’ 
willingness to reconcile with Israeli Palestinians. 
Moreover, whereas the messages from the 
Jordanian and Palestinian officials did not differ 
from each other (p = .27) they both significantly 
improved group members’ willingness to recon-
cile, compared to messages from the neutral UN 
official (ps < .001; see Figure 1).6

Mediation Analysis
Using the MEDIATE macro developed by 
Hayes and Preacher (2013), we conducted a 
mediation analysis to examine the indirect effects 
of  the various message sources on willingness to 
reconcile through perceived representativeness. 
To conduct the analysis, the independent varia-
ble, message source, was dummy-coded such 
that the neutral third-party condition (i.e., the 
UN) was the reference category, producing two 
vectors (i.e., independent variables) representing 
the contrasts between the other conflict party 
(i.e., Palestinian) and the neutral third party, and 
between the common-identity third party (i.e., 
Jordanian) and the neutral third party. The con-
trol condition included no message, and hence 
no measure of  perceived representativeness. It 
was therefore not included in the mediation 
analysis.

For the sake of  concision and bolstering sta-
tistical power (Schimmack, 2012), and in the 
absence of  any interaction between social role 
and message source (see previous lines), we col-
lapsed the data across the two social roles (impor-
tantly, the pattern of  results persisted when 
testing for each role separately; i.e., the effects of  
both independent variables (IVs) on the media-
tor, the effect of  the mediator on the dependent 
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variable (DV), and the two indirect effects, were 
significant among both victims and perpetrators). 
As seen in Table 3, both the Palestinian and the 
Jordanian conditions significantly increased par-
ticipants’ perception of  representativeness com-
pared to the UN condition, and perceived 
representativeness, in turn, predicted greater will-
ingness to reconcile. Also, as predicted, the two 
indirect effects—that is the path from message 
from a Palestinian official to willingness to recon-
cile through perceived representativeness, and the 
path from message from a Jordanian official to 
willingness to reconcile through perceived repre-
sentativeness—were significant (as seen in the 
table, zero was not included in the 95% confi-
dence intervals).

Discussion
In line with our predictions, Study 2 found that 
compared to a control, no-message condition, 
messages from either Israeli Palestinians or 
Jordanians successfully promoted reconciliation 
among Israeli Jews. By contrast, consistent with 
Study 1, messages from a neutral third party (i.e., 
the UN) were less effective than identical mes-
sages from the other conflict party or from a 
common-identity third party. Moreover, 

compared to the no-message condition, messages 
from a neutral third party did not bring about any 
positive change in group members’ willingness to 
reconcile. These findings point to the limited abil-
ity of  neutral third parties to promote 
reconciliation.

Unexpectedly, the effectiveness of  messages 
from Jordanians did not differ from that of  mes-
sages from the other conflict party. Although our 
participants clearly distinguished between Israeli 
Palestinian and Jordanian officials, as was evident 
in their different perceived representativeness (an 
Israeli Palestinian official was perceived to be 
more representative of  the Israeli Palestinian 
group than a Jordanian official), messages from 
both sources brought about similar emotional 
responses. Nevertheless, these findings are con-
sistent with our theorizing that third parties that 
share a common identity with the other conflict 
party should evoke similar emotional responses 
as the conflict party itself  and give rise to opti-
mism regarding common-identity third parties’ 
ability to promote reconciliation.

The results of  the mediation analysis were in 
line with our theorizing, revealing that the differ-
ences in the effects of  the different message 
sources stemmed from the extent to which the 
official who conveyed the conciliatory message 
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Figure 1. Willingness to reconcile as a function of social role and message source.
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was perceived as representing the other conflict 
party. These results highlight the unique nature 
of  intergroup as opposed to interpersonal recon-
ciliation processes. Specifically, reconciliation fol-
lowing interpersonal transgressions is expected to 
be carried out through direct communication 
between victim and perpetrator (Benziman, 
2009). Supporting this reasoning, intervention by 
third parties following interpersonal transgres-
sions was found to be generally ineffective, even 
when they shared a common identity with the 
other conflict party (e.g., family members; 
Shnabel et al., 2014). By contrast, because groups 
cannot conduct direct communication in the 
same way individuals do, their members may 
expect any form of  conciliatory message to be 
delivered through official representatives (see 
Tavuchis, 1991). Apparently, this expectation 
opens the door to interventions by third parties, 
as long as they are perceived to represent the 
other conflict party at least to some degree.

One potential limitation of  Study 2 is that the 
neutral third party was the UN, an international 

organization with almost 200 member states, 
which may have been perceived as belonging to a 
higher level, superordinate category (Mummendey 
& Wenzel, 1999) compared to the single state rep-
resenting the common-identity third party. Our 
choice of  this particular operationalization 
stemmed from our wish to enhance ecological 
validity. A third-party state that is completely 
uninvolved in the Middle East conflict was 
unlikely to convey the emotional-subjective mes-
sages that were the focus of  the present study, 
compromising the cover story. Importantly, Study 
2’s findings regarding the relative ineffectiveness 
of  neutral third parties replicated the results of  
Study 1, where the neutral third party did not 
belong to a higher level, superordinate category.

General Discussion
According to Rubin (1980), “The history of  third 
party intervention is as old as the history of  
human conflict, which in turn is probably as old 
as the history of  humankind itself ” (p. 379). The 

Table 3. The indirect effect of message source on willingness to reconcile via perceived representativeness 
(Study 2).

B SE t p

IV-1 on mediator: Palestinian source on perceived representativeness 2.20 .28 7.91 .000
IV-2 on mediator: Jordanian source on perceived representativeness 1.02 .28 3.69 .000
Mediator on DV: Perceived representativeness on willingness to reconcile .34 .09 3.86 .000
IV-1 on DV: Direct effect: Palestinian source on willingness to reconcile .68 .35 1.98 .049
IV-2 on DV: Direct effect: Jordanian source on willingness to reconcile .84 .30 2.81 .006

95% CI Effect SE LL UL

Indirect effects for IV-1
Palestinian source on willingness to reconcile through perceived representativeness .75 .23 .33 1.22
Indirect effects for IV-2
Jordanian source on willingness to reconcile through perceived representativeness .35 .13 .12  .63

Note. N = 139 Israeli Jews. Participants in the control condition were not included in this analysis, because perceived repre-
sentativeness was measured only in conditions that included messages. The two social role conditions (victims, perpetrators) 
are collapsed. The three source conditions are coded such that the neutral (UN) condition is the reference group. Thus, the 
Palestinian source (IV-1) represents the contrast between the Palestinian and UN conditions (coded Palestinian = 1, Jordanian 
and UN = 0); while the contrast between the Jordanian and UN conditions (coded Jordanian = 1, Palestinian and UN = 
0) is controlled for. Correspondingly, the Jordanian source (IV-2) represents the contrast between the Jordanian and UN 
conditions, while the contrast between the Palestinian and UN conditions is controlled for. Bootstrap sample size = 5,000. 
CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. When zero is not included in the 95% confidence interval, this 
indicates a significant indirect effect.
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present research explored whether intervention 
by third parties can facilitate reconciliation. We 
conducted two studies using substantially differ-
ent contexts in terms of  transgression severity 
(violent vs. nonviolent), time, and relevance to an 
ongoing or single-episode conflict. In support of  
our hypotheses, both studies found that third 
parties perceived as neutral were relatively inef-
fective in fostering reconciliation. Importantly, 
however, we showed that third-party intervention 
contributed to group members’ willingness to 
reconcile insofar as the third parties shared criti-
cal identity features with the other conflict party 
and were perceived as representing it, at least to 
some degree. Future research might investigate 
further conditional factors, such as how approach-
able and generally cooperative the third party 
appears.

Our findings stand in stark contrast to previ-
ous findings within the conflict resolution 
domain, which highlight the importance of  third-
party neutrality (e.g., Stulberg, 1987). Indeed, 
neutrality is an asset when third parties use strate-
gies such as conciliation, mediation, and consulta-
tion (Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994) to promote 
practical agreements between adversarial groups. 
Moreover, neutral third parties may set the stage 
for reconciliation by facilitating communication 
between the parties to a conflict (Kolb, 1987) and 
creating an open atmosphere in which they would 
feel free to express their feelings (Fisher, 1983). 
Reconciliation itself, however, requires something 
beyond that: it requires “the reparation of  a bro-
ken relationship,” which can be obtained through 
the exchange of  “emotionally charged communi-
cation” (see the analysis of  the South African 
Truth and Reconciliation Commissions by 
Gobodo-Madikizela, 2008). Our findings that 
such emotional communication is effective only 
through parties whose social identity is directly 
related to the conflict support the tenet that rec-
onciliation is a socioemotional process that is 
fundamentally different from conflict resolution 
(see Kelman, 2008; Nadler et al., 2008; Nadler & 
Shnabel, 2008). The socioemotional path seems 
especially important in cases in which both 
groups have an interest in a future relationship.

By empirically testing the impact of  third-
party intervention on reconciliation, the present 
research offers several theoretical and practical 
insights. Conflict parties often avoid the risk 
involved in exchanging conciliatory messages out 
of  fear that the other party might not reciprocate, 
or even exploit their goodwill gestures (Shnabel 
& Noor, 2012). Moreover, even if  groups are 
willing to take the risk, their conciliatory mes-
sages might lead to emotional backlash (e.g., 
anger) should they fail to bring about the hoped-
for positive response (Harth, Hornsey, & Barlow, 
2011). For third parties, the risk involved in con-
veying conciliatory messages is considerably 
lower; they may therefore be more willing to con-
vey conciliatory messages. Identifying the condi-
tions under which third-party interventions are 
effective, as in the present research, may guide 
third parties’ efforts to overcome the emotional 
barriers between conflict parties that often find 
themselves unable to untangle the proverbial 
Gordian knot on their own.

In particular, our findings point to the iden-
tity-related characteristics of  third parties that 
may bolster or hinder their interventions’ effec-
tiveness. Future research may examine whether 
neutral third parties can become more effective 
by stressing shared identity features associating 
them with a common group with the other con-
flict party. For example, shared humanity was 
found to induce a sense of  common identity 
among groups that did not share salient identity 
features such as race or ethnicity (Wohl & 
Branscombe, 2005). Our findings also suggest 
that the effectiveness of  messages conveyed by 
officials belonging to a third party should increase 
if  they stress their identification with and repre-
sentativeness of  the other conflict party. Future 
research should explore how groups in conflict 
may motivate third parties to engage in the pro-
cess of  reconciliation and deliver conciliatory 
messages on their behalf. Possibly, highlighting 
aspects of  a shared identity might help the directly 
involved conflict parties recruit exactly the type 
of  third parties whose intervention is likely to be 
most effective; namely, third parties who share 
common identity with them.
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From a broader theoretical perspective, much 
of  the research conducted within the social iden-
tity perspective has focused almost exclusively on 
the ingroup–outgroup dyad. For instance, the 
common ingroup identity model (CIIM; 
Gaertner, & Dovidio, 2000) has focused on how 
recategorization of  an ingroup and a given out-
group as belonging to a common superordinate 
group (i.e., as sharing a common identity) may 
improve relations between them. However, inter-
group relations, and intergroup reconciliation in 
particular, often involve more than two social actors. 
For example, international sanctions against 
South Africa may have facilitated the fall of  the 
apartheid regime and the beginning of  reconcilia-
tion between Blacks and Whites. Our research 
suggests that this narrow focus on dyadic inter-
group relations may limit our ability to under-
stand and possibly contribute to the promotion 
of  positive intergroup relations.

Optimistically, however, our research also sug-
gests that the insights gained in such ingroup–
outgroup dyad studies are invaluable to the 
understanding of  intergroup relations more 
broadly. Thus, in the present research we bor-
rowed CIIM’s general logic that perceiving groups 
as sharing a common identity should elicit similar 
responses towards these groups, and successfully 
applied it to predict responses towards third par-
ties. Similarly, we extended the concept of  typi-
cality, traditionally viewed as the degree to which 
a single outgroup member possesses traits that 
characterize his or her own outgroup (e.g., Wilder, 
1984), to denote the degree to which a single out-
group member represents another outgroup, to 
which he or she does not belong. This extension 
allowed us to draw on findings in the intergroup 
contact literature (i.e., Brown et al., 2007; Brown 
et al., 1999; Wilder, 1984) to successfully predict 
that perceived representativeness should mediate 
third-party effectiveness. Future research may 
continue this trend of  applying existing knowl-
edge about social-psychological processes to 
more complex social contexts which go beyond 
the “ingroup” or “outgroup.” Hopefully, formu-
lating more sophisticated social psychological 
models that include more than two social actors 

(and may therefore correspond more closely to 
real-world structures) would contribute to the 
development of  novel approaches to managing 
intergroup relations. The present research may be 
viewed as a first step in this direction.
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Notes
1. We acknowledge that, due to our decision not to 

use a fully crossed design (which would require 
12 experimental cells in Study 1 and 14 in Study 
2), we did not examine the effects of  third par-
ties’ messages of  acceptance on victims’ readi-
ness to reconcile, or of  third parties’ messages 
of  empowerment on perpetrators’ readiness to 
reconcile. Nevertheless, we believe that the possi-
bility that an accepting message from a third party 
may effectively promote victims’ readiness to rec-
oncile and/or an empowering message from a 
third party may effectively promote perpetrators’ 
readiness to reconcile is highly implausible, for 
two reasons. First, there is no theoretical ground 
to assume that making victims feel accepted, or 
perpetrators empowered, by third parties should 
increase their willingness to reconcile with each 
other. Second, a direct empirical test of  the 
effects of  third parties’ expression of  acceptance 
to victims and empowerment to perpetrators in 
contexts of  interpersonal transgressions (see 
Shnabel et al., 2014) revealed that their effective-
ness was lower than comparable messages from 
the other conflict party. Because research within 
the framework of  the needs-based model has 
so far revealed consistent effects of  message 
content across the interpersonal and intergroup 
levels (e.g., compare the findings of  Shnabel & 
Nadler, 2008 with those of  Shnabel et al., 2009), 
there is a sound theoretical base for assuming that 
at the intergroup level too, third parties’ convey-
ance of  acceptance to victims or empowerment 
to perpetrators would not effectively promote 
reconciliation.

2. We conducted two additional ANOVAs (message 
source: other conflict party, neutral third party, 
common-identity third party), each for victims 
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and perpetrators separately, in order to investi-
gate the within-group effects of  message source. 
Generally, the separate analyses revealed the same 
pattern of  results as the overall analysis.

The ANOVA conducted for participants 
assigned to the victim role revealed a significant 
main effect of  message source, F(2, 58) = 7.20, 
p = .002, η2 = .20. In line with expectations, post 
hoc comparisons (LSD) demonstrated that will-
ingness to reconcile was significantly greater when 
the message came from the other conflict party (p 
= .001) or the common-identity party (p = .008) 
compared to the neutral third party. Effectiveness 
of  the message from the other conflict party did 
not differ from the effectiveness of  the common-
identity party message (p = .330).

The ANOVA conducted for participants 
assigned to the perpetrator role revealed a signifi-
cant main effect of  message source, F(2, 60) = 
6.80, p = .002, η2 = .19. Post hoc comparisons 
(LSD) revealed that the message of  the other 
conflict party increased willingness to reconcile 
compared to the common-identity (p = .020) 
and the neutral third party condition (p = .001). 
Perpetrators willingness’ to reconcile did not sig-
nificantly differ between the two third-party con-
ditions (p = .191).

We believe that the lack of  significant dif-
ference between the two third-party conditions, 
as found in the separate analyses for victims and 
perpetrators, stems from the lack of  sufficient 
statistical power. Indeed, the analysis for the 
whole sample (which has greater statistical power) 
revealed a significant difference between the two 
third-party conditions, in line with predictions.

3. The identity of  the terrorists who committed the 
massacre was not certain. The debriefing stressed 
that while some believe it was carried out by 
Palestinians from within Israel, others believe that 
the terrorists entered Israel from a neighbouring 
country.

4. A pilot study examined participants’ (N = 50) 
agreement that “The UN remains neutral about 
the Israeli–Palestinian conflict” (1 = disagree, 6 = 
agree). The overall mean (M = 3.94, SD = 1.54) 
was significantly above the scale’s midpoint, t(49) 
= 2.02, p. = 05, confirming that the UN was per-
ceived as neutral.

5. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Nadler 
& Liviatan, 2006) we also measured participants’ 
trust in the other conflict party (Study 1 and Study 
2). In both studies, trust did not significantly vary 

between conditions and did not have any reliable 
effect on the mediation analysis. Therefore, trust 
was not considered further in the present paper 
as we focus on the mechanism of  third-party 
intervention.

6. We conducted additional one-factorial ANOVAs 
(message source: Palestinian, Jordanian, UN, 
control) for victims and perpetrators, in order to 
investigate the effects of  the source of  the mes-
sage within the two groups separately.

Victims: the ANOVA revealed a significant 
main effect of  message source, F(1, 91) = 6.15,  
p = .001, η2 = .17. Post hoc tests (LSD) revealed 
that compared to the no-message condition, mes-
sages from the Palestinian (p = .002) and Jordanian 
(p = .003) representatives, but not from the UN 
official (p = .96) significantly increased Israeli Jews’ 
willingness to reconcile with Israeli Palestinians. 
The messages from the Palestinian and Jordanian 
officials did not differ from each other (p = .90), but 
they both differed significantly from the message 
of  the UN official (Palestinian vs. UN, p = .003 and 
Jordanian vs. UN, p = .005).

Perpetrators: the ANOVA showed a sig-
nificant main effect of  message source, F(1, 78) 
= 6.25, p = .001, η2 = .19. Post hoc tests (LSD) 
revealed that compared to the no-message condi-
tion, messages from the Palestinian (p = .003) rep-
resentative, but not from the UN official (p = .31) 
significantly increased Israeli Jews’ willingness to 
reconcile with Israeli Palestinians. A message from 
the Jordanian representative had a marginal effect 
(p = .078). Messages from a Palestinian official did 
not significantly differ from a message delivered by 
a Jordanian official (p = .16). Both messages sig-
nificantly increased reconciliation willingness com-
pared to a message from an UN official (Palestinian 
vs. UN, p < .001 and Jordanian vs. UN, p = .007).
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