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Abstract

Whereas previous research has commonly studied the effects of perspective-taking for harmless targets, we examined whether the effect of perspective-taking might extend to a violent outgroup target. That is, our target not only held members of the adversary group responsible for his plight but also issued a severe threat to them (suicide bombing). We report findings from two studies that were conducted within the intergroup relations between Israelis and Palestinians, defined by a prolonged and violent conflict. Study 1 found that perspective-taking with a radicalised and threatening Palestinian target could successfully be induced among Israeli participants and as a result led to their improved motivation to forgive the target. Study 2 directly manipulated threat in addition to perspective-taking. Irrespective of the presence of threat, perspective-taking led to improved motivation to forgive the target as well as to increased interpersonal liking for the target. Increased liking mediated fully the effect of perspective-taking on forgiveness. Theoretical and practical implications of this research are discussed. 
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Can We Forgive a Militant Outgroup Member? The Role of Perspective-taking
“If we could read the secret history of our enemies, we would find in each person’s life sorrow and suffering enough to disarm all hostility”. H. W. Longfellow
Taking the perspective of individuals in difficult situations has been known to result in favourable attitudes and prosocial gestures towards these individuals and their groups (e.g., AIDS victims, the homeless, heroin addicts, and the racially discriminated) (Batson, 1998; Batson et al., 1997; Hoffman, 1981; see Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010, for a review). However, these effects of perspective-taking have been mainly studied in contexts (e.g. refusing self-benefit in raffles and offering voluntary time) void of any severe and threatening conflict situations between the research participants and those whose perspective they took. This is surprising given that real life social relations are frequently characterised by conflict and frictions. One should not expect the relationship between perspective-takers and their targets to be immune to such characteristics. Thus the aim of the current research was to address this gap and assess the efficacy of perspective-taking in contexts defined by prolonged, severe conflict between the perspective-takers and their targets. 
Toward a More Dynamic Relationship between Perspective-takers and their Targets
Typically, the targets of perspective-taking have been portrayed as vulnerable, sad and passive individuals, who were reliant on someone else’s help to recover from their difficult situations (e.g. Batson et al., 1997; Vescio, Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003). Even in the case of convicted murderers (Batson et al., 1997), who could arguably present a source of threat to the public, at no point in the bogus interview did the murderer issue a threat to the safety of the research participants or that of others in society. In fact, the target was presented as regretful and safely imprisoned.
Moreover, the interaction between the perspective-takers and their targets would have been commonly situated in contexts without a history of a long-term relationship between the two parties. Even the few studies that have examined the effects of perspective-taking on non-laboratory groups (e.g. interracial relations, Vescio et al., 2003; different sexual orientation groups, Stürmer, Synder, & Omoto, 2005), the targets of perspective-taking neither held any explicit negative attitudes towards the research participants, nor were they in any way threatening to the participants and their immediate social groups. 
Considered in this light, little is known of perspective-taking and its consequences that may take place within a more dynamic relationships between the perspective-taker and his/her target. This is surprising, especially because such dynamism is arguably more reflective of the true nature of social relations in the real world. Thus, there are important theoretical grounds that remain unexplored in the study of perspective-taking and its psychological consequences. Of particular importance are questions relating to the effectiveness of perspective-taking in contexts in which the social relation between the perspective-takers and their target is defined by prolonged, violent intergroup conflicts. If perspective-taking turned out to be independent of such factors, it then becomes of equal importance to examine the underlying mechanisms that derive the effect of perspective-taking on positive outcome variables in contexts of enmity. 

To address the above concerns, the present work introduced a number of important modifications to the traditional perspective-taking research paradigm. First, to set our research in a natural setting of intergroup hostility, the current work was conducted within the on-going intergroup conflict between Palestinians and Israelis. Moreover, unlike the target of perspective-taking commonly used by previous research, we examined the effects of perspective-taking in relation to a violent Palestinian individual, who was purported to find himself in a difficult situation but crucially who held members of an adversary group (i.e. Israelis) responsible for his plight and issued severe threat to them (i.e. suicide bombing). Thus, these modifications of the classic stimulus materials enabled us to observe the potential main and interaction effects of perspective-taking and threat. 
Threat and its Potential Implications for Perspective-taking 
Threat results from when one’s beliefs, intentions and actions pose a challenge to another party’s goals and well-being. According to the Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), there exist different types of threat, including realistic threat (e.g., threat to physical well-being), symbolic threat (e.g., threat resulting from clashing values, norms, etc.) anxiety (e.g., threat resulting from uncertainty), and negative stereotypes (e.g., threat resulting from negative expectations). Each type makes a significant and unique contribution to negative attitudes towards those who are associated with the source of threat (for a meta-analysis see Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). Hence, based on the theoretical premise and the empirical research, ITT predicts: the more we perceive someone as threatening, the more negative will be our attitudes towards them.

Conversely, decades of research on perspective-taking has shown that the more we adopt the perspective of a needy person, the more likely it is that we generate improved attitudes towards that person (Batson, 1998). Juxtaposing the findings of the ITT literature with those of the perspective-taking literature raises a number of questions that have not been addressed by previous research. First, a fundamental question is what the relationship between perspective-taking and threat might be. A) Does perspective-taking’s prosocial effect occur only with low-level or no threat (i.e., interaction effect)? B) Is perspective-taking effective regardless of threat’s presence and magnitude (i.e., two main, additive effects)? Although at first glance option B may seem a counterintuitive prediction, we hypothesised that threat would not moderate the effect of perspective-taking. Our premise rests on the following assumptions and research. In contexts of prolonged conflict, adversary groups are likely to view each other (and especially the violent members in the outgroup) as a source of threat (Maoz & McCauley, 2009). This can often become a chronic view, as it may be continually reinforced by stereotypical beliefs about the outgroup due to the socialisation of the prolonged conflict and the conflict-generating structures, such as media, education systems, etc. (Bar Tal, 2012; Bar Tal & Teichman, 2005). However, we argue that perspective-taking will present the ingroup with novel insights about the outgroup that are likely to be inconsistent with the chronic stereotypical beliefs the ingroup holds about the outgroup (Stephan & Finaly, 1999). A mechanism through which perspective-taking can foster such novel insights is through theory of mind which refers to the ability to understand that others have minds and intentions analogous to one’ own (Happé, Cook, & Bird, 2017). This has been demonstrated by Vescio and colleagues (2003), who showed that perspective-taking-induced insights can trigger knowledge structures that may suppress incompatible stereotype-based knowledge. Indeed, previous work showed that perspective-taking inhibits stereotype activation and as a result improves intergroup attitudes (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000; Macrae, Bodenhausen, & Milne, 1995). In line with the above reasoning, we expected that perspective-taking may facilitate a novel view of the militant outgroup member, with its ensued positive implications, irrespective of the presence of threat. 
The Motivation to Forgive, Attitudinal Interpersonal Liking and their Structural Inter-relationships with Perspective-taking
A further contribution of the present research was to examine the effects of perspective-taking on a range of different types of outcome variables. This approach enabled us to scrutinise the specific effects of perspective-taking in a more nuanced way. Importantly, it also allowed us to assess the structural inter-relationships between perspective-taking, motivational and attitudinal variables.
Motivation to Forgive


Given our research context (Palestinian/Israeli conflict), it was deemed appropriate to assess the impact of our independent variables on forgiveness as one of our main motivational dependent variables (Studies 1 and 2). Over the last two decades, forgiveness–decreased motivation to retaliate against or avoid the offender and increased motivation to reconcile with the offender despite harmful acts (McCullough Rachal, Worthington, 1998)–has become the focus of research that explores ways of ameliorating hostile intergroup relations (Noor, 2016; Noor, Brown, & Prentice, 2008; Noor, Brown, Gonzalez, Manzi, & Lewis, 2008; Noor & Nazneen, 2017; Noor, Shnabel, Halabi, & Nadler, 2012; Shnabel, Halabi, & Noor, 2013; Staub, 2006; Wohl & Branscombe, 2005). As theorised earlier, precisely because the induction of perspective-taking is expected to challenge the ingroup’s chronic stereotypical beliefs about the outgroup as a source of threat (Bar Tal, 2012; Stephan & Finaly, 1999; Vescio et al., 2003), we hypothesised that perspective-taking would increase participants’ motivation to forgive the violent target individual. That is, perspective-taking may afford new mitigating insights about the outgroup to which the ingroup may not have had access previously. In turn, such new insights may lead to a decrease in the ingroup’s motivation to avoid and retaliate against the outgroup and an increase in their motivation to display benevolence and forgiveness towards the outgroup, respectively (McCullough et al., 1998; Noor, 2016). Additionally, consistent with the ITT, we predicted that threat would lead to decreased motivation to forgive the target individual. As explained earlier, we did not expect threat to moderate the effect of perspective-taking.
Attitudinal Interpersonal Liking and its Mediating Role
Miller (2002) has argued that interpersonal knowledge of the outgroup members may ameliorate overall negative outgroup evaluation. This is because interpersonal knowledge and familiarity can lead to interpersonal liking and, importantly, it can circumvent the inhibiting effects of group membership on such outcome variables. Similarly, Stürmer and colleagues (2005) have shown that in contexts of intergroup relations interpersonal attraction (such as liking) is an effective predictor of outgroup prosocial variables (e.g. helping). Zagefka, Noor, and Brown (2012) have also demonstrated that familiarity with an outgroup can lead to compassion and willingness to donate to the outgroup at times of humanitarian crisis. Again, the above work has tested the link between perspective-taking and liking mainly in contexts in which the recipient of the perspective-taking were vulnerable and harmless outgroup members. In contrast, the present work (Study 2) extends previous research by examining the effect of perspective-taking on interpersonal liking towards an outgroup member who pose a major threat to the perspective-takers’ group. Although past research gives reason to believe that perspective-taking will result in participants’ positive evaluation (increased liking) of the threatening target, empirical evidence in support of this assumption has yet to be provided. As predicted by ITT (Stephan & Stephan 2000), threat will increase participants’ negative evaluation of the target individual. Given our earlier theorising regarding the independence of perspective-taking and threat, we expected perceived threat would not moderate the effect of perspective-taking on liking.
Moreover, the present research also sought to investigate the mediating role of interpersonal liking as a mechanism for driving the effect of perspective-taking on forgiveness. Thus, it was expected that perspective-taking would improve participants’ personal liking for the target individual which in turn was predicted to lead to increased motivation to forgive the target individual. Our reasoning for the link between liking and forgiveness was that it would be unlikely to forgive someone towards whom one held strong negative attitudes (McCullough et al., 1998; Noor, Brown, Gonzalez et al., 2008). 
Study 1
Study 1 examined the effects of perspective-taking on Israeli participants’ prosocial motivation to forgive a fictitious radicalised Palestinian, Saleem. 
Method
Participants and Design

Fifty-five participants at two universities located in the North and central Israel took part in the experiment. There were 41 females and 9 males (mean age = 27.64 years, SD = 7.37), while 5 participants did not reveal their gender. Two participants were excluded because their scores on the manipulation check item indicated extreme scores in the opposite direction of the intended manipulation (i.e. perspective-taking condition), hence raising concerns that they may not have followed the manipulation instructions1. The between-subjects design of this study involved two conditions, namely: the perspective-taking condition (n = 24) and the objective condition (n = 29). All participants were of Israeli origin and participated in the study on a voluntary basis. 
Materials and Procedure

The experiment was portrayed as a media study allegedly examining perceptions of different types of media outputs. Unbeknown to the participants, they all were exposed to the same bogus newspaper interview which revealed information about a fictitious protagonist Saleem, a 21 year-old suicide bomber in the Middle East. The main content of the interview was broadly based on a monologue borrowed from the movie ‘Paradise Now’ (Beyer & Abu-Assad, 2005). Participants read that the protagonist worked at a local garage to look after his family and that his father, a taxi driver, was innocently shot and killed at an Israeli checkpoint. The death of his father had set a turning point in his life. Since his death, the target individual had joined an organisation which had offered him support and training to become a suicide bomber, and now he was just waiting for his call. The target individual was also reported to accuse Israelis to have taken Palestinian land and homes and that he was fighting for their freedom and lives. The article concluded with the target individual declaring that his motive for becoming a suicide bomber was not due to religious beliefs but that instead he wanted to restore his dignity and that he owed it to his father.


Manipulation of perspective-taking. Prior to reading the bogus article, participants were randomly assigned to a perspective-taking condition and an objective condition. The instruction for the perspective-taking condition was as follows: ‘While you are reading this interview, try to take the perspective of the person being interviewed. That is, try to imagine yourself in the person’s shoes. Concentrate on trying to imagine what the person being interviewed is thinking and how he is feeling.’ In the objective condition, participants read: ‘While you are reading this interview, try to take an objective perspective towards what is described. That is, try to not get caught up in how the person being interviewed feels; just remain objective and detached.’ These instructions were adapted from the classic and recently used perspective-taking manipulation paradigm employed by previous researchers (e.g., Batson, Chermoc, Hoyt, & Ortiz, 2007).  


After reading one of the above perspective-taking instructions and the bogus interview, participants were asked to indicate their reactions to the interview by responding to a series of Likert-type statements using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. 

Measures. To assess if the perspective-taking manipulation was successful, all participants indicated the extent to which they could easily imagine what the target individual’s life must be like. Participants’ motivation to forgive the target was measured by asking them to indicate the degree to which they were (1) willing to forgive him for his actions, (2) not to hold a grudge against him, (3) and not to have ill-feelings towards him. In addition, participants indicated the extent to which (4) they resented the target for his actions (reverse-coded). These items are generally associated with the prosocial motivation of forgiveness across interpersonal and intergroup forgiveness literature (adapted from Noor, Brown, Gonzalez et al., 2008). The four items formed a moderately reliable scale (α = .67).  Upon providing their demographic information, participants were thanked and thoroughly debriefed.
Results 


Manipulation Check

Although reaching only marginal significance, the results trended as hypothesised. Namely, the participants who were tasked to take the target individual’s perspective (M = 4.42) were significantly more able to imagine his life than the participants who were instructed to read the interview by remaining objective and detached (M = 3.62), F(1,51) = 3.70, p = .060, partial eta2 = .068, 95% CI [-0.03, 1.63].
Effects of Perspective-taking on the Motivation to Forgive
As predicted, the participants who took the target’s perspective (M = 3.23) were more motivated to forgive him than the participants who remained objective and detached (M = 2.47), F(1,51) = 4.38, p = .041, partial eta2 = .080, 95% CI [0.031, 1.49].
Discussion

The findings of Study 1 supported our main hypothesis. Despite the explicit threat that the target individual posed to the social group of our participants, the perspective-taking manipulation was effective. Namely, those participants who were induced with taking his perspective reported increased ability to imagine his life than the participants who were tasked to remain objective and detached. Importantly, the effect of perspective-taking led to improved motivation to forgive the target individual. 
Understandably, given the target’s character and intentions, the level of motivation to forgive generally displayed towards him was low. However, such relatively low level of prosocial motivation should not distract from the implications of our findings, namely: simple instructions to adopt the perspective of a target who harbours intentions to inflict severe harm onto others and, importantly, to the very research participants’ social group led to moderate but significant increases in the prosocial motivation towards such a target. 

Nevertheless, though supportive of our central hypothesis, the present results provided only a ‘first pass’. An important question at this point is whether our findings can be replicated with a different and larger sample. Moreover, although there is little doubt about the face-valid threat emanating from our bogus article to the participants, it is unclear how the present findings would have been affected had we directly manipulated threat in addition to our perspective-taking manipulation. Furthermore, a potential factor contributing to the findings of the current study might have been the amount of information provided about the target and his motives in the bogus article, which may have off-set participants’ general perceptions of threat. Also, Study 1 included only one type of outcome variable, namely: motivation to forgive. Finally, Study 1 shed no light on the mechanism underlying the effect of perspective-taking on forgiveness.
To address theses concerns and to replicate the findings of Study 1, we conducted a second study. In Study 2, a) we recruited a bigger sample, b) directly manipulated threat in addition to perspective-taking, c) shortened the bogus article, d) included a further measure to assess the effect of perspective-taking on an attitudinal outcome variable, and e) tested a theorised mediation process.
Study 2
Method
Participants and Design

One hundred and thirty-three participants at two universities located in the North and central Israel took part in the experiment. Two participants were excluded due to missing values across the key variables. Another 6 participants were excluded because their scores on the manipulation check item were in the opposite direction of the intended manipulation, hence raising concern that they may not have followed the manipulation task instructions (see Footnote 1). In the final sample, there were 86 females and 39 males (mean age = 25.12 years, SD = 5.00). The between-subjects design of this study involved four conditions, namely: 2 (perspective-taking vs. objective) X 2 (high threat vs. low threat). The number of participants for any cross combination cell ranged between 24 and 42. All participants were of Israeli origin and participated in the study on a voluntary basis. 
Materials and Procedure
Like Study 1, this study was portrayed as a media study allegedly examining perceptions of different types of media outputs. Similar to Study 1, all participants were exposed to a bogus newspaper interview which revealed information about a fictitious character named Saleem, a 21 year-old suicide bomber in the Middle East. However, the current article was reduced to only half the length of the article used in Study 1, thus providing less information about the protagonist, and therefore reducing the likelihood of off-setting the threat that he embodied. Specifically, participants read that the target individual had left school to work in a local garage in order to help out at home and with his siblings. Then it was briefly reported that his innocent dad, a taxi driver, was shot and killed at an Israeli checkpoint, after whose death the target individual became resentful toward the Israeli State and its citizens. In order to manipulate threat, the article continued with the low threat condition: ‘So, I have joined a media organisation which has provided me with training and support in telling the world about the suffering of the Palestinians’. In the interest of comparability across Studies 1 and 2, the high threat condition was worded in an identical manner to the interview used in Study 1: ‘So, I have joined an underground organisation which has provided me with training and support in suicide mission. Now, I just wait for my call.’ The rationale for the threat manipulation stemmed from reasoning that both conditions should contain an element of threat. While there is an obvious threat to participants’ physical well-being by portraying the target individual as suicide bomber in the high threat condition, in the low threat condition this intense level of threat was reduced to exposing participants to a threat to their moral image. That is, we expected that portraying the target individual as a journalist who intended to report Israeli treatment of Palestinians to the whole world would exert a degree of threat to our participants as well, albeit to a lesser degree than the high threat condition. 
Following the article, participants completed a brief questionnaire. An item about imagining what the target individual’s life must be like, identical to the one in Study 1, served as a manipulation check for perspective-taking. Two items measured directly the threat emanating from the target individual: ‘Saleem poses a high risk to Israeli security’ and ‘Saleem poses an extreme threat to the lives of Israelis’(r(125) =.821, p =.001). To assess participants’ interpersonal attraction to the target individual, they indicated how much they liked Saleem (see Stürmer et al., 2005). Finally, participants completed the same index of prosocial motivation for forgiveness as in Study 1. The 4 items of this index formed a reliable scale (α = .83). Upon providing their demographic information, participants were thanked and thoroughly debriefed.
Results

 
Manipulation Checks
We conducted a series of ANOVAs with the experimental perspective-taking and threat factors as independent variables and their manipulation check measures as dependent variables. As expected, the participants in the perspective-taking condition (M = 4.75) were able to imagine the target individual’s life more readily than those in the objective condition (M = 3.87), F(1,123) = 9.18, p = .003, partial eta2 = .070, 95% CI [0.31, 1.46]. Perspective-taking exerted neither a significant main effect (p = .603) nor an interaction effect (p = .895) (with threat) on the threat manipulation measure. As expected, the participants in the high threat condition (M = 5.23) perceived the target individual as more threatening than those in the low threat condition (M = 3.77), F(1,121) = 23.62, p < .001, partial eta2= .163, 95% CI [0.86, 2.05]. Threat did not exert a significant effect (p = .670) on participants’ ability to imagine the target’s life, nor was there a significant interaction effect (p = .475) between perspective-taking and threat. As such, the two factors were successfully and orthogonally manipulated.
Effects of Threat and Perspective-taking on Interpersonal Liking

 Threat had no main effect on interpersonal liking, F(1,121) = .90, p = .346, partial eta2 = .007, 95% CI [-0.27, 0.77]. However, perspective-taking exerted a main effect on interpersonal liking, such that in the perspective-taking condition (M = 3.17) participants liked the target individual significantly more than the participants in the objective condition (M = 2.56), F(1,121) = 5.18, p = .025, partial eta2 = .041, 95% CI [0.08, 1.12]. There were no interaction effects between threat and perspective-taking on interpersonal liking, F(1,121) = .90, p = .346, partial eta2 = .007.
Effects of Threat and Perspective-taking on Motivation to Forgive

Our threat manipulation produced a main effect on the participants’ motivation for forgiveness, such that participants in the low threat condition (M = 4.40) were more forgiving of the target individual than the participants in the high threat condition (M = 3.58), F(1,121) = 10.48, p = .002, partial eta2 = .080, 95% CI [0.32, 1.32]. Of high relevance to our main hypotheses, perspective-taking also exerted an effect on the participants’ forgiveness, such that participants in the perspective-taking condition (M = 4.28) were significantly more forgiving of the target individual than participants in the objective condition (M = 3.70), F(1,121) = 5.10, p = .026, partial eta2 = .04, 95% CI [0.07, 1.07]. There was no interaction effect between the two factors on forgiveness, F(1,121) = .03, p = .861,  partial eta2 = .001.
Mediational Analysis

Next, using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012, Model 4, add-on for SPSS), we tested the following sequence: 1) The induction of perspective-taking (independent variable) would increase participants’ liking of the target individual. In turn, such liking (mediator) would lead to increased forgiveness (dependent variable).
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Figure 1. Indirect effect (IE = 0.16, 95% CI [0.033, 0.322]) of perspective-taking on forgiveness through interpersonal liking for the target. Coefficients are unstandardized regression weights. * p <.05, **** p < .0001.[image: image1]
As expected, the results presented in Figure 1 indicated that perspective-taking had a significant effect on the tendency to like the target individual. In turn, liking for him predicted increased forgiveness. Moreover, the indirect effect of perspective-taking was also significant (i.e. zero was not included in the 95% confidence interval, suggesting that the indirect effect significantly differed from zero). Finally, the direct effect of perspective-taking intervention on forgiveness was not significant after controlling for the effect of liking. Therefore, the effect of perspective-taking on forgiveness was fully mediated by liking. 
Discussion

The findings of Study 2 both corroborated and extended the results of Study 1. Several novel findings were revealed: a) Threat affected the motivation to forgive such that in the high threat condition participants were less forgiving of the target than participants in the low threat condition. b) Threat, however, had no impact on interpersonal liking. c) Of more importance for the current research, perspective-taking had a main effect on participants’ motivation to forgive in the expected direction and thus replicating the findings from Study 1. d) Extending the findings of Study 1, perspective-taking had also a main effect on participants’ liking of the target individual. The above findings indicate that in the specific context in which we set our work, perspective-taking influenced both motivational as well as attitudinal outcome variables towards a highly threatening target. e) Study 2 further revealed that the effects of perspective-taking on our dependent variables were independent of the threat manipulation. Finally, f) Study 2 also shed light on the mechanism underlying the effects of perspective-taking on forgiveness. Namely, interpersonal liking fully mediated the effects of perspective-taking on forgiveness.

General Discussion
Acknowledging the insights of past research on perspective-taking, through the present work we addressed an important gap in this literature. Previous works had primarily focused on testing the effects of perspective-taking and its prosocial consequences in contexts void of any explicit antagonism between the perspective-takers and their targets. Thus the aim of the current research was to shed light on the efficacy of perspective-taking in contexts defined by severe conflict between the perspective-takers and their target. Two studies provided evidence in support of the positive effects of perspective-taking on both motivational (forgiveness) and attitudinal (interpersonal liking) outcome variables. These effects emerged irrespective of threat, and its magnitude, emanating from the target. It was also found that the mechanism through which perspective-taking exerted its positive impact on forgiveness was interpersonal liking.
Theoretical implications
These findings have several theoretical implications. First, they suggest that the efficacy of perspective-taking is not confined to contexts of benign or neutral relationship between perspective-takers and their targets. Indeed, our results indicate that even adversarial parties trapped in contexts of prolonged violence, such as the one in the Middle East, may benefit from perspective-taking. Second, the idea that perspective-taking may improve motivations and attitudes between conflicting parties even in the face of one party explicitly issuing threat to the other is a provocative idea and had not been tested previously. Failing to observe any interaction effects, this work points to the independence between perspective-taking and threat. In turn, such independence furnishes further support for the notion that through perspective-taking a novel and situation-focused view of the outgroup members can be obtained, which seems to suppress the adverse effects of the more chronic, stereotypical, and threatening view of the outgroup (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000; Macrae, Bodenhausen, & Milne, 1995).
A third theoretical contribution of this work relates to scrutinising the effects of perspective-taking on a range of motivational and attitudinal outcome variables. The consistency of the effects of perspective-taking on both the motivation to forgive and the evaluative attitude of liking the target individual not only boosts confidence in the results of the present research but it also reveals insights into the scope of perspective-taking. The current findings suggest that perspective-taking affects both attitudinal as well as motivational outcome variables. 
Divergence between Past and the Present Research 


Although the above findings are generally consistent with the traditional perspective-taking research, they diverge from some recent works showing that sometimes perspective-taking may backfire and result in increases in egoistic behaviour favouring own group and discriminating against outgroups (Epley, Caruso, & Bazerman, 2006). There are several reasons why the present findings and those by Epley et al. can co-exist. These reasons mainly relate to procedural issues. Perspective-taking can be induced in several ways (for reviews see Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Galinsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005). Epley and colleagues (2006) adopted a rather cognitive approach to inducing perspective-taking in their participants: ‘Please take a minute to think about the other groups. As you can imagine, they may have different priorities than you do and are likely to view this situation from a different perspective. Thinking about the other groups…’ (pp 875-876). Unlike Epley and colleague, our work induced perspective-taking through encouraging participants both to ‘take the perspective of the person’ and to ‘imagine’ themselves in the person’s shoes’. Moreover, our procedure also encouraged participants to ‘imagine what the person being interviewed was thinking and how he was feeling’. Thus, procedurally our work differed in important ways from the research conducted by Epley et al. (2006) in that our procedure went beyond the mere cognitive aspect of perspective-taking and contained additional imagine-self (Stotland, 1969) as well as affective dimensions (Batson et al., 1997). Moreover, whereas Epley (et al., 2006) instructed their participants to consider the perspectives of several competing groups, our participants were asked to concentrate on the perspective of only one individual. Consequently, Epley and colleagues’ participants were faced not only with the challenge of taking several perspectives simultaneously but they were also faced with the challenge of dealing with a higher level of contextual competitiveness due to the existence of multiple groups. The above is also supported by research demonstrating that groups generally tend to be more competitive than individuals (Schopler, Insko, Wieselquist et la., 2001). We argue that the exclusion of the above challenging and competitive features from our research context made it possible for our participants to benefit from our perspective-taking manipulation. 


Finally, we also believe that the information about our protagonist, Saleem, in the bogus interview provided our participants important insights that were unavailable to the participants taking part in Epley and colleagues’ research (2006). That is, our participants learned not only about the target individual’s plight caused by the killing of his father but they also learnt about his intention to commit a suicide bombing.  The latter piece of information, although clearly a destructive means to correct any wrongs, may have signaled to our participants the target individual’s selflessness. That is, due to the suicide bombing the target individual would not outlive any potential psychological or material benefits resulting from his action (restored dignity, revenge satisfaction, reclaiming of land, etc.). Thus, it is plausible to argue that taking the perspective of selfless targets may more readily translate into positive outcomes for the target (for a similar argument see Epley et al., 2006).

Limitations and Future Research


It is important to clarify that based on the present findings we do not expect that the motivation to forgive the target individual would necessarily translate into actual prosocial behaviors towards him. Rather, it may well be the case that such improved prosocial motivation and attitude may occur in parallel with support for aggressive means to defend against the threat of suicide bombing, which would be comprehensible given the nature of the threat emanating from the target individual. However, in the absence of empirical data, the above predictions remain to be tested in future research. 

Whether the improved motivation and attitude due to perspective-taking observed in the current work would extend beyond the individual target and affect his social group remains another research question to be addressed in future studies. That said, Batson and colleagues (1997) demonstrated that the benefits of perspective-taking (procedurally identical to our work) reaches the individual stigmatised target as well as their stigmatised social group.


We also note that in contexts of violent conflict and segregation there may be obvious obstacles to fostering interpersonal liking (Miller, 2002; Stürmer et al., 2005; Zagefka et al., 2012). Although participants in the perspective-taking condition seemed to have successfully increased their personal liking for the target individual, it is also possible that such an increase mainly reflects our Jewish participants’ success in reducing their dislike, rather than increasing their liking, for the Palestinian militant target. Future research has yet to shed light on the processes leading to increases and decreases in interpersonal (dis)liking. 

    Practical Implications

Our research also has important practical implications. It portends several messages of optimism concerning the scope and efficacy of perspective-taking. It provides the evidence in support of the positive effects of perspective-taking that pervade even contexts of intense intergroup conflict and threat. As such, perspective-taking may not be just an important technique to bring the good out of people in stable and peaceful contexts but, importantly, it may be one of the rare tools of conflict resolution at the disposal of conflict mediators in contexts marked by violent intergroup conflict.
In conclusion, for many decades social psychologists have primarily focused on studying how to reduce threat and prejudice with the intention to foster harmonious intergroup relations. The current work reminds us of the importance of broadening our focus to the study of concepts that proactively seek to foster positive relations among groups who would be otherwise trapped in violent conflicts.
Footnote

1. Note that prior to excluding participants with missing data or with scores on the extreme ends of the manipulation check measure, which were in the opposite direction to the intended manipulation, mean differences and significant levels were as follows: in Study 1 the effect of perspective-taking on forgiveness was (Mperspective-taking = 3.13 vs. Mobjective =2.47, p  = 0.073); in Study 2, the effect of perspective-taking on liking was (Mperspective-taking = 3.13 vs. Mobjective = 2.65, p  = 0.063) and on forgiveness was (Mperspective-taking = 4.25 vs. Mobjective = 3.77, p  = 0.053). Thus removing these cases improved reliability but did not dramatically change the pattern of the original findings.
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