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ABSTRACT
Exposure to conflict‐related violence is one of the most harmful consequences of living amidst a violent intergroup conflict.

While its potential significance is profound, the impact of exposure to conflict‐related violence on intergroup empathy remains

largely unexplored. The current paper aims to address this gap by proposing political ideology as a potential moderator of the

exposure‐empathy link. Three studies conducted among Jewish‐Israeli participants reveal an interactive effect of exposure to

conflict‐related violence and political ideology on intergroup empathy. In Study 1, high (vs. low) exposure to conflict‐related
violence was associated with decreased empathy among rightists—but increased empathy among leftists—towards individual

outgroup members. In Study 2, political ideology also moderated the exposure‐empathy relationship: Bereaved (vs. non‐
bereaved) rightists exhibited significantly less intergroup empathy towards both an individual bereaved outgroup member and

the outgroup as a whole, an effect not found among leftists. Study 3 revealed a similar, albeit marginally significant, interactive

effect of exposure to conflict‐related violence and political ideology on empathy towards individuals living in a different violent

conflict. Finally, an internal meta‐analysis provided further, more robust evidence for these effects. We discuss theoretical and

practical implications of the findings and suggest future directions for research on this important issue.

Despite ongoing efforts to promote peace, violent intergroup
conflicts still abound internationally, constituting one of civili-
zation's most important challenges. Prolonged violent conflicts
demand extensive psychological and material investment from
involved individuals (Bar‐Tal 2013; Kriesberg 1993), including
the psychological toll of frequent exposure to conflict‐related
violence. Such exposure—including loss of loved ones
(bereavement), personal injury, witnessing a violent event and/
or damage to property1—may cause psychological distress, post‐
traumatic stress symptoms (PSS), depression, and negative

intergroup attitudes and emotions (Canetti‐Nisim et al. 2009;
Canetti et al. 2014). These, in turn, fuel aggression, thereby
feeding an enduring vicious cycle of violence (Bar‐Tal 2013).

We propose that an important element of this cycle is the
impact of exposure to conflict‐related violence on intergroup
empathy. Empathy plays an important role in social relations
and has a well‐established impact on prosocial (e.g., Batson
et al. 2002) and aggressive behavior (Cikara, Bruneau, and
Saxe 2011). It involves sharing and understanding others’
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emotional states (Decety and Jackson 2004) and, in the context
of suffering or misfortune, comprises feelings of sympathy and
compassion for the victims (Batson and Shaw 1991).

Empathy has a cognitive component, that involves taking the
other's perspective (Stotland 1969), an emotional component,
sometimes referred to as “affective empathy” (Zahn‐Waxler,
et al. 1992), and a prosocial component that refers to the
motivation to alleviate another's suffering (Batson and
Shaw 1991; De Waal 2008). This final component lends em-
pathy a crucial role in preserving social cohesion and facilitat-
ing positive interpersonal and even intergroup relations (e.g.,
Pliskin et al. 2014). Furthermore, it is negatively correlated with
prejudice (e.g., Finlay and Stephan 2000; Pedersen et al. 2004)
and support for aggression (Kaukiainen et al. 1999; Shechtman
and Basheer 2005), even during times of intergroup conflict
escalation (e.g., Rosler, Cohen‐Chen, and Halperin 2017).

Despite its documented importance, meaningful obstacles to
empathy exist. Experiencing empathy has emotional, cognitive,
and practical costs (see Hodges and Klein 2001), which reduce
motivations to experience it (Bloom 2017; Zaki 2014). Crucially,
intergroup (vs. interpersonal) empathy is even more elusive:
People consistently show an intergroup empathy bias, experi-
encing less empathy toward outgroup members than towards
ingroup members (e.g., Cikara et al. 2014; Levy et al. 2016). In
intergroup conflicts, empathy biases are further intensified, as
the two parties inflict intentional harm on one another and may
even experience Schadenfreude (Cikara et al. 2014).

As empathy may benefit intergroup relations, understanding
the conditions under which it emerges is crucial, especially in
long‐term conflicts that entail personal exposure to violence.
Accordingly, our main research question is: How does ex-
posure to conflict‐related violence influence levels of
intergroup empathy? More specifically, we aim to focus on
the question of why, after experiencing violence, some people
feel less and others feel more intergroup empathy. Intuitively,
one might expect exposure to conflict‐related violence to
decrease intergroup empathy, but support also exists for the
opposite prediction, that exposure could increase intergroup
empathy. Below we review relevant literature on both potential
decreases and increases in empathy following exposure to
conflict‐related violence, as well as relevant indications that
ideology may serve as a relevant moderator determining the
direction in which exposure to conflict‐related violence influ-
ences empathy.

With regard to potential decreases in empathy following ex-
posure to conflict‐related violence, research has established that
exposure can increase threat perceptions and psychological
distress (Bhat and Rangaiah 2015; Canetti‐Nisim et al. 2009),
and these, in turn, can reduce both the motivation and the
cognitive resources needed to empathize with others (e.g.,
Hellawell and Brewin 2002; Vasterling et al. 2002). This may be
especially true for intergroup empathy. First, intergroup em-
pathy biases (e.g., Cikara et al. 2014; Levy et al. 2016) may
intensify in the aftermath of exposure to violence, due to peo-
ple's tendency to stick with their ingroup and distance them-
selves from others when coping with stress (e.g., Hohman and
Hogg 2015; Jonas et al. 2002). Exposure may even lead to PSS,

thereby promoting authoritarian beliefs and ethnocentrism
(Hobfoll, Canetti‐Nisim, and Johnson 2006), which are associ-
ated with ingroup favoritism (Hammond and Axelrod 2006).

Research also suggests that exposure may specifically decrease
empathy towards the adversary outgroup in a conflict, towards
which blame for violence is often directed. First, interpretations
of conflict‐related violence may be shaped by societal beliefs
delegitimizing the outgroup (Bar‐Tal 2013), thereby reducing
empathy towards it. Second, exposure may feed into a sense of
victimhood, which constitutes a resource over which adversary
groups compete (Noor, James Brown, and Prentice 2008; Noor
et al. 2008). If individuals exposed to violence take some com-
fort in the sense of victimhood it grants them, they may avoid
empathizing with outgroup members’ suffering so as not to give
up their victimhood superiority. Third, the adversary in a vio-
lent conflict poses realistic threat, which further increases
intergroup biases (Maddux et al. 2008), with past victimization
known to particularly inhibit empathy towards one's (past and
present) enemies (Chaitin and Steinberg 2008). In conclusion,
these theoretical rationale and empirical findings suggest
potential reductions in intergroup empathy following exposure
to conflict‐related violence, and specifically empathy towards
the adversary outgroup in a conflict.

While the above literature points to intergroup empathy
reduction as a plausible outcome of exposure to violence,
other accounts support the opposite prediction: Under cer-
tain circumstances, exposure to violence could in fact
increase intergroup empathy. A number of theories,
including Altruism Born of Suffering (ABS) (Staub 2005;
Staub and Vollhardt 2008; Vollhardt 2009) and empathy
born from violence (Hartman and Morse 2015), identify
perspective taking, empathy and altruism as potential out-
comes of experiencing trauma and adversity (Greenberg
et al. 2018; Lim and DeSteno 2016; Tedeschi, Park, and
Calhoun 1998). In terms of the theoretical rationale,
Hartman and Morse (2015) argue that suffering may
increase one's capacity for cognitively understanding others,
thereby bolstering a central component of empathy: per-
spective taking.

Additionally, specific increases in empathy towards the adversary
outgroup in the conflict may also be possible. Theorizing on ABS
(Staub 2005; Staub and Vollhardt 2008), for example, examines
cases in which individuals, due to suffering they endured, become
more motivated to care for others. Additional concepts that support
this line of thought are inclusive victim consciousness (see
Vollhardt 2015) and common victimhood (Shnabel, Halabi, and
Noor 2013; Shnabel, Belhassen, and Mor 2018), which refer to an
acknowledgment that outgroup and ingroup members have suf-
fered in similar ways. These perceptions may facilitate recategor-
ization processes (Gaertner et al. 1993) leading individuals to
consider the outgroup and the ingroup as one social group, of which
all members are victims of the conflict. Such recategorization would
make it easier and almost natural to empathize with all others
within the new group, including members of the former outgroup.
Indeed, highly‐exposed individuals involved in the Liberian civil
war later expressed more compassion for the distress of refugees
from the former rival outgroup as well as altruistic helping behav-
iors (Hartman and Morse 2015). To conclude, both theory and
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research suggest that potential increases in intergroup empathy
following exposure to conflict‐related violence are possible.

1 | The Ideology Moderation Hypothesis

Due to these indications that exposure to violence can either
decrease or increase intergroup empathy, we need to under-
stand what shapes the direction of the exposure‐empathy
association. We argue that political ideology is a prime candi-
date to explain these diverging outcomes for two main reasons.

First, ideological rightists and leftists'2 empathic tendencies follow-
ing exposure may differ due to trait differences between them.
Social psychologists have conceptualized political ideology as an
“interrelated set of attitudes, values, and beliefs with cognitive,
affective, and motivational properties” (Jost, Federico, and
Napier 2009, p. 315). This view of ideology as relating to both the
contents of beliefs and the needs underlying them lends itself to the
assumption that ideology should influence both the affective pro-
cesses underlying empathy and how individuals respond to major
events in their lives—especially in political contexts such as inter-
group conflict. Accordingly, we posit that leftists and rightists may
experience conflict‐related violent events differently. They may
attribute different motives, intentions and characteristics to the
outgroup and therefore may interpret the situation differently.
These different interpretations may subsequently lead to different
intergroup empathic responses, as evidenced in findings that
rightists and leftist differ in emotion generation (Bar‐Tal et al. 2009;
Jost, Federico, and Napier 2009; Pliskin and Halperin 2016) and
regulation (Pliskin et al. 2018; Porat, Halperin, and Tamir 2016) in
the context of intergroup conflicts. In fact, Pliskin and colleagues
(2018) found such differences especially in response to empathy‐
inducing stimuli depicting the outgroup's suffering in the conflict,
with leftists experiencing this content more negatively than rightists,
reflecting a stronger empathic response.

Further supporting this direction, several past findings specifically
suggest ideological asymmetry in empathy, with leftists experien-
cing more empathy in general (Iyer et al. 2021; Morris 2020; Pliskin
et al. 2014; Sparkman, Eidelman, and Till 2019), showing a greater
neural empathy response (Zebarjadi et al. 2023), and extending
empathy across more distant social categories than do rightists
(Waytz et al. 2016). The rationale for these observed differences is
that empathic concern in general, and extending empathy across
social categories, may be more in line with the egalitarian aspect of
leftist ideologies (Jost, Federico, and Napier 2009) and the moral
foundations most important to leftist, i.e., avoiding harm and en-
suring fairness (Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 2009). These differences
are also documented in relation to preferences for empathy, with
leftists wanting to feel empathy more than rightists do (Hasson
et al. 2018). Relatedly, leftists are more likely than rightists to ex-
perience a sense of ideological similarity with outgroup members in
a violent conflict, with perceived ideological similarity known to
further promote empathy (Stevens et al. 2021).

Second, rightists and leftists may differ in their empathic tendencies
following exposure to conflict‐related violence specifically due to the
polarizing impact of mortality salience stemming from the exposure
itself (Greenberg, Solomon, and Pyszczynski 1997). Mortality
salience is known to strengthen existing ideological inclinations

(Burke, Kosloff, and Landau 2013) and may thus potentially enlarge
left‐right differences in empathy. In the context of intractable con-
flicts, rightists show higher delegitimization of the adversary as a
justification system (Bar‐Tal 2013; Bar‐Tal and Hammack 2012),
manifested in experiencing less intergroup empathy (e.g., Pliskin
and Halperin 2016) and generally experiencing the adversary's
suffering less intensely than do leftists (Pliskin et al. 2018). If this is
the default state, we would expect exposure to violence—involving
greater mortality salience—to amplify the default tendencies of both
ideological groups, thus further polarizing known left‐right differ-
ences in empathic processes. Mortality salience may exacerbate
these differences, diminishing rightists’ empathy towards outgroup
members through the various empathy‐decreasing mechanisms
identified above, and increasing leftists’ empathy through the vari-
ous empathy‐increasing mechanisms above. Building on these
findings and rationale, we expect exposed rightists to exhibit
reductions in outgroup‐targeted empathy and the opposite pattern
for exposed leftists.

2 | The Present Research

The present research was conducted within the context of the
Israeli‐Palestinian conflict, a decades‐long conflict that has had
profound financial, physical and psychological implications for
both parties. Importantly, the conflict involves a power asym-
metry (Leshem and Halperin 2020), with the Israelis controlling
many aspects of Palestinians’ lives in the context of a military
occupation. As empathy among the powerful party could mean
more in terms of its downstream influence on support for conflict
resolution, we focus on Israelis’ empathy within this conflict.

Our goal was to examine to what extent political ideology moder-
ates the relationship between exposure to conflict‐related violence
and intergroup empathy. We predicted that rightists who are more
(vs. less) exposed to conflict‐related violence would exhibit less
empathy towards outgroup members. Conversely, we predicted that
leftists who are more (vs. less) exposed would exhibit more inter-
group empathy.

To test our hypotheses, we conducted three studies. Study 1 tested
the interactive effect of ideology and general exposure to conflict‐
related violence on empathy towards members of the adversary
outgroup, contrasting this with empathy directed at ingroup
members. Study 2 focused on one specific, extreme form of ex-
posure, namely bereavement, and its impact on rightists’ and left-
ists’ empathy towards a member of the adversary outgroup and
towards the adversary outgroup as a whole. Study 3 introduced
another type of outgroup—namely, individuals suffering from a
conflict external to the one in which participants are involved—by
examining the interactive effect of ideology and exposure to vio-
lence on Jewish‐Israelis’ empathy towards Ukrainian victims of war.

3 | Study 1: The Interactive Effect of Ideology and
Exposure to Conflict‐Related Violence on
Intergroup Empathy

Study 1 was designed to test the above hypothesis that the
impact of exposure to conflict‐related violence on intergroup
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empathy would be conditioned by ideology. As we thought it
would be beneficial to explore whether our hypothesis and
predictions are unique to intergroup empathy, we also mea-
sured empathy towards ingroup members and contrasted it
with empathy towards outgroup members, but we had no
specific predictions regarding intragroup empathy, which was
outside our focus. The study employed a mixed within‐
(ingroup‐ vs. outgroup‐directed empathy) and between‐
(exposure to violence; ideology along the right‐left spectrum)
subject design among Jewish Israelis in the context of the
Israeli‐Palestinian conflict. We administered the questionnaire
in two waves, with T2 following a week after T1, allowing us to
detach empathy responses from reports of prior exposure while
also minimizing participant fatigue in any single session.

3.1 | Method

3.1.1 | Participants

A power analysis using G*Power 3.1 and specifying a small‐to‐
moderate effect size (0.25), an alpha of 0.05, 0.85 power, four
experimental groups, and the inclusion of up to three covariates
(anticipating potential correlations with demographic variables
as in previous studies, e.g., Shulman et al. 2021) yielded a
suggested sample size of 251. We oversampled by 25% to
account for potential attrition between the waves, leading us to
recruit 321 participants via an online survey company. The
attrition was slightly greater than anticipated, with a total of 223
Jewish Israelis completing both waves of the survey (119
female; ages 18–50, M= 32.4, SD= 7.78). The sample leaned to
the right (reflecting Jewish‐Israeli society), with 22.1% of par-
ticipants identifying as moderately to extremely leftist, 14% as
centrist, and 64% as moderately to extremely rightist. In terms
of exposure, 30.5% of participants reported exposure to one type
of event, 17.9% to two types, 10.3% to three types, 3.1% to four
types, and 0.4% to all five types.

3.1.2 | Procedure

T1 included measures of personal exposure and political ide-
ology, alongside additional background measures that were
included for exploratory purposes (see online supplement for
full details on all materials employed in this manuscript).

In T2, after several background items, each participant read two
texts, counterbalanced in order, that constituted the empathy‐
inducing stimuli. One text described a Palestinian couple and
the other a Jewish‐Israeli couple, both facing hardships. Parti-
cipants then reported their emotional responses—including
empathy—towards each couple.

3.1.3 | Empathy‐Inducing Stimuli

We used two empathy‐inducing texts (based on Hasson et al. 2022).
All participants reading both texts, but the presentation order and
the national identity of the featured couple were counter‐balanced
across participants. The hardships described in the scenarios were

unrelated to the conflict, covering illness or financial crisis. We
chose conflict‐unrelated hardship to avoid additional emotions that
may arise when hearing about the adversary's suffering at the hands
of your ingroup, such as guilt. The texts were presented as excerpts
from ostensibly‐published news articles. The couple's identity in
each scenario was manipulated by changing the names of the in-
dividuals and their place of residence to typical Jewish or Pales-
tinian names and cities.

3.1.4 | Measures

3.1.4.1 | Exposure to Conflict‐Related Violence.
Participants indicated whether they had been personally exposed to
any of five forms of violence due to the conflict (Bleich, 2003; Hall
et al. 2015): loss of a close person (i.e., bereavement), personal
injury, injury of a close person, personally witnessing political vio-
lence, and financial loss. These differ in terms of intensity and
potential impact, but are all personal forms of exposure. Following
common practice (e.g., Hall et al. 2015; Hobfoll, Canetti‐Nisim, and
Johnson 2006; Vashdi et al. 2019), we calculated total exposure by
summing the “Yes” responses, creating a scale from 0 (no exposure)
to 5 (exposed to all five).3

3.1.4.2 | Ideology. In T1, participants reported their
Ideology on a 9‐point scale ranging from 1 (extreme right) to 9
(extreme left).

3.1.4.3 | Demographic Measures. In T1, participants
indicated their sex, age, income, education, and whether they
had recently experienced any of several difficult life event
unrelated to the conflict (with responses of either “yes” or
“no”). We included this last measure to allow us to control for
its potential impact, but as it did not correlate with any of our
main variables, we eventually did not need to adjust for it.

3.1.4.4 | Empathy Towards the Couples in the Scenar-
ios. Empathy was operationalized as an average of items
tapping into the emotional and prosocial components of em-
pathy4. At T2, after each text, participants indicated, on a scale
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 6 (to a great extent), the extent to
which they experienced each of five empathy‐related emotional
phenomena toward the target couple (empathy, sympathy,
compassion, care, and indifference [reversed]) and the extent to
which they would consider helping the couple (five items, e.g.,
raise money for them, contact them to support them). We
computed a single empathy score for each target couple, as a
mean of all nine items (empathy towards the Palestinian tar-
gets, Cronbach's α= 0.88; empathy towards the Jewish‐Israeli
targets, Cronbach's α= 0.83).

Participants also indicated, on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 7 (very much) to what extent they felt Empathy towards
Palestinians in general (T2).

3.2 | Results and Discussion

See Table 1 for means, standard deviations, and bivariate cor-
relations among all relevant variables. Participant sex was
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associated with empathy towards both the Jewish‐Israeli
(r= 0.25, p< 0.001) and Palestinian (r= 0.15, p< 0.005) tar-
gets, age was associated with empathy towards both the Jewish‐
Israeli (r= 0.14, p< 0.005) and Palestinian targets (r= 0.14,
p< 0.005) and religiosity was associated with empathy towards
the Palestinian targets (r= 0.17, p< 0.001). Therefore, we adjust
for participant sex, age and religiosity in all analyses reported
below. Unless otherwise noted, adjusting for these variables (vs.
not) did not meaningfully alter the findings (all unadjusted
analyses are reported in the online supplement).

As our main interest was the interactive effect of ideology ×
exposure on empathy towards the outgroup, we examined the
two‐way interaction between exposure to violence and ideology
on empathy towards the Palestinian targets using a linear
regression and interaction packages in R (see the full regression
model table in the Supporting Information: Table S5). Due to
the rightist lean of our sample and to avoid inaccurate inter-
pretations of the simple slopes due to the skewness of the ide-
ology variable, we used percentiles to examine the simple slopes
(16% = 2, 84%= 6) (Hayes 2012). Exposure in itself did not
predict empathy towards the Palestinians targets (b=−0.02,
SE= 0.06, t=−0.34, p= 0.734, confidence interval [CI] =
[−0.14, 0.10]), but the analysis revealed a marginally‐significant
trend for political ideology (b= 0.07, SE= 0.04, t= 1.94,
p= 0.053, CI = [−0.00, 0.15]). As hypothesized, we found a
significant ideology × exposure interaction (b= 0.10, SE= 0.03,
t= 3.45, p= 0.001, CI = [0.04, 0.15], Cohen's f2 = 0.05; see
Figure 1), such that exposure was associated with decreased
empathy among rightists (b=−0.20, SE= 0.08, t=−2.45,
p= 0.02, CI = [−36, −0.04]), and increased empathy among
leftists (b= 0.19, SE= 0.08, t= 2.30, p= 0.02, CI = [0.03, 0.36]).

To explore the extent to which the findings were unique to
intergroup empathy, we then contrasted them with empathy to-
wards the ingroup targets using a mixed‐model analysis with the
lmer Test package in R. We specified political ideology and ex-
posure as continuous between‐subject predictors and the targets’
identity as a binary within‐subject predictor (see the full regres-
sion model table in the Supporting Information: Table S6). The
analysis revealed a non‐significant (albeit trending) three‐way
interaction between exposure, ideology and target group on em-
pathy towards the ingroup (b=0.04, SE=0.03, t=1.68, p= 0.093,
CI = [−0.01, 0.09]). The simple slopes for rightists’ and leftists’
empathy towards the ingroup targets also did not reach signifi-
cance, and we thus refrain from interpreting these further
(see online supplement for the full analysis).

Finally, to understand whether the ideology × exposure inter-
action generalized to empathy towards the outgroup in general,
we ran the same two‐way interaction analysis, this time pre-
dicting empathy towards Palestinians in general (see the full
regression model table in the Supporting Information:
Table S7). Exposure to violence did not in itself predict empathy
towards Palestinians in general (b=−0.25, SE= 0.19, t=−1.33,
p= 0.186, CI = [−0.63, 0.12]), but political ideology did
(b= 0.21, SE= 0.08, t= 2.72, p= 0.007, CI = [0.06, 0.37]). The
ideology × exposure interaction showed a non‐significant trend
(b= 0.08, SE= 0.04, t= 1.86, p= 0.064, CI = [−0.00, 0.16], Co-
hen's f2 = 0.01). While the trends of the simple slopes were
similar to those found for the Palestinian targets, they did not T
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reach significance and we thus refrain from interpreting them
(see Supporting Information for the full analysis).

Study 1 provided initial support for our hypothesis that ideology
moderates the relationship between exposure and intergroup em-
pathy. We identified different relationships between exposure and
empathy among rightists and leftists, but only in the case of em-
pathy towards specific members of the adversary outgroup. We did,
however, see indications that these trends may extend to empathy
towards the outgroup as a whole. While target identity did not
further moderate these findings, analysis of simple slopes revealed
that the same effects are not present when the target of empathy is
an ingroup member. As the effects were unique to intergroup
empathy, we focus on this outcome in the following studies.

Despite its promising findings, Study 1 had several limitations. First,
exposure was operationalized as the sum of different types of ex-
posure, but some of these may have a more profound impact than
others. For example, losing a loved one (bereavement), is funda-
mentally different from and potentially more impactful than suf-
fering financial loss, as per indications from exploratory data
analysis (see online Supporting Information). Second, the empathy‐
inducing stimuli were unrelated to the conflict. This was inten-
tional, but may make the findings of Study 1 less applicable to
intergroup empathy in the wake of conflict‐related developments.
Study 2 was designed to replicate our Study 1 findings while
addressing these limitations.

4 | Study 2: The Interactive Effect of Ideology and
Bereavement on Empathy Towards the Adversary
in a Conflict

Considering potential differences between different kinds of ex-
posure, and to avoid conflating potentially‐different kinds of

exposure, in Study 2 we focused on only one kind of intense ex-
posure: bereavement. Recruiting bereaved individuals is challeng-
ing, so we focused recruitment efforts on this population and
subsequently matched non‐bereaved individuals to our bereaved
participants on other relevant criteria. To minimize participants’
distress and avoid attrition following successful recruitment, we
shortened the procedure substantially. Furthermore, to address a
limitation of Study 1, we decided to employ an empathy‐inducing
stimulus that is directly related to the conflict, namely the testimony
of a bereaved individual from the adversary outgroup—a stimulus
that may also provoke empathy towards the outgroup as a whole.
We hypothesized that ideology would moderate the bereavement‐
intergroup empathy relationship, such that bereaved (vs. non‐
bereaved) rightists will express less intergroup empathy, whereas
bereaved (vs. non‐bereaved) leftists will express more intergroup
empathy.

4.1 | Method

4.1.1 | Participants

We recruited 96 Jewish Israelis (64 female; ages 21–70,
M= 42.41, SD= 13.79). Forty‐four participants were bereaved,
having lost an immediate family member to the conflict. We
recruited these individuals through direct appeals to relevant
NGOS and through social networks, with the matching non‐
bereaved sample recruited using snowball sampling. All parti-
cipants were asked if they had lost a family member due to the
conflict, and participants from the non‐bereaved sample were
re‐assigned to the bereaved sample if they answered yes.
The sample was ideologically balanced: 41.7% of participants
identified as moderately to extremely leftist, 17.7% as centrist,
and 40.6% as moderately to extremely rightist. A sensitivity
power analysis using G*Power 3.1 and specifying an alpha of

FIGURE 1 | The interactive effect of exposure to violence and ideology on empathy towards the Palestinian targets (Study 1).
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0.05, power of 0.8, and our sample size (96) indicated sufficient
power to detect an effect size of Cohen's f2 = 0.08.

4.1.2 | Procedure

Participants received a link for voluntary participation in an online
study. The procedure was identical across participants, except for
several questions on bereavement (elaborated below) in the
demographic portion that were presented only to the bereaved.
After responding to demographic questions, participants com-
pleted background measures included for exploratory purposes
and then viewed a short video testimony by a bereaved Palestinian
man (the empathy‐inducing stimulus). Next, participants reported
their empathy towards the man and towards Palestinians in gen-
eral and responded to additional exploratory measures.

4.1.3 | Empathy‐Inducing Stimulus

The empathy‐inducing stimulus was a 2:34‐min video of Jamil,
a bereaved West Bank Palestinian whose 14‐year‐old brother
was shot to death by Israeli soldiers. The video was taken from
an annual memorial ceremony for all victims of the Israeli‐
Palestinian conflict, organized by Combatants for Peace (Social
TV 2013) and was edited to include only the relevant testimony.
To avoid demand characteristics as well as backlash due to the
focus on a Palestinian victim, participants were told that the
video was randomly selected from a pool of videos featuring
people of various identities.

4.1.4 | Measures

4.1.4.1 | Bereavement. Participants stated whether they
were bereaved, and those who were then responded to several
questions regarding their relation to the deceased and the year
the deceased died.

4.1.4.2 | Ideology. Participants reported their Ideology on
a 7‐point scale from 1 (extreme right) to 7 (extreme left).

4.1.4.3 | Demographic Measures. Participants indicated
their sex, age, religiosity, and level of education.

4.1.4.4 | Empathy. On a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 6
(very much so), participants indicated to what extent they felt em-
pathy towards Jamil for the loss he endured. They also indicated
their empathy towards Palestinians from the West Bank and to-
wards Palestinians at large, and these two items were averaged to
create an empathy towards the outgroup score (r=0.68, p<0.001).

4.2 | Results and Discussion

As we wanted to ensure that the bereaved and non‐bereaved sub‐
samples are comparable, we conducted a series of independent
samples t‐tests and a χ2 for sex. The sub‐samples did not differ in
their political ideology (t(94) = 0.970, p=0.335), religiosity
(t(94) =−0.999, p=0.321), or sex (χ2(1,96) = 2.53, p=0.111).

Nonetheless, the two sub‐samples significantly differed in age
(t(94) = 4.39, p<0.001) and education (t(94) = 2.82, p=0.006). We
also examined correlations between demographic variables and our
dependent variables (see Table 2), finding empathy towards Pales-
tinians in general to be significantly correlated with age (r=0.22,
p=0.031), religiosity (r=−0.48, p<0.001), and education (r=0.23,
p=0.023). Accordingly, all analyses below adjust for age, religiosity
and education. Unless otherwise noted, unadjusted analyses
(reported in the online supplement) did not yield meaningfully
different results.

To test our hypothesis that ideology moderates the relationship
between bereavement and intergroup empathy, we used linear
regression and interaction packages in R. We first examined
empathy towards Jamil (see the full regression model table in
the Supporting Information: Table S8). We found significant
main effects for both bereavement (b= 0.90, SE= 0.27, t= 3.34,
p= 0.001, CI = [0.36, 1.43]) and ideology (b= 0.64, SE= 0.11,
t= 6.06, p< 0.001, CI = [0.43, 0.85]) on empathy towards Jamil.
Furthermore, we found a significant ideology × bereavement
interaction (b=−0.75, SE= 0.17, t=−4.45, p< 0.001, CI =
[−1.08, −0.41, Cohen's f2 = 0.14]; see Figure 2), such that
bereavement was associated with decreased empathy among
rightists (b= 2.36, SE= 0.43, t= 5.47, p< 0.001, CI = [1.5,
3.22]), but not among leftists (b= 0.12, SE= 0.32, t= 0.37,
p= 0.71, CI = [−0.51, 0.74]).

Next, we examined whether the same variables were associated
with empathy towards Palestinians in general (see the full
regression model table in the Supporting Information:
Table S9). We obtained significant main effects for both
bereavement (b= 0.55, SE= 0.24, t= 2.31, p= 0.023, CI = [0.08,
1.03]) and ideology (b= 0.51, SE= 0.09, t= 5.42, p< 0.001,
CI = [0.32, 0.69]). Once again, the ideology × bereavement
interaction was also significant (b=−0.34, SE= 0.15, t=−2.24,
p= 0.028, CI = [−0.63, −0.04], Cohen's f2 = 0.02; see Figure 3),
such that bereavement was associated with decreased empathy
towards Palestinians among rightists (b= 1.21, SE= 0.38,
t= 3.14, p< 0.001, CI = [0.44, 1.97]), but not among leftists
(b= 0.02, SE= 0.28, t= 0.72, p= 0.47, CI = [−0.36, 0.76]). When
excluding the control variables from the analysis, we did not
obtain a significant main effect for bereavement. Furthermore,
the interaction term only trended (p= 0.061), but the simple
slopes within the interaction were not meaningfully different
(see online Supporting Information).

Study 2 provides partial support for our hypothesis and partially
replicates the findings of Study 1. We once again found that the
relationship between exposure and intergroup empathy depends
on one's ideology. Nonetheless, differences between bereaved and
non‐bereaved individuals emerged only among rightists. Addi-
tionally, Study 2 extended the findings of Study 1 by providing
tentative evidence that exposure and ideology also interactively
influence empathy toward the adversary outgroup as a whole.

The partial inconsistency between Studies 1 and 2 motivated us
to collect additional data to better understand if and to what
extent exposure to violence is associated with levels of inter-
group empathy among leftists. Accordingly, we conducted an
additional study during the first weeks of the Russia‐Ukraine
war that began in February 2022. The study was designed to
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address the inconsistencies between Studies 1 and 2 while ela-
borating on their results. Specifically, we examined the inter-
active effect of exposure and ideology on empathy toward a
different kind of outgroup: individuals undergoing adversity in
a different violent conflict context, namely Ukrainians impacted
by the war.

5 | Study 3: The Interactive Effect of Ideology and
Exposure on Empathy Towards an Outgroup
Impacted by Another Conflict

The 2022 war in Ukraine allowed us to examine the question of
ideology moderates the relationship between exposure to
conflict‐related violence and empathy towards an outgroup
involved in an external violent conflict by examining Jewish‐

Israelis’ empathy towards Ukrainian refugees. Building on the
theoretical rationale suggested above, we hypothesized that
exposed (vs. non‐exposed) rightists will exhibit less empathy
towards Ukrainian refugees, while exposed (vs. non‐exposed)
leftists will exhibit more empathy.

5.1 | Method

5.1.1 | Participants

To detect a small effect (Cohen's f2 = 0.02) at 85% power, a
sample size of 462 participants was required. Due to the time
sensitivity of the study, we specifically targeted individuals who
had already provided data on their exposure to conflict‐related
violence for another project. Anticipating exclusions, we set a

TABLE 2 | Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations among variables in Study 2.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Bereavment (0 = bereaved,
1 = non‐bereaved)

— — —

Political Ideology 3.96 1.44 −0.10 —
Empathy towards Jamil 4.29 1.47 0.25* 0.47** —
Empathy towards Palestinians in
general

3.16 1.38 0.04 0.65** 0.49** —

Age 42.41 13.79 −0.41** 0.32** 0.04 0.22* —
Sex (0 =male, 1 = female) — — −0.16 −0.00 0.05 0.03 0.04 —
Religiosity 2.65 0.90 0.10 −0.55** −0.16 −0.48** −0.03 0.04 —
Education 3.30 1.10 −0.27** 0.23* 0.01 0.23* 0.04 −0.06 −0.32** —

Note: *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two‐tailed). **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two‐tailed).

FIGURE 2 | The interactive effect of bereavement and ideology on empathy towards the bereaved Palestinian in the empathy inducing stimulus

(Study 2).
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target of 600 participants, of which 598 completed the study. Of
these, we excluded four for failing to pass attention checks, 10
whose completion time indicated inattentive responding, one
participant who did not report his political ideology and 63
participants who participated in the study after a highly‐
reported terrorist attack that occurred in Israel, yielding a final
sample of 520 Jewish Israelis (282 female; ages 17–60,
M= 37.87, SD= 12.23). Two hundred and thirty five partici-
pants were personally exposed to violence, and the others were
not. In terms of ideology, 32.5% of participants identified as
moderately to extremely leftist, 24.8% as centrist, and 42.7% as
moderately to extremely rightist.

5.1.2 | Procedure

We first measured emotions towards Ukrainian refugees in
general and then presented participants with two fabricated
news articles. One article was included for purposes of an
unrelated project and focused on Israel's policy towards refu-
gees in general, followed by items assessing participants’ policy
preferences and support. The other article constituted our
empathy‐inducing stimulus and described the hardship of a
Ukrainian family. This article was followed by measures of
participants’ empathy. The order in which the articles were
presented was counterbalanced and demographics were mea-
sured at the end of the survey. Additional measures were
included throughout the study for exploratory purposes (see
online Supporting Information).

5.1.3 | Empathy‐Inducing Stimulus

The empathy inducing stimulus was a short news article,
ostensibly published on one of Israel's biggest media outlets.

The article described the hardship of a Ukrainian family that
had to leave its home and try to find refuge outside the country.
The mother had escaped to the border of Poland with her two
children, but the father had to stay and fight in the war. The
article elaborates on the family's experiences in the
preceding days, which included bombings, chaos, and sleepless
nights.

5.1.4 | Measures

5.1.4.1 | Exposure. Personal exposure was pre‐determined
based on our recruitment strategy. ‘Exposed’ participants were
those recruited because they had been personally exposed to at
least one form of conflict‐related violence (as operationalized in
Study 1), and ‘non‐exposed’ participants were those who had not
personally been exposed to even one form of conflict‐related
violence.

5.1.4.2 | Ideology. Participants reported their Ideology on
a 9‐point scale ranging from 1 (extreme right) to 9 (extreme left).

5.1.4.3 | Demographic measures. Participants indicated
their sex, age, level of education, origin, religiosity, income and
personal acquaintance with Ukrainian/Russian citizens.

5.1.4.4 | Empathy. Empathy was operationalized as in
Study 1, but with items adapted to the scenario. Following the
article, participants indicated, on a scale ranging from 1 (not at
all) to 6 (to a great extent), the extent to which they experienced
each of five empathy‐related emotional phenomena toward the
target couple (empathy, compassion, worry, indifference [re-
versed] and schadenfreude [reversed]) and the extent to which
they would consider assisting the family in each of the three

FIGURE 3 | The interactive effect of bereavement and ideology on empathy towards Palestinian in general (Study 2).
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ways (e.g., donate money for the family). An empathy score was
computed as a mean of the eight items (Cronbach's α= 0.83).

5.2 | Results and Discussion

We first ran a series of independent samples t‐tests and a χ2 test
to ensure are two sub‐samples did not differ on key demo-
graphic variables. We found no differences in political ideology
(t(518) = 0.878, p= 0.381), education (t(511) = 0.691, p= 0.490) or
sex (χ2(1,521) = 0.416, p= 0.519), but the two sub‐samples sig-
nificantly differed in religiosity (t(491) = 2.26, p= 0.024) and age
(t(519) = 2.79, p= 0.005). Additionally, significant correlations
emerged between several demographic indicators and our
dependent variables (see Table 3), such that empathy was
associated with sex (r= 0.13, p< 0.01), age (r= 0.13, p< 0.01),
religiosity (r= 0.34, p< 0.01), and income (r= 0.10, p< 0.05).
Therefore, we adjust for participant sex, age, religiosity and
income in all analyses reported below. As before, unless oth-
erwise indicated, the unadjusted analyses did not differ mean-
ingfully from those reported below, see online supplement for
full unadjusted analyses).

To examine how exposure and ideology interactively influences
empathy towards the Ukrainian family, we used linear regres-
sion and interaction packages in R (see the full regression
model table in the Supporting Information: Table S10). We
found no significant main effects for exposure (b=−0.25,
SE= 0.18, t=−1.39, p= 0.166, CI = [−0.60, 0.10]) or ideology
(b= 0.02, SE= 0.03, t= 0.57, p= 0.567, CI = [−0.04, 0.07]). The
ideology × exposure interaction also did not reach significance,
but revealed a trend (b= 0.07, SE= 0.04, t= 1.82, p= 0.069,
CI = [−0.01, 0.14], Cohen's f2 = 0.01; see Figure 4). Exploratory
analyses of the simple slopes revealed a trend for exposure
being associated with increased empathy among leftists
(b= 0.21, SE= 0.12, t= 1.87, p= 0.06, CI = [−0.01, 0.44]), but
not among rightists (b=−0.12, SE= 0.12, t=−1, p= 0.32,
CI = [−0.35, 0.11]) (see supplement for slight changes when
excluding the control variables from the analysis).

Study 3 provided us with a unique opportunity to examine the
impact of exposure on empathy towards an outgroup external to
participants’ own conflict, in response to real‐time develop-
ments. While not reliably replicating our previous findings, the
trends provide partial support for our hypothesis. Interestingly,
and in line with the theoretical framework, conditional effects
revealed similar trends to those seen in Studies 1 and 2, but
these effects did not reach significance and were inconsistent
with the effect sizes found for leftists versus rightists in Study 2.
To settle the inconsistencies among the three studies, we opted
to conduct an internal meta‐analysis.

6 | Internal Meta‐Analysis

As some similar trends were observed across the studies, but
not all were significant, we turned to examine the robustness of
our findings across studies by conducting an internal meta‐
analysis (Goh, Hall, and Rosenthal 2016). We examined the
interactive effect of exposure and ideology on intergroup

empathy, by analyzing the interaction terms and the condi-
tional effects of exposure on empathy among rightists and
leftists from Studies 1–3 (see Table 4). The meta‐analysis yielded
a significant exposure × ideology interaction (Z= 2.38,
p= 0.017), as well as significant conditional effects for both
rightists and leftists. Among rightists, exposure was negatively
related to intergroup empathy (Z=−6.48, p< 0.001), and
among leftists it was positively related to intergroup empathy
(Z= 3.62, p< 0.001), thus fully supporting our hypotheses.

7 | General Discussion

The present research focused on the association between ex-
posure to conflict‐related violence and intergroup empathy,
proposing a potential moderator of this association: political
ideology. Considering that both a decrease and an increase in
intergroup empathy are potential outcomes of exposure to
violence, and building on the literature on political ideology, we
hypothesized that exposure would be associated with differing
patterns of change in empathy among ideological rightists and
leftists. In three studies conducted in the context of the Israeli‐
Palestinian conflict, we found support for this hypothesis.

In Study 1, highly‐exposed (vs. less‐exposed) rightists exhibited
reduced levels of empathy towards specific Palestinian targets,
while leftists, on the other hand, exhibited increased levels of
empathy towards them. Study 2 partially replicated the findings
of Study 1, this time examining the impact of a specific kind of
exposure—bereavement—on empathy for suffering endured
due to the conflict. Among rightists, as in Study 1, exposed (i.e.,
bereaved) individuals (compared to non‐bereaved individuals)
expressed lower levels of empathy towards a specific member of
the adversary outgroup and the outgroup as a whole. Among
leftists, however, unlike in Study 1, no significant difference
was found between bereaved and non‐bereaved individuals in
their intergroup empathy. Study 3 broadened the picture in
terms of the target of empathy and examined the interactive
effect of exposure and ideology on empathy towards an out-
group undergoing adversity in a different conflict context. The
study only tentatively supported our hypothesis, as the trends
were similar to those observed earlier, but did not reach sig-
nificance. To overcome the inconsistent findings across studies,
we conducted an internal meta‐analysis. This analysis fully
supported our hypotheses, with ideology moderating the effect
of exposure on empathy, so that more exposed rightists ex-
pressed less intergroup empathy and more exposed leftists
expressed more intergroup empathy.

Taken together, these studies provide important evidence that
the influence of exposure to violence on intergroup empathy is
different for people holding different political ideologies. This
evidence emerged both from an examination of the general
population and the sampling of one specific sub‐set of highly
exposed individuals. Furthermore, the studies encompass both
empathy towards individual adversary targets and towards the
group as a whole, in hardships both related and unrelated to the
reality of the intergroup conflict. It also goes beyond exploring
this interactive effect towards groups that are involved in the
conflict and focuses on an additional target group from a
different conflict context. The converging support for our
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hypotheses from all three studies, using different samples,
dependent variables and target groups, increases the findings’
reliability and our confidence that they capture actual real‐
world social phenomena.

The research has several theoretical implications—as well as
potential applied implications for interventions aiming to
increase intergroup empathy. First, it connects three important

literatures (those on exposure to conflict‐related violence,
intergroup empathy, and ideology) and employs them jointly to
create a better understanding of the implications of living in the
context of intractable conflict. The study broadens the bound-
aries of each literature by adding a specific component or
context in which it has yet to be tested. Previously, the literature
on exposure to violence investigated many of the potential
consequences of exposure, ranging from mental health

TABLE 3 | Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations among variables in Study 3.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Exposure 0.45 0.50

2. Ideology 4.56 1.97 −0.04

3. Empathy 4.28 0.87 −0.01 0.27**

4. Sex 1.54 0.50 −0.03 0.04 0.13**

5. Age 37.87 12.23 −0.12** 0.21** 0.13** −0.07

6. Religiosity 3.98 1.44 −0.10* 0.55** 0.34** 0.04 0.27**

7. Education 3.20 1.59 −0.03 0.18** 0.03 −0.03 0.25** 0.10*

8. Income 3.98 2.63 −0.01 0.14** 0.10* 0.05 0.06 0.13** 0.22**

Note: *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two‐tailed). **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two‐tailed).

FIGURE 4 | The interactive effect of exposure and ideology on empathy towards the Ukrainian refugee family (Study 3).

TABLE 4 | Meta analysis of the interaction and simple effects of exposure and ideology on empathy towards outgroup targets.

Study Interaction term Simple effect for rightists Simple effect for leftists

Study 1 0.10 −0.21 0.20

Study 2 0.25 −0.80 −0.04

Study 3 0.04 −0.06 0.12

Overall effect (r) 0.08 −0.22 0.12

Significance Z= 2.38 p= 0.017 Z=−6.48 p< 0.001 Z= 3.62 p< 0.001

Note: *It will be noted that for the sake of the internal meta‐analysis the coding of Study 2 was reversed.
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implications (e.g., Hobfoll et al. 2011) to changes in intergroup
attitudes, emotions, and behavior (e.g., Canetti‐Nisim
et al. 2009). Nonetheless, its impact on intergroup empathy,
has not been thoroughly investigated yet. With regards to the
literature on intergroup empathy, to the best of our knowledge
this is the first study to connect contextual, real‐life experiences
to the evolvement of intergroup empathy among rightists and
leftists, opening the door for a richer understanding of the
psychological processes underlying empathy directed at out-
group members.

Finally, the political ideology literature has documented and
debated differences between individuals on both ends of the
ideological spectrum along different psychological dimensions
(Chambers, Schlenker, and Collisson 2013; Jost, Federico, and
Napier 2009; Sibley and Duckitt 2008), including intergroup
empathy (Iyer et al. 2012; Waytz et al. 2016). However, this
literature has not addressed the relationship between ideology
and empathy in light of major personal experiences, such as
exposure to conflict‐related violence. For example, our findings
reveal a complexity that Waytz and colleagues (2016) did not
take into account identifying differences in intergroup empathy
between highly‐exposed and less‐exposed leftists, suggesting
that the tendency to extend empathy across social categories is
at least partially explained by personal life experiences.

More broadly, we can identify implications related to both inter-
group relations and intragroup processes in the context of
intractable conflict. Looking at the vicious cycle of violence in which
conflicted societies are trapped, previous work on both the societal
(Bar‐Tal 2013) and individual (Canetti‐Nisim et al. 2009) level
implies that this cycle is inevitable and bound to be preserved. It
suggests that the implications of exposure are necessarily negative
in terms of intergroup emotions, thus leading to support for further
violent policies. The findings of the present research suggest a more
nuanced view, showing individuals on different ends of the ideo-
logical spectrum can differ in their emotional responses to conflict‐
related violence, at least when it comes to empathic responses to-
wards the adversary.

Turning the spotlight onto intragroup processes, the findings
suggest that the distinct reactions of leftists and rightists to
conflict‐related violence may intensify processes of ideological
polarization. Acknowledging the suffering of outgroup members
might be perceived by some group members as a sign of low
loyalty to group norms and values. On the other hand, responding
with no empathy to the suffering of others may be seen as
immoral, at least in the eyes of some group members, and this can
potentially lead to increased political polarization and prejudice
(see Brandt and Crawford, 2020). Accordingly, the present research
contributes to our understanding of the empathic implications of
living within a violent conflict for many years (Cikara et al. 2014;
Hartman and Morse 2015). It implies, in accordance with terror
management theory, that the experience of such a conflict may
enhance ideological polarization processes in the emotional sphere,
specifically when it comes to empathic reactions.

Beyond these theoretical implications, the present research may
have important applied implications. As violent incidents are
prevalent in the context of intergroup conflicts, understanding
their impact on levels of intergroup empathy among different

members of society may potentially inform intergroup inter-
ventions in general and specifically ones promoting intergroup
empathy. In order for interventions to be more effective, they
must consider the characteristics, values, perceptions, and
needs of their target audiences. In accordance with the litera-
ture on wise interventions (Walton 2014), there is a growing
trend of creating tailored interventions, and understanding the
different dynamics of intergroup empathy among leftists and
rightists may thus serve as a good foundation for establishing
more effective interventions to raise empathy and assist prac-
titioners in deciding which groups to target.

Despite its important implications, the present research also has
several limitations, some of which could be addressed in future
work. First, all studies used self‐report measures to assess
intergroup empathy, which may reflect, in part, motivated
correction and potential demand characteristics. Additionally,
the studies were correlational in nature, limiting our ability to
draw conclusions regarding causation. To overcome this limi-
tation, future research must also include more behavioral,
physiological, and neuroscientific measurements such as pic-
ture viewing paradigms (Rae Westbury and Neumann 2008) or
MEG brain activity measurement (e.g., Levy et al. 2016), as well
as longitudinal paradigms that allow for within‐subject com-
parisons of the effects of exposure to violence on empathy.

Another limitation of the present research relates to the gen-
eralizability of the findings. The studies were conducted in the
same context—the Israeli‐Palestinian conflict. As this unique
context may have its own specific characteristics, it may be
problematic to rely solely on it and generalize from it to other
intergroup conflicts. Examinations of this phenomenon in other
intractable conflict contexts would increase our findings’
validity and may also reveal important cultural or context‐
dependent differences. In addition, the studies focused on the
more powerful party involved in the conflict. Future studies
should examine the research question among disadvantaged
groups in general and among Palestinians in the context of the
Israeli‐Palestinian conflict in particular, as power may play an
important role in empathic processes.

An additional limitation is related to the operationalization of
exposure to conflict‐related violence. Operationalizing exposure
poses a rather meaningful challenge as it is almost impossible to
quantify or compare different kinds of exposure or use them
interchangeably. As described above, the first study oper-
ationalized exposure as an aggregate of different kinds of ex-
posure. Though such operationalization has been extensively
validated in the past (e.g., Hall et al. 2015; Hobfoll, Canetti‐
Nisim, and Johnson 2006; Vashdi et al. 2019), it may fail to
accurately capture the particular added value of each type of
exposure. Generally, it is challenging to capture or quantify the
unique essence and impact of each kind of exposure, especially
due to potential individual differences in this impact. Accord-
ingly, future studies should build on our approach in Study 2
and examine specific kinds of exposure separately, or alterna-
tively try to create a validated measure that attempts to quantify
distinct “weights” to different types of exposure.

Finally, the inconsistent results found among leftists and
rightists represent another limitation of our research. While for
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rightists we found the same trend of decrease in empathy fol-
lowing exposure across studies, in Study 3 it did not reach
significance, and the opposite trend for leftists reached signifi-
cance only in Study 1. Despite the encouraging results of our
internal meta‐analysis, this inconsistency requires some further
empirical exploration. We can speculate here as to the causes of
this finding. First, perhaps there are competing processes at
play among leftists driving both an increase and a decrease in
empathy among them, at times canceling each other out. Ex-
posure to violence may create a dissonance among leftists, with
their negative experience contradicting what they believe or
want to believe. Such dissonance can be resolved in two dif-
ferent ways: Individuals could adapt their views and emotions
in light of the negative experience, but they could also resolve
the dissonance by doubling down on their empathy toward the
adversary as a means of justifying their beliefs. Finally, the lack
of significant increase in empathy among bereaved leftists in
Study 2 may reflect a ceiling effect, as empathy was already very
high among non‐bereaved leftists (approximately 5 on a 6‐point
scale).

In conclusion, the present research illuminates an important
phenomenon, providing initial empirical indications of the
moderating effect of ideology on the relation between exposure
to conflict‐related violence and intergroup empathy in
the context of intractable conflict. The research shows that
more exposed leftists and rightists exhibit different patterns of
change in intergroup empathy when compared to less or non‐
exposed individuals holding the same ideological worldview.
The findings suggest that not all individuals living in intractable
conflicts are affected by exposure to the violence it entails in the
same manner, and it may have different implications for
intergroup empathy. Such a nuanced understanding of the role
of ideology within the exposure‐empathy link has far‐reaching
implications for the theoretical and applied understanding of
intergroup conflicts, intergroup empathy, political ideology, and
exposure to conflict related‐violence. Harnessing this under-
standing may pave the way to more empathic, less violent
societies.
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Endnotes
1Hereafter we will use the terms ‘exposure to conflict‐related violence’
and ‘exposure’ interchangeably.

2We use the terms “leftists” and “rightists” throughout the manuscript
for consistency, as these are common in much of the democratic
world, and also in Israel, where our research is embedded. Per
Thorisdottir et al. (2017), we assume that past research from other
contexts, such as the U.S. where the terms “liberal” and “conserva-
tive” are commonly used, can be generalized to our context as well.

3We also explored the impact of each of these types of exposure and its
interaction with ideology on empathy. See tables S1‐S4 in the online
supplement for these analyses.

4We ran a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test whether these
items can be combined into a single scale, despite representing two
facets of empathy. We found that a second‐order model in which the
two facets are distinct but form a higher‐order single construct fit the
data well, supporting our empirical approach (for the full CFA, see
Table S11 and all models in the supplemental materials).
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