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1  | INTRODUC TION

Often, in contexts of long-term conflict, it seems easier to spread 
despair than to instill hope. Hope is an emotion activated when 
one visualizes a meaningful and desired goal in the future, followed 
by a positive change in mental state (Lazarus, 1999). In intergroup 
conflict, hope has been found to be associated with positive inter-
group attitudes (Halperin, Bar-Tal, Nets-Zehngut, & Drori, 2008; 
Lala et al., 2014), concession-making (Rosler, Cohen-Chen, & 
Halperin, 2017), willingness to provide humanitarian aid (Halperin 
& Gross, 2011), and forgiveness (Moeschberger, Dixon, Niens, & 
Cairns, 2005). Recently, experimentally induced hope has been 

shown to increase attitude change (Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Crisp, & 
Gross, 2014; Cohen-Chen, Crisp, & Halperin, 2015, 2017a; Leshem, 
Klar, & Flores, 2016; Saguy & Halperin, 2014). Moreover, Lazarus 
(1999) states that when there is a complete absence of hope, de-
spair rises. As is the case of hope, despair is induced when attempt-
ing to think about and imagine the future. However, unlike hope, 
despair is rooted within feelings of uncertainty (Sallfors, Fasth, & 
Hallberg, 2002), futility, and an inability to imagine a positive future.

In the context of what is defined as intractable conflict (Bar-
Tal, 2013; Kriesberg, 2007), many years of violence and destruc-
tion, multiple rounds of escalation and de-escalation, and attempts 
to resolve the conflict lead to the perception that the conflict is 
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irresolvable (Bar-Tal, 2001). This prevalence of despair over hope 
may seem somewhat contradictory when considering human mo-
tivation to experience positive emotions. As a positive emotion, 
it would stand to reason that people are motivated to experience 
hope and avoid experiencing despair at all costs. This is especially 
true given that in the context of such conflicts, events that induce 
both hope and despair occur intermittently and constantly, such as 
peace processes or truces followed by periods of escalation and 
war. Why it is, then, that spreading despair is easier, and more ef-
fective, than spreading hope? One possibility is that messages of 
hope and despair have different effects on people based on their 
underlying attitudes regarding the conflict, or in other words, their 
political ideology. It is possible that the worldview shaped by po-
litical ideology influences how messages of hope and despair are 
interpreted and, more importantly, how they can induce such emo-
tions and subsequently form attitudes toward the outgroup in light 
of these messages.

Political ideology is a set of values, attitudes, and perceptions regard-
ing the world, which provide individuals and groups with a framework 
both for how the world should be structured and how to understand and 
interpret events and contexts (Altemeyer & Altemeyer, 1996; Denzau & 
North, 1994; Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009). Research has found that 
ideology can play an important role in intergroup processes (Feldman & 
Stenner, 1997; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003; Kossowska, 
Bukowski, & Van Hiel, 2008) and often predicts attitudes such as prej-
udice and social distance. A plethora of work has examined the reasons 
underlying attitudinal, emotional and behavioral differences between 
Leftists and Rightists. One school of thought points to individual differ-
ences, such as negativity bias (Hibbing, Smith, & Alford, 2013) and the 
need for consistency (Motyl & Iyer, 2014) as predictors of political ide-
ology. Other schools of thought contend that the differences between 
Leftists and Rightists are neither inherent nor significant (Van Hiel, 
Onraet, & De Pauw, 2010), but focus on the target of prejudice (Brandt, 
Reyna, Chambers, Crawford, & Wetherell, 2014) rather than the ex-
istence of prejudice in the first place. In work on “moral conviction,” 
Skitka and colleagues (Skitka, 2010; Skitka & Morgan, 2014; Skitka & 
Mullen, 2002) show that what predicts attitudes is the extent to which 
people see their political attitudes as morally based. Relatedly, examin-
ing political judgment has evidenced that while people with different 
political ideologies have inherently similar judgments, Leftists “correct” 
their judgment after the fact in order to be congruent with their ideol-
ogy (Skitka, Mullen, Griffin, Hutchinson, & Chamberlin, 2002), indicat-
ing that Rightist ideology is more stable and deeply engrained.

Specifically to emotions (Jost, 2006; Jost et al., 2009; Pliskin, Bar-
Tal, Sheppes, & Halperin, 2014; Solak, Jost, Sümer, & Clore, 2012), 
previous work has evidenced differences in emotional reactions and 
needs between people with different political ideologies. Jost and col-
leagues (Jost et al., 2009) found that people assume ideologies that 
fulfil their principal emotional and psychological needs. For instance, 
individuals who hold more rightist, conservative political views were 
found to have a higher perception of threat (Feldman & Stenner, 1997; 
Golec & Federico, 2004; Jost et al., 2003; Kossowska et al., 2008) on 
an individual level. This is often coupled with a narrative presented 

and sustained by the political Right, which emphasizes a perception 
of threat of the outgroup and conflict. Thus, Rightist ideology ad-
dresses these emotional needs by often focusing on security and sta-
bility. Moreover, Leftist ideological inclinations are characterized by 
openness to change (Jost et al., 2009; Jost, Nosek, & Gosling, 2008) 
as well as tolerance of ambiguity and uncertainty (Jost et al., 2009; 
Tetlock, 1983). In addition to this individual-based characteristic, 
Dovish ideologies and narratives often emphasize change, particularly 
within the context of conflict and conflict resolution.

Of particular note, recent lines of research have indicated that 
political ideology can play a role with regards to hope in conflict, 
suggesting (Bar-Tal, 2001; Jarymowicz & Bar-Tal, 2006) and demon-
strating empirically (Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Porat, & Bar-Tal, 2014) 
that Leftists tend to experience more hope compared to Rightists. 
Relatedly, Leshem (2017) demonstrated that Israeli Rightists were 
less likely to wish for peace with the Palestinians compared to 
Leftists. Last, Cohen-Chen and colleagues (Cohen-Chen, Van Kleef, 
Crisp, & Halperin, 2019) found that a leader expressing hope in light 
of an opportunity for conflict resolution increased conciliatory in-
tergroup attitudes via experienced hope, but only among Leftists. 
The difference between findings in research using direct and indi-
rect emotion regulation (for a review see Halperin, Cohen-Chen, 
& Goldenberg, 2014) stresses the importance of gaining a deeper 
understanding of how direct messages of hope versus despair af-
fect people differently based on their ideology. One line of work 
(Pliskin et al., 2014) which addressed empathy, found that while the 
emotional reaction to empathy-inducing stimuli was the same for 
Rightists and Leftists, Leftists were significantly more inclined to 
support measures extending humanitarian aid to the outgroup as a 
result of their emotional experience. Moreover, Rightists' attitudes 
were not affected by the same emotional experience.

Taken together, previous work indicates that Rightists may be more 
inclined to experience hopelessness in conflict (Leshem, 2017) and 
are less open to new information in contrast to their attitudes (Jost 
et al., 2007). This rigidity would, therefore, manifest itself in reluctance 
to change attitudes in conflict based on messages of both hope and 
despair. Moreover, Leftists experience more hope inherently in conflict 
(Bar-Tal, 2001; Cohen-Chen et al., 2014; Jarymowicz & Bar-Tal, 2006), 
and have been found to be more open to new information and expe-
rience (Jost et al., 2008, 2009). This would manifest itself in a higher 
baseline of hope, but also and more importantly in the context of the 
current work, in a susceptibility to messages meant to induce both hope 
and despair. So while messages of despair would reinforce Rightists' 
existing beliefs, messages of hope would not affect Rightists' attitudes. 
Simultaneously, while hopeful messages would reinforce Leftists' ex-
isting beliefs, messages of despair would significantly reduce hope for 
peace, ultimately explaining why despair can run half way around the 
world while hope is still tying its' shoelaces. This, we hypothesize, would 
provide an explanation to the pervasiveness of despair in conflict.

In the present research we aimed to examine the effect of di-
rect despair- and hope-inducing messages (compared to control) 
on peace-promoting beliefs and support for conciliatory attitudes 
as a function of participants' political orientation. Specifically, we 
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hypothesized that messages of hope and despair would affect support 
for concessions through a sense of urgency to resolve the conflict. 
This is because if change is not possible, there is no urgent need to ex-
plore options that can potentially bring about that change. However, 
we predicted that while Rightists (who, in line with previous research, 
experience more conflict-related despair compared to Leftists) are less 
affected by direct messages of either conflict-related hope or despair, 
Leftists (who inherently experience more conflict-related hope com-
pared to Rightists) are affected by messages of conflict-related hope 
and significantly affected by messages of conflict-related despair. We 
conducted the research within the context of the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict, an example of a long term, extreme and protracted conflict, 
which inherently involves relatively high levels of conflict related de-
spair, and only short-term peeks of conflict related hope.

2  | STUDY 1

2.1 | Participants and procedure

In Study 1 we used an experimental design to examine the effects of 
hope-inducing (compared to despair and control conditions) stimu-
lus on people with different political ideologies. One hundred and 
five Israeli-Jews (Age 45.49, SD = 14.43; 44% Male) were recruited 
using snowballing methods, with initial emails (including the online 
study link) sent to students, government workers and residents of 
various Israeli cities, who were then asked to send the survey fur-
ther. Due to the sampling method of this study, we were not able 
to achieve the sample size indicated by power analysis (N = 128), 
and our sample was somewhat small. However, we addressed this in 
Study 2 by increasing our sample size. In terms of political orienta-
tion, 38% were Rightists (including Extreme Rightists, Rightists, and 
Moderate Rightists), 26% were Centrists, and 36% were Leftists (in-
cluding Moderate Leftists, Leftists, and Extreme Leftists).

All participants read a text, seemingly from a popular and reliable 
news website (Ynet.co.il), describing a recent line of research (“… an 
international research team consisting of researchers and experts on 
ethnic conflict examining various scenarios regarding the future of the 
conflict, in order to determine whether the conflict can be resolved in 
the foreseeable future…). After elaborating and describing the meth-
odology, the text turned to describe the results, at which point par-
ticipants were randomly assigned into three experimental conditions. 
Participants in the hope condition read that “…the chance of resolving 
the conflict in the next 3–5 years is 85%… a real possibility of resolving 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.” Moreover, participants in the despair 
condition read that “…the chance of resolving the conflict is close to 
zero… no possibility of resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.” Last, 
participants in the control condition read that “the research team is 
working on computing the results… in the end of the result computing 
process, it will be possible to come to conclusions regarding whether 
and when the Israeli-Palestinian conflict can be resolved.”

After completing a number of reading checks (what univer-
sity the scholar referred to works in; when conditions for conflict 

resolution will ripen according to the text, and; the previous position 
of the general mentioned in the text), participants proceeded to fill 
in a number of variables, including the discrete emotion of hope for 
peace and a sense of urgency to end the conflict as the mediators, 
and support for concessions as the dependent variable.

2.2 | Measures

In order to measure hope for peace, we used an 11-item scale adapted 
from the work of Cohen-Chen and colleagues (Cohen-Chen et al., 2015; 
Cohen-Chen et al., 2014, 2017a) to examine the extent to which par-
ticipants experienced hope regarding peace in the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict (e.g., “I have hope that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will end 
peacefully in a few decades”; α = .83). In order to measure participants' 
levels of urgency to resolve the conflict, we used an 8-item scale (e.g., 
"we need to act urgently to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict be-
cause if we do not the security situation in Israel will only get worse"; 
α = .93). In order to measure participants' support for concessions in the 
conflict, we used a 7-item scale (e.g., “To what extent would you be will-
ing to support an agreement based on the two state solution, including 
returning to 1967 borders with various border changes, such as leaving 
the large settlements in place”; α = .93) adapted (to fit the current situ-
ation) from the work of Halperin and colleagues (Halperin et al., 2012; 
Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, Gross, & Dweck, 2011). Last, we meas-
ured, age, gender, and political ideology using a continuous measure 
ranging from 1 (Extreme Right) to 7 (Extreme Left).

2.3 | Results and discussion

Reading check questions indicated that participants read and under-
stood the text in question. First, although we did not pre-test levels 
of hope (in order to reduce demand issues), we found an association 
between levels of hope for peace and political ideology among par-
ticipants in the neutral control condition (r = .67, p < .001). This was 
in line with previous findings, according to which Leftists experience 
significantly higher levels of hope compared to Rightists (Cohen-
Chen et al.,2014 ; Leshem, 2017).

We examined the interaction effect of condition X political ide-
ology on our mediating and dependent variables using PROCESS 
with multicategorical IV (Table 1). This was recoded as two dummy 
variables, comparing the control condition to despair (path X1) and 
the hope condition to despair (path X2). In terms of levels of con-
flict-related hope (Figure 1), the interaction overall was significant 
(R2 change = .10, F(2,95) = 3.64, p < .001), as was the main effect 
of our manipulation in the path comparing hope to despair (b = .47, 
t = 3.63, p < .001). The main effect in the path comparing control 
to despair was marginally significant (b = .25, t = 1.79, p = .07). We 
also found a significant interaction effect of condition X ideology 
comparing the despair and control conditions (b = .27, t = 2.88, 
p = .005), and comparing the despair and hope conditions (b = .37, 
t = 4.29, p < .001). When examining the specific levels of the 
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F I G U R E  1   The interactive influence 
of hope X political ideology on conflict-
related hope

F I G U R E  2   The interactive influence 
of hope X political ideology on sense of 
urgency

TA B L E  1   Study 1 Coefficients for the interactive effect of manipulation X political ideology on research variables

B SE t p 95% LCI 95% UCI

Hope Right (−1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) −.28 .22 −1.26 .21 −.73 .16

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) −.26 .21 −1.23 .22 −.69 .16

Left (+1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) .79 .24 3.29 .001 .31 1.27

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) 1.22 .22 5.60 <.001 .79 1.66

Urgency Right (−1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) −.21 .44 −.47 .64 −1.08 .67

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) .05 .42 .12 .90 −.78 .89

Left (+1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) .59 .47 1.26 .21 −.34 1.54

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) 1.65 .43 3.85 <.001 .80 2.50

Concessions Right (−1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) −.55 .39 −1.39 .17 −1.34 .24

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) −.19 .38 −.51 .61 −.95 .56

Left (+1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) 1.55 .43 3.64 <.001 .70 2.39

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) 1.75 .39 4.53 <.001 .98 2.52
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moderator, results showed that for Rightists (1 SD below the mean), 
there was no effect of the manipulation in either path. However, 
for Leftists (1 SD above the mean) the despair manipulation signifi-
cantly decreased hope for peace compared to the hope manipulation 
(b = 1.22, t = 5.60, p < .001) as well as the control condition (b = .79, 
t = 3.29, p = .001).

In terms of a sense of urgency to end the conflict (Figure 2), the inter-
action overall was marginally significant (R2 change = .03, F(2,95) = 3.64, 
p = .07), as was the main effect of our manipulation when comparing the 
hope and despair conditions (b = .84, t = 3.30, p = .001). The interaction 
term with ideology comparing the hope and despair conditions (b = .39, 
t = 2.35, p = .02) was also significant, while the interaction comparing 
the control condition to despair was nonsignificant. When examining the 
specific levels of the moderator, results showed that for Rightists, there 
was no effect of the manipulation in either path. However, for Leftists 

the despair manipulation (compared to hope) significantly decreased the 
sense of urgency (b = 1.65, t = 3.85, p = .001).

In terms of support for concessions (Figure 3), the interaction 
overall was significant (R2 change = .07, F(2,95) = 6.60, p = .002). 
Main effects for the path comparing the control and despair condi-
tions (b = .49, t = 1.98, p = .05), and the hope and despair conditions 
(b = .77, t = 3.33, p = .001) were significant. Here the interaction 
for the path comparing the control and despair conditions was sig-
nificant (b = .52, t = 3.17, p = .002), as was the interaction for the 
path comparing the hope and despair conditions (b = .49, t = 3.18, 
p = .002). When examining the specific levels of the moderator, re-
sults showed that for Rightists, there was no effect of the manipu-
lation in either path. However, for Leftists the despair manipulation 
significantly decreased support for concessions when comparing 
control to despair (b = 1.55, t = 3.63, p < .001) and hope to despair 

F I G U R E  3   The interactive influence of 
hope X political ideology on support for 
concessions

F I G U R E  4   The interactive effect 
of manipulation X political ideology on 
support for concessions through urgency 
and hope
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(b = 1.75, t = 4.52, p < .001). Thus, while the despair manipulation, 
while not affecting Rightists, decreased support for concessions for 
Leftist participants.

Last, we examined a moderated mediation model (Model 8; 
Figure 4) in which both hope and a sense of urgency were mediators. 
Results showed that for the path comparing hope and despair only, 
the manipulation affected support for concessions via a sense of ur-
gency to resolve the conflict (a*b = .54, 95% CI [.15, 1.13]; hope did 
not have a significant indirect effect when urgency was included in 
the model), but only among Leftists. For Rightists, the manipulation 
had no effect. However, this was not significant for the path compar-
ing the control condition to despair.

3  | STUDY 2

In light of these initial findings, we aimed to replicate these results 
in Study 2 with a larger and also more representative sample. In 
particular, while Israeli society has leaned to the Right in recent 

years, our sample in Study 1 was relatively balanced in terms of 
political orientation. As such, we wanted to conduct the study 
among a sample that more accurately captures the current Jewish 
population in Israel. In addition, due to our sampling method, we 
were not able to reach the aimed-for sample size (N > 128) set 
forth by power analysis using G*Power (a priori ANOVA; medium 
effect size .25, power = .80). However, in this study, we increased 
our sample size significantly and collected additional data in case 
some participants did not take the study seriously. Such replicabil-
ity can increase confidence in the effects and is in line with best 
practices of psychological science (Asendorpf et al., 2013; Earp & 
Trafimow, 2015).

3.1 | Participants and procedure

One hundred and forty-one Israeli-Jews (Mean age 45.09, 
SD = 16.69; 48% Male) were recruited using an online survey plat-
form. In terms of political orientation, 45% were Rightists including 

F I G U R E  5   The interactive influence of 
hope X political ideology on experienced 
hope

TA B L E  2   Study 2 Coefficients for the interactive effect of manipulation X political ideology on research variables

B SE t p 95% LCI 95% UCI

Hope Right (−1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) .02 .17 .15 .88 −.30 .35

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) −.01 .17 −.07 .94 −.35 .33

Left (+1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) .66 .17 3.98 <.001 .33 .99

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) 1.08 .15 7.08 <.001 .78 1.39

Urgency Right (−1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) −.26 .22 −1.17 .24 −.71 .18

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) −.37 .23 −1.58 .11 −.83 .09

Left (+1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) .77 .22 3.44 <.001 .33 1.21

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) .86 .21 4.18 <.001 .45 1.27

Concessions Right (−1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) −.11 .28 −.39 .69 −.66 .44

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) .01 .29 .05 .96 −.56 .59

Left (+1 SD) X1 (Despair vs. Control) .94 .28 3.39 <.001 .39 1.49

X2 (Despair vs. Hope) .96 .25 3.76 <.001 .45 1.46
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Extreme Rightists, Rightists, and Moderate Rightists), 29% were 
Centrists, and 26% were Leftists (including Moderate Leftists, 
Leftists, and Extreme Leftists), a sample much more indicative of 
Israeli society today. Both the procedure and the measures were the 
same as the previous study (Conflict-related Hope α = .83; sense of 
urgency α = .86; support for concessions α = .93).

3.2 | Results and discussion

Reading check questions indicated that participants read and under-
stood the text in question. Once again, we found a strong associa-
tion between levels of hope for peace and political ideology among 
participants in the neutral control condition (r = .67, p < .001), fur-
ther substantiating our assumption that the Rightists' baseline of 
hope is inherently lower than Leftists'.

Next, we examined the interaction effect of condition X political 
ideology on our variables using PROCESS with multicategorical IV 
(Table 2). This was recoded as two dummy variables, comparing the 
control condition to despair (X1) and the hope condition to despair 
(X2). In terms of levels of conflict-related hope (Figure 5), the inter-
action overall was significant (R2 change = .08, F(5,135) = 10.80, 
p < .001), as were the main effects of the manipulation comparing 
despair to the control condition (b = .36, t = 3.16, p = .002), compar-
ing despair to hope (b = .57, t = 5.12, p < .001), and political ideology 
(b = .13, t = 2.48, p = .01). The interaction for the path comparing 
the control and despair conditions was significant (b = .21, t = 2.64, 
p = .01), as well as the path comparing the hope and despair condi-
tions (b = .36, t = 4.59, p < .001). When examining the specific lev-
els of the moderator, results showed that for Rightists (1 SD below 
the mean), there was no effect of the manipulation in either path. 
However, for Leftists (1 SD above the mean) the despair manipula-
tion (compared to both control b = .66, t = 3.98, p < .001 and hope 
b = 1.08, t = 7.08, p < .001) significantly decreased hope for peace.

In terms of a sense of urgency to end the conflict (Figure 6), the 
interaction overall was significant (R2 change = .06, F(5,135) = 8.75, 

p < .001). The main effects of the manipulation comparing despair 
to the control condition (b = .29, t = 1.85, p = .07) and comparing 
despair to hope (b = .28, t = 1.89, p = .06) were marginally signif-
icant, and political ideology (b = .26, t = 3.63, p < .001) was a sig-
nificant predictor. In terms of interaction effects, the interaction 
for the path comparing the control and despair conditions (b = .34, 
t = 3.18, p = .002) and the path comparing the hope and despair 
conditions (b = .41, t = 3.83, p < .001) were both significant. When 
examining the specific levels of the moderator, results showed that 
for Rightists, there was no effect of the manipulation in either path. 
However, for Leftists the despair manipulation (compared to both 
control b = .77, t = 3.44, p = .001 and hope b = .86, t = 4.18, p < .001) 
significantly decreased the sense of urgency.

In terms of support for concessions (Figure 7), the interaction 
overall was significant (R2 change = .03, F(2,135) = 4.35, p = .01). The 
main effects of the manipulation comparing despair to the control 
condition (b = .45, t = 253, p = .02) and comparing despair to hope 
(b = .52, t = 2.78, p = .01) were significant, as was political ideology 
(b = .51, t = 5.81, p < .0001). The interaction for the path comparing 
the control and despair conditions was significant (b = .35, t = 2.62, 
p = .01), as was the interaction for the path comparing the hope and 
despair conditions (b = .31, t = 2.38, p = .02). Once again, results 
showed that for Rightists, there was no effect of the manipulation in 
either path. However, for Leftists the manipulation significantly de-
creased support for concessions when comparing control to despair 
(b = .94, t = 3.39, p = .001) and hope to despair (b = .96, t = 3.76, 
p < .001).

Last, we examined a model of moderated mediation with both 
hope and a sense of urgency as the mediators (Model 8; Figure 8) 
and found that the despair manipulation decreased support for con-
cessions via a decreased sense of urgency (X1: a*b = .42, 95% CI 
[.16, .70]; X2: a*b = .47, 95% CI [.24, .75]) and a decreased experience 
of hope (X1: a*b = .34, 95% CI [.13, .63]; X2: a*b = .57, 95% CI [.29, 
.90]) in the paths comparing despair to both the hope manipulation 
and the control condition. However, the effect only worked among 
Leftists. For Rightists, the manipulation had no effect.

F I G U R E  6   The interactive influence 
of hope X political ideology on the sense 
of urgency
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4  | GENER AL DISCUSSION

In this paper, we sought to examine why despair is simpler to instill 
and more prevalent in conflict compared to hope. We posited that 
messages of hope and despair have different effects on people based 
on their political ideology. Two samples of Jewish-Israelis were col-
lected. Study 1 was collected using snowball methods, while Study 2 
replicated and enhanced findings with a more representative sample 
of Jewish-Israeli society. In both samples, Rightists were not affected 
by messages of hope or despair regarding the possibility of peaceful 
resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in the future. However, 
for Leftists the despair manipulation significantly decreased support 
for concession-making through levels of hope and a sense of urgency 
to resolve the conflict. Thus, at least according to the current data, 
while Rightists are hard to sway directly from their baseline of de-
spair using messages of hope, Leftists are susceptible to messages of 

despair that significantly reduce hope for peace. These results shed 
light on the fact that despair is significantly more prevalent in conflict 
compared to hope, although hope is beneficial for promoting conflict 
resolution (for a review see Cohen-Chen et al., 2017b).

Theoretically, this work holds implications in the study of hope 
in conflict resolution. While hope has been gaining interest in recent 
years (Cohen-Chen et al., 2014, 2015, 2017a, b, 2019; Goldenberg 
et al., 2018; Leshem et al., 2016; Saguy & Halperin, 2014), despair (or 
hopelessness) has been merely assumed or implied. Hopelessness or 
despair, moreover, is primarily identified as the complete opposite of 
hope (Lazarus, 1999; Nesse, 1999) and is also referred to as a total 
lack of hope. Lazarus (1999) states that when there is a complete ab-
sence of hope, hopelessness rises. Our research examines not only 
messages of hope, but neutral and despair-inducing messages and 
their characteristics in conflict. This full range reflects much more 
the reality in conflict, increasing the external validity of our work. 

F I G U R E  7   The interactive influence of 
hope X political ideology on support for 
concessions

F I G U R E  8   The interactive effect 
of manipulation X political ideology on 
support for concessions through urgency 
and hope
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Moreover, our research demonstrates first indications of the specific 
characteristics of hopelessness in conflict, and more importantly, in-
dicates who is influenced by it and who is not.

In addition, our research contributes to the literature focusing 
on political ideology in conflict and conflict resolution. Previous 
work has shown the role of ideology in many facets of social and 
political life (Feldman & Stenner, 1997; Jost et al., 2003; Kossowska 
et al., 2008), and has evidenced the role political ideology plays in in-
fluencing emotions (Jost, 2006; Jost et al., 2009; Pliskin et al., 2014), 
and specifically hope in conflict (Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Crisp, 
et al., 2014; Cohen-Chen et al., 2019; Leshem, 2017). However, the 
moderating role of ideology on the emotional experience of hope 
and despair has yet to be examined, as past research has focused on 
the difference in behavior and attitudes.

Last, the sense of urgency as an explanatory mechanism has not 
been investigated until now. We hypothesized that hope creates the 
opposite process by highlighting opportunities that may be missed, 
inducing the perception of change as more urgent and leading to 
more support for conciliatory steps. Moreover, despair reduces or 
eliminates the sense of urgency, because people tell themselves that 
change is not possible and therefore see no urgent need to create 
change. Results provided initial evidence for this mechanism as un-
derlying support for conciliatory steps and for its mediating role be-
tween despair and concession-making.

Notably, our research is not without limitations, which should 
be addressed in future work. First, our findings raise questions 
regarding the conditions under which direct messages of hope 
would be effective. Future endeavors should focus specifically on 
circumstances that would enable and facilitate the acceptance and 
influence of hopeful messages among those who seem unmoved, 
namely Rightists. While previous work has shown indirect mes-
sages to be effective (Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Porat, et al., 2014; 
Cohen-Chen et al., 2015, 2017a, 2019; Goldenberg et al., 2018; 
Saguy & Halperin, 2014; see Halperin et al., 2014 for a review), 
it is not always possible to avoid direct messages. Therefore, it 
would be well worth using these findings as a starting point for 
investigating ways in which messages of hope would be effective 
in conflict.

In addition, this effect was examined in a very specific and ex-
treme context, which yielded effects on hope versus despair. Future 
work should examine whether this effect is applicable to other 
contexts, further establishing our findings. Last, some variation 
was found between the two samples. While the effect in Study 1 
seemed to be due to increases in the hope condition, it was both 
the hope and despair condition that influenced the effects in Study 
2. Such variations are natural, especially since the sample changed 
in terms of power and characteristics, making replication all the 
more important (Asendorpf et al., 2013; Earp & Trafimow, 2015). 
However, it is also important to examine this effect with addi-
tional mechanisms including moderators (such as power; Halabi & 
Sonnenschein, 2004; Rouhana, 2011) and mediators (such as trust; 
Nadler & Liviatan, 2006). This would help explain the results found in 
this research to improve their internal and external validity.

In conclusion, this work endeavored to provide an explanation 
to why despair is more effective than hope in conflicts. Findings 
show that while both hope and despair had no effect on Rightists, 
Leftists' hope and their sense of urgency to resolve the conflict 
were decreased by messages of despair, subsequently reducing 
support for concession-making. This research emphasizes how 
political ideology plays an important role in how direct messages 
of hope and despair are accepted, shaping perceptions and atti-
tudes toward conflict resolution. Moreover, this work provides an 
explanation of why despair overcomes hope in such contexts, and 
why it is easier to rally support maintaining, rather than resolving, 
conflict.
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APPENDIX 
ME A SURES
Hope:

 1. I have hope that t the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will end 
peacefully in a few decades

 2. When I think about future relations with the Palestinians I feel 
hope

 3. Although it does not seem like the Israeli-Palestinian conflict can 
be resolved in the near future, in the distant future conditions 
can ripen for a peaceful solution

 4. Israel should give up trying to promote peace with the 
Palestinians because the conflict cannot be resolved

 5. I do not expect the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to ever end
 6. Even though it may not look like it, we are closer than ever to a 

resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
 7. Although it does not seem like the Israeli-Palestinian conflict can 

be resolved in the near future, I believe my grandchildren and 
great-grandchildren will live here in peace

 8. I believe that I will witness peace between Israel and the 
Palestinians in the next few years

 9. Resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will take more time be-
cause of social and diplomatic processes on both sides

 10. There is no way that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will end in 
the next few years but there is a chance it will happen in the 
distant future

 11. I have hope that in the next few years conditions will ripen for 
conflict resolution.

Sense of urgency:

1. We must wait and not hurry to make decisions regarding ending 
the conflict with the Palestinians until conditions ripen

2. We need to act urgently to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict be-
cause if we do not the security situation in Israel will only get worse

3. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict will continue to be unstable and 
tense in the next few years so there is no point in starting a nego-
tiation with the Palestinian Authority

4. One day the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will end, and until then we 
need to wait and not make any rash decisions

5. We need to take responsibility and make decisions as soon as pos-
sible regarding changing the situation Israel is in at the moment 
with the Palestinians

6. There is no need to hurry into promoting a peace process with 
the Palestinians, because Israel has the power and resources to 
continue dealing with the associated threats

7. We need to make peace with the Palestinians soon at any cost
8. It will be very hard for the state of Israel to continue to flourish if 

the conflict with the Palestinians will not be resolved soon.

Support for concessions:

1. To what extent would you be willing to support an agreement 
based on the two-state solution, including returning to 1967 
borders with various border changes, such as leaving the large 
settlements in place

2. In return for a full peace agreement, to what extent would you 
support dividing Jerusalem such that areas with an Arab majority 
would be part of the Palestinian state, areas with a Jewish major-
ity will remain under Israeli sovereignty, and the Temple Mount 
will be under the joint sovereignty

3. In return for moving forward with the peace process, to what ex-
tent do you support freezing building in the settlements

4. To what extent do you support releasing Palestinian prisoners as 
a trust-building move in the negotiation

5. To what extent do you support giving weapons to the Palestinian 
security forces in order to strengthen their control of the west 
bank and promote borders as a basis for the future negotiation

6. To what extent do you support easing the closure on the move-
ment of goods and people between the Palestinian territories and 
Israel as a trust-building move in the negotiations

7. To what extent do you support sending assistance funds to the 
Palestinian Authority as a gesture to promote negotiations.
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