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interventionist approach, there is still a theoretical and
empirical gap in personalizing intergroup interventions to
achieve optimal effectiveness. Integrating interventions
aimed at prejudice reduction and promoting peace, we present a theoretical framework for personalizing these intergroup interventions. We propose a three-layer model:
personalization parameters, intergroup interventions, and
mechanisms that link parameter and intervention. To illustrate the model, three sample parameters are described
(ideology, dominant emotional sentiments, and Big Five personality types) and three corresponding mechanisms (level
of intervention congruency; the degree to which an intervention addresses core appraisal theme; and a needs-based
mechanism). We demonstrate how the parameters and
mechanisms map onto different established intergroup
interventions, and suggest some empirical directions to test
and later apply the theoretical framework. Finally, we discuss the potential of personalized interventions to substantially improve intergroup relations.

The issue of intergroup conflicts—their creation, preservation, and escalation—has drawn the attention of social scientists in general and social psychologists more specifically for many years, leading them to research concepts such
as prejudice (Allport, 1954), negative intergroup emotions (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000), and psychological barriers
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to conflict resolution (Halperin & Bar-Tal, 2011; Ross & Stillinger, 1991). In recent decades, following the escalation
and the expansion of some of these conflicts, as well as following similar trends in other domains within psychological sciences (Walton, 2014; Walton & Wilson, 2018), social psychologists have increasingly shifted to a more interventionist approach, in which they try to offer evidence-based interventions to reduce intergroup prejudice and
promote intergroup reconciliation. Recent interventions are based on theories that go beyond the traditional
approach of direct contact between conflicting parties (e.g., Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006): some focus on
changing core intergroup perceptions and attitudes such as outgroup's malleability (e.g., Halperin, Russell,
Trzesniewski, Gross, & Dweck, 2011) or homogeneity (e.g., Er-rafiy & Brauer, 2013), while others target intergroup
emotions (e.g., Čehajic-Clancy, Goldenberg, Gross, & Halperin, 2016) or social norms (e.g., Paluck, 2011).
Despite the increasingly diverse set of interventions aimed at ameliorating prejudiced, hostile, or violent intergroup relations, tested both inside the lab (e.g., Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; McDonald et al., 2017) and in the field
(e.g., Bilali & Vollhardt, 2013; Hameiri, Porat, Bar-Tal, Bieler, & Halperin, 2014; Paluck, 2016), a major limitation
remains: most research in this field applies the same interventions to all target populations while ignoring fundamental individual differences in psychological needs, motivations, and orientations (though see Bruneau & Saxe, 2012;
Halperin, Pliskin, Saguy, Liberman, & Gross, 2014). In this article we introduce a theoretical framework for personalization of psychological interventions aimed at reducing prejudice and promoting peace, and sketch an outline for
future studies that would optimize the fit between intervention and individual characteristics and motivations. It
should be noted that while some differences exist between the two research fields of prejudice reduction and
peace-promoting attitudes, the current framework we propose offers an integration of these two schools under the
more general term “intergroup interventions”.

1 | P E R S O N A L I Z A T I O N OF P S Y C H O L O G I C A L I N T E R G R O U P
INTERVENTIONS
Personalized interventions that take into account individual differences are widely used in other fields and scientific frameworks. In clinical branches of medicine, scientists have discovered genetic variability in patients'
responses to dozens of treatments, allowing the development of diagnostic tests that predict patients' responses
to targeted therapy (Collins & Varmus, 2015; Hamburg & Collins, 2010; Sankar & Parker, 2017). Similar approaches
have become increasingly common in fields like social work (e.g., Stevens et al., 2018), education
(e.g., Harackiewicz, Smith, & Priniski, 2016; Høgheim & Reber, 2017; Liu, Bartimote-Aufflick, Pardo, & Bridgeman,
2017), marketing (Moon & Lee, 2014; Stone & Woodcock, 2014), and psychotherapy (e.g., Cuijpers, Ebert,
Acarturk, Andersson, & Cristea, 2016; Ng & Weisz, 2016). Recently, areas more relevant to the issue of intergroup
interventions, such as persuasion (Hirsh, Kang, & Bodenhausen, 2012; Hornikx & O'Keefe, 2011; Huang & Shen,
2016) and emotion regulation (Doré, Silvers, & Ochsner, 2016), have also made some theoretical and empirical
progress in tailoring interventions, messages, or emotion regulation strategies in different domains to people's
unique characteristics.
While there are differences between personalized medicine or personalized persuasion attempts, aimed at
addressing an individual-level issues, and personalized interventions that aspire to tackle societal-level challenges such as
prejudice and intergroup violence, we argue that the principle of adapting the intervention to the target holds in the latter
case as well. Intergroup tensions and conflicts are affected by a number of group-level factors, such as cultural traditions,
societal norms, and socialization processes; but while these factors can and should be addressed by group-level interventions and changes (e.g., adapting school curricula), the solution does not lie solely at this level. Destructive intergroup attitudes and emotions cannot be changed top-down only; individual members of society should also be targeted,
particularly those who tend to adopt the undesirable attitudes and behaviors. Drawing on previous research that explored
many of the ways in which individual differences and the unique characteristics of these group members affect intergroup interventions (e.g., Huang & Shen, 2016; McIntyre, Paolini, & Hewstone, 2016; Paolini, Hewstone, & Cairns, 2007;
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Sharp, Voci, & Hewstone, 2011), such interventions can and should be made more effective by theory-based
personalization.
To do so we suggest that three focal challenges should be addressed by research in the field in the coming years:
First, researchers should explore whether specific interventions are equally effective for all people in all situations.
Second, empirical work should examine whether it is possible to improve the effectiveness and durability of intergroup interventions by adopting a more personalized approach. Third, can the effectiveness and durability of intergroup interventions be improved by wisely knitting together clusters of interventions targeted at distinct and
identified audiences? We propose a theoretical framework that can be used for systematic exploration of these
steps, and review existing empirical evidence that provide initial support mostly for the first and second phase. It
should be noted that the proposed theoretical framework has not been tested empirically yet as a whole, and therefore more data should be collected in order to empirically establish it.
At the same time, and although the process of providing empirical support for the framework is, to the best
of our knowledge, just at its initial steps, the framework presented here is the first attempt to offer a comprehensive theoretical framework for developing and then testing personalized intergroup interventions. This approach
aims to optimize the fit between individual-level factors and the type of intervention selected. Optimization of
fit, or personalization, can be done either by selecting the most accurate intervention for the individual or group
of individuals (i.e., choosing between interventions), or by adjusting a given intervention to the characteristics of
an individual or group of individuals. The first kind of personalization can be described as the “Which” approach:
which intervention (or group of interventions) is the most appropriate for a given person, according to a set of
criteria like the ones we suggest below. The second kind of personalization (tailored interventions), is the “How”
approach: how to alter elements of the intervention (e.g., its duration, frequency, content, framing, stated goals,
etc.) to best fit each individual, again according to characteristics that would be pre-defined and empirically
tested.
To illustrate the difference between the two approaches using the wide-spread and well researched contact
intervention (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), the first approach would determine which individuals are most
likely to experience the desired outcome (reduction in prejudice and greater support for pro-reconciliation attitudes)
following an experience of optimal contact with members of other, adversarial groups; the latter would indicate what
should be done in terms of content, structure and other factors related to the contact, in order to maximize the benefits of the contact according to personal parameters of the target audience. Although both options are meaningful
and plausible, the proposed framework focuses on the former and leaves the latter for future integration into the
evolving framework.

2 | P E R S O N A L I Z E D I N T E R G RO U P I N T E R V E N T I O N S : A T HR E E LA Y E R S
T H E O R E T I C A L F RA M E W O R K
Our goal is to present an organizational structure that can be used to theoretically develop and empirically test personalized intergroup interventions. The proposed framework is composed of three main layers (see Figure 1, vertical
organization). The first includes the individual characteristics that are used as the parameters of the personalization
process. The second offers three mechanisms that potentially connect personalization parameters to concrete interventions. The third is composed of the relevant interventions to be tested across different target audiences defined
by the parameters. The second layer of the mechanisms is central to the “fit” notion: the mechanisms provide the
principles that would enable researchers and practitioners to choose the most appropriate intervention (layer three
in the model) according to personal characteristics and attributes (layer 1). We suggest that using well-defined,
theory-based parameters to personalize concrete interventions would increase the expected effectiveness of intergroup interventions, and would yield more systematic improvement and calibration of interventions than a bottomup approach that relies primarily on processes of trial and error.

4 of 16

FIGURE 1

HALPERIN AND SCHORI-EYAL

The proposed intervention personalization model

On the first layer, many different individual characteristics can serve as parameters for selecting between interventions on a personalized basis. For the purpose of illustrating the proposed framework, we describe a set of
parameters that are most relevant to the unique challenges of trying to improve hostile intergroup relations:
(a) individuals' ideology and values relevant to the intergroup context, (b) dominant emotional sentiments held by
individuals in the context of the hostile intergroup relations, and (c) personality-based individual differences—i.e., the
Big Five distinctions.
We then use an existing typology (Hameiri, Bar-Tal, & Halperin, 2014) to create an initial list of interventions
that can be tested according to the individual difference parameters, which includes three different (yet not mutually
exclusive) groups of intergroup interventions: (a) interventions based on messages, (b) interventions based on experiences, and (c) interventions based on skill development.
The most challenging question when tackling the issue of personalizing intergroup interventions is: what are the
key mechanisms that would enable us to match individual difference parameters to the most effective intervention?
Relying mainly on evidence from persuasion literature (Haddock, Maio, Arnold, & Huskinson, 2008; Hirsh et al.,
2012; Moon, 2002) and some very initial evidence from the more recent digital mass persuasion literature (Kosinski,
Matz, Gosling, Popov, & Stillwell, 2015; Matz, Kosinski, Nave, & Stillwell, 2017; Matz, Segalin, Stillwell, Müller, &
Bos, 2019), we suggest two mechanisms: a content-based mechanism (i.e., level of message congruency) and a
needs-based or motivational mechanism. In addition, we suggest an emotional mechanism, which follows previous
conceptualization and research on indirect emotion regulation interventions (Halperin, 2014, 2016). To maximize
effectiveness, an intervention's core message should counter the core appraisal theme of the dominant destructive
intergroup emotional sentiment of a certain individual.

3 | H O W D O WE TA I LO R I N T E R V E N T I O N S T O P E R S O N A LI Z A T I O N
P A R A M E T E R S : F I T I S NO T N E C E S S A RI L Y C O NG R U E N C E
As mentioned earlier, some previous work has discussed and tested the idea of intervention fit: For example,
Paolini et al. (2007) showed that affective interventions have greater impact on affectively-prejudiced individuals,
whereas interventions that are more cognitive are more suitable for changing the biased perceptions of cognitively
prejudiced individuals. We propose that in order to develop and empirically test a model of personalized interventions, the notion of fit should be systematically expanded and match the intervention to the audience according to
several parameters. For example, fit can potentially capture the relevant needs of the target audience as addressed
by the intervention, the dominant emotions of that audience, as accurately regulated in relevant interventions, or
a specific content used as part of the intervention, that fits the values or perceptions of the relevant target
audience.
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As can be seen from the examples described in the above paragraph, in our proposed model “fit” between personalization parameter and intervention does not necessarily mean “congruence.” In that regards, whereas fit reflects
the extent to which an intervention could be predicted to improve negative attitudes or the extent to which the
intervention is personalized, congruence captures the extent to which the content of that intervention
(e.g., message, value, or emotion) complements the recipient's existing states and traits. Hence, fit should be interpreted as choosing the intervention that best addresses the needs, desires, thinking styles, or emotional themes that
arise from the personal characteristics that are chosen as parameters.
Thus for some individuals, intervention fit would require congruence (complementarity with the recipient's existing views, values, states, and traits): the intervention content should be highly relevant (i.e., it targets a dimension
that is at the core of a significant individual parameter), or its structure should be in line with their preferences for
characteristics such as the desire for order and closure. One example of such fit can be found in Stürmer and
Benbow (2017), who demonstrated that individuals favored cross-cultural contact opportunities that matched their
motivational functions. In other cases, the optimal or most fitting intervention would be incongruent, for example by
presenting content that extremely contradicts the target's beliefs and attitudes, or that is significantly different from
the position they currently hold. Interventions that focused on individuals' needs (e.g., self-affirmation for individuals
who are fearful or insecure) can be seen an incongruent in that the message they offer contradicts an essential feature in the individual's psyche, yet fit is achieved by accurately addressing a central need or lack.
By introducing a model that offers several different potential mechanisms connecting personalization parameters to interventions, we allow for future empirical examination to help researchers in identifying the real meaning of
fit in that context. Only systematic empirical examination of the model can enable researchers to reveal whether the
more accurate meaning of fit in that context would mean relying on congruency in content, on addressing relevant
needs, or maybe on accurately regulating discrete dominant emotions.

4 | M E C H A N I S M S F O R P A R A M E TE R - B A S ED I N T ER V E N T I O N
PERSONALIZATION
In order to introduce a testable, although preliminary framework of personalization, we matched each mechanism
with one personalization parameter. The mechanism of message congruency is matched to political ideology, namely,
the extent to which the content of the intervention is in line with the content encapsulated in the individual's ideological beliefs and values. Needs and motivations are matched to personality characteristics, namely, the extent to
which the intervention addresses the needs and motivations embedded within an individual's personality characteristics or type. Core appraisal themes are matched with dominant emotional sentiments, namely, the extent to which
the intervention's core themes address core appraisals or action tendencies encapsulated in the individual's most
dominant intergroup emotions. These three pairs are not mutually exclusive, and at times one mechanism may even
contradict another (e.g., congruency in content might contradict the dominant emotional mechanism). As this is the
first attempt to define a top-down theoretical framework, we acknowledge these complexities and offer them as
open questions at this stage, as well as some research directions that could serve as an initial roadmap for a systematic, empirical examination of the model.

5

|

T H R E E P E R S ON A L I Z A T I O N P A R A M E T E R S

Although various factors can be used as determining parameters for the personalization process of intergroup intervention (see Kteily, Rocklage, McClanahan, & Ho, 2019), we purposefully limited the parameters included in the proposed framework to a small group of parameters that together would provide a relatively comprehensive snapshot
of people's orientations and tendencies in ongoing intergroup conflicts. We selected parameters encapsulating an
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individual's context specific values and goals (i.e., political ideologies), their dominant intergroup emotional sentiments, and a broader indication of their relatively stable personality traits (i.e., the Big Five).

5.1

|

Political ideology

Ideology can be defined as an organized constellation of beliefs, attitudes, and values that constitute a general
worldview about past, present, and future realities, which then guides an individual's comprehension of the world
(Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009; McClosky & Zaller, 1984; van Dijk, 1998). Ideology influences an individual's orientations in conflict situations, both because of the content of the ideology (Altemeyer, 1996; Schwartz, 1992;
Sidanius & Pratto, 2001) and due to its motivational properties (Jost et al., 2009). Among rightists or conservatives,
the more prominent motivations for prejudice are personal needs for order, certainty, structure (Jost, Glaser,
Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003; Moskowitz, 2005), existential needs such as fear of death (Schimel et al., 1999), and
the desire to prevent societal loss through regulation and restraints (Janoff-Bulman, 2009). Ideological content
that would appeal to rightist group members includes preserving intergroup boundaries, having a common social
identity (Feldman & Johnston, 2014), and values such as conformity (Sears, Van Laar, Carrillo, & Kosterman, 1997),
traditionalism, individualism, and meritocracy (Sears et al., 1997; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1996; Sniderman,
Crosby, & Howell, 2000). In comparison, individuals who lean towards the ideological left, associated with greater
egalitarianism and openness to change than rightists (for review, see Jost et al., 2009), would respond well to interventions based on content that captures intragroup variability (Janoff-Bulman, 2009), intergroup interdependence
(van der Toorn, Napier, & Dovidio, 2014), universalism, benevolence, and self-direction (Caprara, Schwartz,
Capanna, Vecchione, & Barbaranelli, 2006).1
We suggest congruency level as a connecting mechanism between ideology and intervention: interventions that
present congruent content—i.e., relevant, non-discrepant content that supports the ideology—would be more effective for both political orientations. In addition, the intervention's construct congruency would also play a role. As
rightists favor order, structure, and certainty, we hypothesize that interventions that are more binary, well-defined
and even one-sided would be more effective; interventions aimed at leftists, who tend to value novelty and stimulation, would be more effective when they are surprising and more ambiguous. For example, an intervention that presents a narrative that sharply contrasts the ingroup's narrative and gives a clear and unambiguous voice to the
adversary group (compared with a complex narrative that validates and legitimizes the accounts of multiple parties
involved in the conflict) may be more attractive to rightists because it is congruent with their preferences for order
and clarity; the structure of such intervention would make it easier for rightists to engage with its challenging content. In contrast, leftists may be less impacted by such an intervention because its rigid and one-sided structure is
incongruent with their preferences, despite its possibly surprising—and thus, for them, appealing—content. In terms
of fit, then, right-wing ideology requires fit-as-congruence for successful personalization, whereas left-wing ideology
would be better served by fit-as-incongruence (i.e., surprising and challenging).

5.2

|

Dominant emotions

Emotions are flexible response sequences (Frijda, 1986) that transform a stimulus into a catalyst, creating motivation
to respond to a situation in a particular manner (Zajonc, 1998). Emotions therefore serve as powerful engines that
vastly influence attitudes, motivation, and behavior in intergroup conflicts (Halperin & Pliskin, 2015). While emotions
are specific reactions to specific events, over time they can develop into a sentiment, or tendency to react to certain
targets (in this case the outgroup) with a certain emotion (Halperin, 2011). Given that these emotional sentiments
differ across individuals, we argue that each individual would be most susceptible to the intervention that most accurately addresses her most dominant intergroup emotional sentiment.
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Of the many emotions that are active and impactful in the context of intergroup conflict (e.g., empathy, guilt,
remorse, pride, and humiliation), we focus within the proposed framework on four of the most dominant emotions in conflict (e.g., Halperin, 2015): fear, anger, hatred, and despair/hope. We propose that the mechanism
connecting each emotion to the most effective intervention would be the degree to which the intervention contends with the core appraisal of the dominant intergroup emotion that characterizes a certain individual. In terms
of fit, the intervention would provide the opposite of the relevant appraisal (to a certain degree providing fit-asincongruence).
Hence, we expect those who predominantly experience despair, or lack of hope—that is, those who do not
expect and plan a positive occurrence (Snyder, 2000)—to respond to interventions that offer novelty and change.
Those dominated by fear, which is accompanied by a perception of both a relative, personal weakness and a low
coping potential with regard to the threat (Roseman, 1984), would be affected by interventions that are reassuring
and reaffirming. Those characterized by high levels of anger, which stems from the perception of the other's
actions as unjust and deviating from acceptable norms (Berkowitz, 1993; Mackie et al., 2000), would benefit from
interventions that fit approach tendencies and offer the chance to rectify the situation. Finally, those dominated
by hatred may benefit from interventions that contradict the appraisal of the outgroup's fixed and evil character
(Halperin, 2008).

5.3

|

The Big Five

To demonstrate how personalization would operate when targeting individuals according to their relatively stable
personality characteristics, we focus on the relationship between specific psychological interventions and the Big
Five personality dimensions (Goldberg, 1990). The Big Five framework is a hierarchical model of personality traits
with five empirically-derived factors which reflect variation in distinct motivational systems and represent personality at the broadest level of abstraction. It is the most widely used and extensively researched model of personality
(John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & Costa Jr, 1999), and has been examined extensively in relation to intergroup
attitudes and intergroup biases (Crawford & Brandt, 2019; Ekhammar, Akrami, Gylje, & Zakrisson, 2004; Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008).
We suggest that interventions would match personality types to the extent to which they address the needs
embedded within that personality type and correspond with the values (as overarching goals) that are important to
different individuals. Fit can therefore be based on congruence, when values and goals are matched, or as
incongruence—when needs or lacunae are met. Thus, we expect that extraverts, who are especially sensitive to
rewards and social attention (Lucas, Diener, Grob, Suh, & Shao, 2000) and value activity, challenge, excitement, and
pleasure as desirable outcomes (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002), would be receptive to challenging interventions that are not necessarily congruent with their existing beliefs but offer social rewards. Agreeable group members, who value communal goals and interpersonal harmony (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997), are concerned with the
welfare of those closest to them, and wish to fulfil social obligations (Roccas et al., 2002), would favor interventions
that suggest an increase in solidarity and wellbeing of the people they cherish, and imply that the suggested change
is a social obligation. Conscientious group members, who value achievement, competence, order, self-discipline, and
efficiency (Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005; Roccas et al., 2002), would respond positively to interventions that promise stability and consistency, both in the form and content of the intervention, and that can
potentially increase their capabilities. Neurotic individuals, sensitive to threats and uncertainty (Carver, Sutton, &
Scheier, 2000; Hirsh & Inzlicht, 2008), would fare well with interventions that reassure them and assuage their fears,
both in terms of content and in being similar and non-threatening to their existing beliefs. Individuals who are high in
openness value achievement, competence, order, self-discipline, and efficiency (Roberts et al., 2005; Roccas et al.,
2002), and would therefore be responsive to interventions that offer novelty and correspond with their values of
diversity and universalism.
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I N T ER G R O U P I N T E R V E N T I O NS : M A T C H A N D S O M ET I M E S M I X

As described earlier, the field of intergroup interventions has expanded in recent years, testing new methods to
reduce prejudice and improve intergroup relations within the lab and outside it. To illustrate how the parameters and
mechanisms we describe can be applied to the personalization process, and how hypotheses can be formed regarding the fit between intervention and personality profile according to our proposed framework, we describe in relative
detail a limited number of relevant interventions. We draw on an existing typology of intergroup interventions
(Hameiri, Porat, et al., 2014), according to which intergroup interventions are divided into three broad categories:
(a) interventions that provide information that contradicts existing intergroup perceptions and beliefs;
(b) interventions based on an experience from which an individual may infer a conclusion different from their existing
intergroup perceptions and beliefs; and (c) interventions in which the participants are taught a new skill that can facilitate the unfreezing of existing intergroup perceptions and beliefs. For each intervention, one may ask three questions that would guide us in finding the best match: (a) What content is embedded within the interventions and to
what extent is that content congruent or incongruent with the content of certain ideological views? (b) What core
appraisals does the intervention address, and which intergroup emotions are these appraisals associated with?
(c) Which psychological needs are addressed by the intervention and which needs are challenged by it? To demonstrate how the proposed process of personalization operates based on these guidelines, we present and then form
relevant hypotheses regarding one well-established intervention in each category.
In the following paragraphs, each of the selected interventions is presented, followed by initial predictions connecting them to the previously presented personality parameters through the three mechanisms suggested above.
Finally, we propose several research directions to examine our hypotheses, and offer concluding thoughts on personalization of intergroup interventions.

7 | I N T E R V E N T I O N S BA S E D O N N E W I N F O R M A T I O N : M A L L E A B I L I T Y
INTERVENTIONS
One of the main obstacles to reducing intergroup hostilities is rooted in people's deep beliefs that the outgroup is
evil or immoral by nature and will never change their motivations, behaviors, or attitudes (Halperin, 2008; Opotow,
1990). Indeed, dozens of experimental studies, conducted in different contexts with diverse samples, demonstrated
that providing general information about the malleability of groups in general, without mentioning specific adversarial groups, improved the in-group's attitudes toward the rival group, which in turn led, on average, to greater willingness to compromise and to achieve a peaceful resolution (e.g., Goldenberg et al., 2018; Halperin et al., 2011). What
content is embedded within malleability interventions and to what extent is it congruent or incongruent with the
content of certain ideological views? The core of malleability beliefs is flexibility and the capacity for growth and
change. These beliefs fit better with left-wing ideology than with right-wing, as left-wingers believe in and strive
towards change, whereas right-wingers favor stability (Kahn et al., 2018). What core appraisals does the malleability
intervention address, and which intergroup emotions are these appraisals associated with? The main message
expressed in the malleability interventions—change is possible—contradicts the core appraisal of hatred—that the
outgroup is innately evil (Halperin, 2008). This message can also be relevant for those high in despair, who have
given up hope that change can occur (Cohen-Chen, Crisp, & Halperin, 2017). Malleability interventions directly counter the critical appraisal by providing evidence that the situation is not fixed but flexible, and can morph for the better. Which psychological needs are addressed by the intervention and which needs are challenged by it? Group
malleability messages can fit the needs of individuals high in openness, but at the same time, it can create a sense of
threat among neurotic individuals who feel averse to uncertain and dynamic situations. It is thus more suitable for
the former and less of a good fit for the latter.
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8 | I N T ER V E N T I O N S BA S E D O N N E W EX P E R I EN C E S : P A R A DO X I C A L
THINKING INTERVENTIONS
Attempts to provide contradictory information to those holding very strong beliefs about certain issues may be useless
and even backfire. To address that challenge, Swann, and colleagues (Swann, Pelham, & Chidester, 1988) suggested that
using messages which are consistent with an individual's view, but are formulated in an amplified, exaggerated, or even
absurd manner, would ultimately lead to the unfreezing and reevaluation of held attitudes. A long series of lab and field
studies then showed that such exposure to paradoxical messages can improve intergroup attitudes and lead people to
increased support for political intergroup compromises (Hameiri, Porat, et al., 2014; Hameiri, Bar-Tal, & Halperin, 2014;
Hameiri, Nabet, Bar-Tal, & Halperin, 2018). What content is embedded within paradoxical thinking interventions and to
what extent is it congruent or incongruent with the content of certain ideological views? Although paradoxical messages can be easily adjusted to both sides of the ideological spectrum, paradoxical thinking interventions designed to
reduce prejudice and promote peace are inherently incongruent with right-wing ideology. Furthermore, studies have
shown that they are more effective the more an individual holds her position with high strength (Hameiri, Porat, et al.,
2014), and therefore, in the context of immigration in Europe and in various violent conflicts worldwide, this intervention
method would be more effective for rightists than for leftists. What core appraisals does the paradoxical thinking intervention address, and which intergroup emotions are these appraisals associated with? Paradoxical interventions create
a more balanced perception regarding in-group vs. outgroup's responsibility for the continuation of the conflict (Hameiri
et al., 2018), and can therefore address beliefs about the unjust behavior of the outgroup. This intervention would therefore be most relevant to individuals dominated by intergroup anger, of which this theme is a core appraisal (Roseman,
1984). Which psychological needs are addressed by paradoxical thinking interventions and which needs are challenged
by it? Paradoxical messages challenge one's self-esteem by inducing a sense that one's current positions might lead one
to be associated with people who hold absurd or radical beliefs (identity threat). This could most effectively drive attitude
change for agreeable individuals, as they would respond to this identity threat by moderate their attitudes to maintain
their place in the community (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997), and neurotic individuals, who would respond to this identity
threat by moderating their attitudes in order to protect their self-esteem.

9 | I N T ER V E N T I O N S BA S E D O N T E A C H I N G N E W SK I L L S : P E RS P E C T I V E TAKING SKILLS
Perspective-taking—imagining the world (or specific situations) through another person's eyes—is one of the most
common skills used as intergroup interventions. It is a key skill that can alter the socio-psychological repertoire which
supports the continuation of intergroup conflicts, as it can open a window to the plight of the adversary, and allow
one to see the enemy as a complete person with needs and goals of their own, even as a victim (Brown & Čehajic,
2008; Nadler & Liviatan, 2006). Although some studies demonstrate a more complex view of perspective-taking in
conflict situations (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005), most research suggests that it can reduce negative outgroup evaluation, outgroup mistrust, intergroup biases, and increase prosocial emotions and behavior towards the outgroup (for
review, see Todd & Galinsky, 2014). What content is embedded within perspective-taking interventions and to
what extent is it congruent or incongruent with the content of certain ideological views? The understanding gained
by putting oneself in another's shoes requires motivation and capacity for complexity, and can be seen as legitimizing
the outgroup perspective, which would be challenging and even aversive to right-leaning group members. Another
aspect that makes this intervention more suitable for leftists than rightists is its potential for blurring the ingroup–
outgroup distinction, appealing for the former and distressing for latter. What core appraisals does the perspectivetaking intervention address, and which intergroup emotions are these appraisals associated with? Seeing the situation from the other group's perspective often reduces the perception of threat posed by the other. Thus, the most
relevant emotion that can be addressed through perspective-taking is fear (although empathy is also obviously
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relevant). Which psychological needs are addressed by the intervention and which needs are challenged by it? The
desire for intellectual simulation and creativity, that can be found amongst those high in openness (McCrae & Costa
Jr., 1997), and the pro-social motivation associated with the agreeableness personality trait (Graziano & Eisenberg,
1997) are needed for successful perspective-taking.

1 0 | R O A D M A P F O R F U T U RE S T U D I E S : H O W SH O U LD WE ST U D Y
PERSONALIZED INTERGROUP INTERVENTIONS
The theoretical framework we describe above requires validation and empirical testing before it can be applied. An
important first step would be to systematically map existing knowledge about the connections between psychological profiles—including personality characteristics, values, ideology, and dominant emotions—and intergroup interventions. Hundreds of studies using at least one of the interventions mentioned above and other intergroup
interventions such as emotion regulation have already been conducted in various contexts The substantial empirical
work that has already explored moderating factors, as well as existing meta-analyses (e.g., Hodson & Dhont, 2015;
McIntyre et al., 2016), would be an essential basis for the first step we propose. The suggested meta-analysis would
expand this body of literature by carefully and systematically conducting additional meta-analyses, enabling us to
better gauge the relationship between the parameters, mechanisms, and intergroup interventions, supporting or
altering the hypotheses described above.
A possible second step could potentially take the form of an “intervention tournament” (Bruneau, Kteily, & Falk,
2018; Lai et al., 2014), in which the efficacy of number of interventions is evaluated simultaneously. By assessing the
personalization parameters described above, exposing participants to various intergroup interventions (e.g., in the form
of short texts, online messaging, or short video clips) in a between-subjects design and testing their effect immediately
and several weeks later, it would be possible to assess both their cognitive and affective impact (i.e., changes in
appraisals, levels of relevant intergroup emotions, outgroup perceptions, etc.), and their effects on dependent variables
such as favorability towards target groups, generalized prejudice, and support for specific policies relevant to the context. Such a design would enable an examination of the hypotheses described above and a better understanding of
which intervention is most beneficial for which individuals, the specific mechanisms that are at play, and which combinations of interventions—simultaneous or sequential—would yield the best results for specific individuals.
A third direction for future work can rely on an interesting option that was recently raised in the field of psychological interventions—namely, creating combinations of different interventions aimed at forming a more powerful
and more durable change. For example, in a recent study we demonstrated how pre-contact malleability intervention
dramatically improves the effectiveness of intergroup contact between Jews and Muslims in Israel. Hence, a third
possible empirical step can be to identify, based on the hypothesized model, clusters of 2–3 interventions each, that
are targeted at distinct groups of individuals: the interventions might be complementary and carried out simultaneously, or one intervention (e.g., self-affirmation) may pave the road for a more challenging intervention to be
attempted later (e.g., perspective-taking). Along these lines, and using an ongoing interactive process, clusters of individual differences can be matched with integration of several interventions to maximize effectiveness and durable
change. Such intervention clusters can be applied in the field of education; using social media; or in other channels
that are most suitable to a given cluster, and in which substantial diagnostic data can be collected prior to the personalized intervention(s).
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As intergroup conflicts continue to take a global toll, the need for theory-based psychological interventions become
clear, in parallel to the realization that “one size does not fit all.” While such intervention personalization calls for the

HALPERIN AND SCHORI-EYAL

11 of 16

utmost ethical caution (Adjerid & Kelley, 2018; Erceg et al., 2018), its potential for improving intergroup relations is
also great. We propose a theoretical model that integrates parameters for personalization, mechanisms through
which they operate, and potential interventions. We suggest that this theoretical framework can serve as the basis
for empirical examination, both in the lab and in the field, of the suggested effects, and later as a road map for a more
nuanced approach to the optimized use of interventions aimed at reducing prejudice, increasing tolerance, and
improving intergroup relations.
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ENDNOTE
1

It should be noted that while we described ideology in terms of right-wing/left-wing, Right-Wing Authoritarianism and
Social Dominance Orientation are ideologically related constructs that could also function as personalization parameters
(Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; Kteily et al., 2019), and can be considered as part of the broad ideology cluster.
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