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Social media has become a vital arena for intergroup interac-
tions. Such interactions often involve emotional messages 
designed to pursue ingroup goals. For example, in August 
2014, the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) released a 
video depicting the beheading of the American journalist, 
James Foley. This video, and those that followed it, can be 
viewed as instruments to instill fear in ISIS opponents (e.g., 
Gude, 2015), to deter the west from interfering in the war in 
the Middle East. Others have used the web to facilitate recon-
ciliation with outgroup members. For example, the Facebook 
campaign “Israel loves Iran” (https://thepeacefactory.org/
israel-loves-iran) was created by Israelis to foster reconcilia-
tion with Iranians.

In this investigation, we tested whether the motivation to 
shape emotions in outgroup members is influenced by the 
pursuit of ingroup goals and whether such motivation shapes 
emotions and behavioral intentions of outgroup members. To 
understand how such motivation is informed by the inter-
group context, we tested whether affiliation with the ingroup 
influences the motivation to engage in intergroup emotion 
regulation and its outcomes.

Motivated Intergroup Emotion 
Regulation

According to the instrumental approach to emotion regulation, 
people can be motivated to regulate emotions to promote 

goal attainment (Tamir, 2016). For example, people may want 
to feel fear to facilitate avoidance of danger (Tamir & Ford, 
2009). Moreover, people can be motivated to regulate the 
emotions of others for instrumental reasons (i.e., interpersonal 
emotion regulation; Gross & Thompson, 2007). Studies in 
dyadic contexts show that personal goal pursuit, like expecting 
to gain from another person’s aggressive behavior, can moti-
vate people to increase anger in another (Netzer et al., 2015). 
Such motivation can shape how others feel and might result in 
behaviors that help regulators achieve their goals (Gneezy & 
Imas, 2014). People might also be motivated to regulate emo-
tions in others to achieve the goals of their social unit. For 
instance, some individuals might induce worry in their spouses 
to stress the seriousness of joint concerns (Parkinson et al., 
2016). Such principles might extend beyond dyadic contexts 
to intergroup relations and shape motivation in regulating 
group-based emotions (Mackie & Smith, 2018), which are 
emotions that experienced on behalf of one’s group (Iyer & 
Leach, 2008; Mackie et al., 2000; Yzerbyt et al., 2003).

In this investigation, we tested whether and when people 
are motivated to regulate group-based emotions in outgroup 
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members (see also Hasan-Aslih et al., 2019). We refer to this 
phenomenon as motivated intergroup emotion regulation. 
We propose that intergroup emotion regulation is distinct 
from other forms of intrapersonal and interpersonal emotion 
regulation, as it is likely shaped by the intergroup context. 
First, in the group context, regulation is likely dictated by 
group-based goals. Second, features of the group context are 
expected to shape the intensity of motivation to engage in 
intergroup emotion regulation. For example, whether people 
are motivated to regulate the emotions of others and how 
strongly they are motivated to do so should critically depend 
on how much they identify with the ingroup. In other words, 
if a steering wheel sets the direction of movement and the 
engine sets the speed, we propose that ingroup goals are the 
steering wheel that sets the direction of motivated intergroup 
emotion regulation, and ingroup identification is the engine 
that sets the intensity with which it is pursued.

With respect to the direction of motivation, we argue that 
group-based goals determine what people want outgroup 
members to feel. People strive to preserve the safety and 
prosperity of their group (Brewer, 2007). To achieve this, 
they might want to reconcile with outgroup members or to 
deter them from attacking the ingroup. Such group-based 
goals may or may not be compatible with the individual’s 
personal goals (that might propel other forms of emotion 
regulation; Ford et al., 2019). For example, to protect her 
group, a mother might send her son off to war, although this 
conflicts with her personal goal to protect her son.

Previous work suggests that people can be motivated to 
regulate their own group-based emotions in the interest of 
ingroup goals (Goldenberg et al., 2016; Sharvit et al., 2015; 
Smith & Mackie, 2016). Such goals may include preserving 
group morality (Goldenberg et al., 2014; Sharvit & Valetzky, 
2019) or group cohesion (Porat, Halperin, Mannheim & Tamir, 
2016), as well as goals pertaining to relations with the out-
group (e.g., aggressive or reconciliatory goals; Porat, Halperin 
& Tamir, 2016). Here, we tested whether people are also moti-
vated to regulate the emotions of outgroup members to attain 
ingroup goals. We further tested whether this motivation 
shapes intergroup communication and whether it influences 
emotions and behavioral intentions in outgroup members.

With respect to the intensity of motivation to regulate, we 
argue that how motivated people are to regulate emotions of 
outgroup members depends on group-related factors, such as 
group identification. Identification with the ingroup reflects 
the bond that people share with their group and the incorpo-
ration of the group into their own identity (Brewer, 2007; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). We propose that the extent to which 
people are motivated to shape emotions of outgroup mem-
bers should depend on how strongly they identify with the 
ingroup. First, group identification may shape appraisals of 
the situation, determining how people think about group-
related events and how they react to them emotionally 
(Petrocelli & Smith, 2005). Second, group identification can 
determine the relative importance of ingroup goals and the 

motivation to pursue them (Ellemers, 2012). Therefore, we 
tested whether and how identification with the ingroup influ-
ences motivated intergroup emotion regulation.

The Current Investigation

Group members can promote group safety by either adopting 
aggressive group goals (e.g., deterrence) or by seeking rec-
onciliation (Bar-Tal, 2000; Staub et al., 2005). Fear in out-
group members may facilitate deterrence, as group-based 
fear is linked to increased risk perception and more defensive 
behavior (Lerner et al., 2003). Similarly, some positive emo-
tions in outgroup members may facilitate reconciliation 
(Bar-Tal et al., 2007). For instance, calmness may result in 
less hostility and more prosocial behavior (Whitaker & 
Bushman, 2012) and is linked to more harmonies social rela-
tions (Page-Gould et al., 2008; Tsai et al., 2007).

Accordingly, we hypothesized that people motivated to 
deter the outgroup would want outgroup members to feel 
more fear, but those motivated to reconcile would want out-
group members to feel more calmness. These motivations 
were expected to shape interactions with the outgroup and 
lead to reciprocal emotions in outgroup members. We further 
expected group identification to determine the intensity of 
motivated intergroup emotion regulation and, thus, moderate 
such effects. We tested our hypotheses in controlled contexts, 
where we manipulated goals and group identification in 
hypothetical intergroup conflicts. We then tested our hypoth-
eses in the context of a real-life intractable conflict—namely, 
the Israeli–Palestinian conflict.

In Studies 1 and 2, we focused on the role of group-based 
goals in shaping intergroup emotion regulation. In Study 1, 
we used hypothetical scenarios, and in Study 2, we targeted 
real social groups. We examined whether and how deterrence 
and reconciliation goals motivated intergroup emotion regu-
lation, whether this motivation shaped behavior toward out-
group members, and whether these behaviors influenced 
emotions in outgroup members. In Studies 3 and 4, we tested 
whether and how identification with the ingroup moderated 
these processes. In Study 3, we tested whether identification 
with the ingroup shapes what people want outgroup mem-
bers to feel in a hypothetical context. In Study 4, we tested 
links between ingroup identification and motivated emotion 
regulation in real social groups and whether this shaped emo-
tional reactions and behavioral intentions in outgroup mem-
bers. We hypothesized that the more people identify with 
their ingroup, the more motivated they would be to regulate 
emotions of outgroup members to attain ingroup goals, shap-
ing behavior toward outgroup members, and influencing 
their emotions and behavioral intentions.

Study 1

In Study 1, we tested whether and how ingroup goals shape 
motivated intergroup emotion regulation and whether they 
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subsequently shape emotional reactions in outgroup mem-
bers. We used controlled hypothetical scenarios to minimize 
the potential impact of extraneous variables.

Participants in the first phase of the study were recruited 
to serve as ingroup members. They read a vignette about two 
hypothetical groups (their own group and an adversary out-
group). The vignette was designed to manipulate their moti-
vation to deter or reconcile with the hypothetical outgroup. 
We then tested the effects of goals on how participants 
wanted outgroup members to feel and how they behaved 
toward outgroup members. Participants in the second phase 
of the study were recruited to serve as the outgroup mem-
bers. We exposed them to the behaviors of participants from 
the first phase of the study and assessed their emotional 
reactions.

We predicted that ingroup participants who adopt deter-
rence (vs. reconciliation) goals would want outgroup mem-
bers to experience more fear and behave in ways that induce 
more fear. We further predicted that outgroup members 
would experience more fear, following exposure to behav-
iors of participants in the deterrence (vs. reconciliation) con-
dition. We expected a similar pattern for reconciliation goals 
and calmness.

Method

Participants. A power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 
2009) for a repeated-measures analysis of variance 
(ANOVA), targeting a medium effect size (f = 0.25) with 
power of .80, indicated a required sample size of N = 128. 
We oversampled by approximately 20% to account for 
potential exclusions. The final sample included 136 Jewish 
Israeli participants from the general population (50.7% 
female, Mage = 37.87), who completed the first phase of the 
study online for $1. The second phase included another 133 
Jewish Israeli participants (53.4% female, Mage = 38.57), 
who completed the study online for $1. Data from 18 addi-
tional “first phase participants” were excluded from the anal-
yses because they failed to pass comprehension and attention 
screeners (Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Thomas & Clifford, 
2017). Data from one additional “second phase participant” 
was excluded because during debriefing, she reported feeling 
disengaged, and two other participants were excluded as 
there was no variation in their responses.

Procedure. In the first phase of the study, participants served 
as ingroup members. They read a vignette and imagined 
experiencing it. The vignette described a protagonist whose 
village might be attacked by a neighboring village. Partici-
pants were then randomly assigned to goal conditions. Par-
ticipants in the deterrence condition were informed that their 
goal was to deter the other village from attacking. Partici-
pants in the reconciliation condition were informed that their 
goal was to reconcile with the other village. Participants 
selected messages to send to a member of the neighboring 

village and indicated how much they wanted them to experi-
ence various emotions. Participants completed a manipula-
tion check by indicating support of deterrence (“To what 
extent is it important for you and your village to deter the 
other village?”) and reconciliation (“To what extent is it 
important for you and your village to reconcile with the other 
village?”). Finally, participants provided demographic 
information.

In the second phase of the study, new participants acted as 
the outgroup member. They imagined they were members of 
the neighboring village. Then, they read messages from a 
randomly selected, “first-phase participant.” They rated how 
it made them feel and provided demographic information 
(see Figure 1 for a schematic illustration of the study design 
in Studies 1–4).

Materials
Preferences for emotions in outgroup members. Partici-

pants rated how much they wanted an outgroup member to 
feel various emotions (1 = very little, 7 = very much). We 
averaged across ratings of afraid and scared to index pref-
erences for fear (α = .86) and across ratings of calm and 
serene (α = .89) to index preferences for calmness. Addi-
tional emotions served as fillers (i.e., hope, guilt, empathy, 
and anger).1

Intergroup emotion regulatory behavior. Participants were 
presented with six messages to choose from: two were 
designed to elicit fear (e.g., “Those who risk attacking the 
ingroup will put themselves and their families in great dan-
ger”); two messages were designed to elicit calmness (e.g., 
“Your village can prevail and overcome its current hard-
ships”); and two messages were designed to elicit anger and 
served as fillers (e.g., “You have no honor, you will get noth-
ing from us”; all messages and pilot results appear in the 
Supplementary Materials). Participants chose two messages 
to present to an outgroup member. Fear regulation was coded 
as 0 if no fear-inducing message was chosen and 1 if at least 
one fear-inducing message was chosen. Calmness regulation 
was coded as 0 if no calmness-inducing message was chosen 
and 1 if at least one calmness-inducing message was chosen.

Emotional outcomes in outgroup members. To assess out-
group members’ fear responses to the messages, we averaged 
across ratings of fearful and scared (α = .90). To assess calm-
ness, we averaged across ratings of calm and serene (α = .90). 
Additional emotions served as fillers (i.e., hope, guilt, empa-
thy, and anger).

Results

Manipulation check. An independent samples t-test showed 
that participants in the deterrence (vs. reconciliation) condi-
tion supported deterrence more (Ms = 6.04, SE = .17 and 
5.10, SE = .21, respectively), t(134) = 3.48, p = .001, 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
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whereas participants in the reconciliation condition sup-
ported reconciliation more (Ms = 5.99, SE = .14 and 5.35, 
SE = .23, respectively), t(134) = 2.32, p = .022. Partici-
pants in the deterrence condition supported deterrence more 
than reconciliation, t(68) = 2.32, p = .023, and vice versa 
for participants in the reconciliation condition, t(66) = 3.73, 
p < .001.

Preferences for emotions in outgroup members. We ran a 
repeated-measures ANOVA, predicting emotional preferences 
with condition (deterrence vs. reconciliation) as a between-
participant variable and emotion (fear and calmness) as a 
within-participant variable. We found a significant Emotion 
× Condition interaction, F(1, 134) = 5.63, p = .019, ηp

2 04= . , 
post hoc power = .85. As shown in Figure 2, compared with 

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the designs of Studies 1–4.



Netzer et al. 5

participants in the reconciliation condition, participants in 
the deterrence condition wanted an outgroup member to 
feel more fear, F(1, 134) = 4.43, p = .037, ηp

2 03= . , but not 
more calmness, F(1, 134) = 2.65, p = .106, ηp

2 02= . . This 
interaction qualified a main effect for emotion, F(1, 134) = 
9.93, p = .002, ηp

2 07= . , such that across conditions, partici-
pants wanted outgroup members to feel more calmness than 
fear (Ms = 4.65, SE = .16 and 3.86, SE = .16, respectively).

Intergroup emotion regulatory behavior. As expected, fear reg-
ulation in the outgroup was significantly higher in the 
deterrence condition (53.6%) than in the reconciliation con-
dition (31.3%), χ2(1, N = 136) = 6.90, p = .009, Cramer’s 
V = .225. Calmness regulation in the outgroup tended to be 
higher in the reconciliation condition (83.6%) than in the 
deterrence condition (71%), but this difference did not reach 

significance, χ2(1, N = 136) = 3.05, p = .081, Cramer’s 
V = .150.

Emotions in outgroup members as a function of ingroup goals.  
We predicted that group goals would shape motivation in 
intergroup emotion regulation and ultimately change how 
outgroup members feel (for a repeated-measures ANOVA 
showing differences in outgroup members’ emotions as a 
function of goal condition, see the Supplementary Materi-
als). To examine this, we tested whether the effect of goals on 
outgroup emotions was mediated by emotional preferences. 
We conducted a mediation analysis using Hayes’s (2013) 
PROCESS bootstrapping command (Model 4: 5,000 itera-
tions; for unstandardized coefficients, see Figure 3) with 
condition as the independent variable, preferences for fear as 
the mediator, and fear experienced by outgroup members as 

Figure 2. Preferences for fear and calmness in outgroup members as a function of goal condition (deterrence vs. reconciliation).
Note. Error bars represent ±1 standard error of the mean (Study 1).
*p < .05 .

Figure 3. The link between goal condition and emotional outcomes in outgroup members as a product of preferences for outgroup 
members’ fear (Study 1).
*p < .05 †p < .1.

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
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the outcome variable. The total effect of goals on fear in out-
group members, b = .30, SE = .15, t(131) = 1.95, p = .053, 
95% CI = [–.004, .60], was reduced when emotional prefer-
ences were entered as a mediator, b = .15, SE = .14, t(130) 
= 1.07, p = .286, 95% CI = [–.13, .433]. The indirect effect 
was different from zero, b = .15, SE = .07, 95% CI = [.02, 
.31], post hoc power = .61.2 When repeating this analysis for 
calmness, the direct and indirect effects were not significant, 
bs < –.07.

Discussion

The findings of Study 1 demonstrate that motivated inter-
group emotion regulation can lead to congruent emotional 
changes in outgroup members. Participants who were led to 
pursue deterrence goals wanted outgroup members to experi-
ence more fear than did participants who were led to support 
reconciliation. They were more likely to expose outgroup 
members to a fear-inducing message. Reading these mes-
sages, in turn, led outgroup members to experience more 
fear. In contrast, participants who were led to pursue recon-
ciliation goals tended to expose outgroup members to more 
calmness-inducing messages. However, contrary to our pre-
dictions, they did not report wanting outgroup members to 
experience more calmness than participants in the deterrence 
condition did. Perhaps, participants in the deterrence condi-
tion were aware of the outgroup members being part of their 
ingroup in real life and, therefore, might have been motivated 
to deter outgroup members while also maintaining their posi-
tive feelings. Accordingly, outgroup members did not differ 
in the experience of calmness upon reading these messages.

To ensure adherence to ingroup goals, Study 1 used a rela-
tively explicit manipulation, which might raise concerns 
about demand. Therefore, in Study 2, rather than manipulate 
such goals in the laboratory, we assessed them outside the 
lab, where people endorse ingroup goals according to their 
own values and beliefs.

Study 2

In Study 2, we tested whether findings from Study 1 replicate 
in the context of the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. We mea-
sured Jewish Israeli participants’ support of deterrence and 
reconciliation, and how they wanted Palestinians to feel. We 
predicted that greater support of deterrence among Jewish 
participants would be linked to stronger preferences for fear 
in Palestinians, and that greater support for reconciliation 
would be linked to stronger preferences for calmness in 
Palestinians.

We also tested how the motivation to regulate emotions in 
outgroup members shapes regulatory behavior. Although in 
Study 1 participants selected prewritten messages, in Study 
2, participants wrote their own messages to an outgroup 
member. Subsequently, they rated the extent to which their 
message was designed to elicit various emotional reactions. 

To test how such communications influence emotions in 
outgroup members, in the second phase of the study, 10 
Palestinian participants indicated how these messages made 
them feel. We expected the link between ingroup goals 
endorsed by Jewish participants and Palestinians’ emotional 
reactions to be mediated by Jewish participants’ preferences 
for emotions in Palestinians and their behaviors toward them.

Method

Participants. A multiple regression power analysis (Faul 
et al., 2009) targeted a small effect size (f2 = 0.05), to account 
for the noise typically associated with studies in the real 
world. The required sample size was N = 159. The study 
involved writing a relatively long message to the outgroup 
member, which survey company participants are not used to, 
and so we were concerned about potential dropout. To 
account for high exclusion rates, we oversampled by almost 
50%. The final sample included 245 Jewish Israeli citizens 
from the general population (51.0% female, Mage = 39.86, 
59.2% endorsed rightist ideology), who participated online 
for ~$3. Data for 46 additional participants were excluded 
from the analyses because they failed to pass comprehension 
and attention screeners.

Procedure. In the first phase of the study, Jewish Israeli par-
ticipants read a bogus newspaper article, describing an ongo-
ing wave of violent protests by Palestinians demanding equal 
rights (such demonstrations were not uncommon). Partici-
pants rated their support for deterrence and reconciliation 
goals toward Palestinians in light of such protests. Next, par-
ticipants read about a young Palestinian, who participated in 
a protest, and rated how they wanted him to feel when con-
sidering the volatile atmosphere at that time. Finally, partici-
pants wrote a short message to the young Palestinian (at least 
50 words) and then indicated whether it was designed to 
induce various emotions in him. Finally, participants pro-
vided demographic information, including their political ori-
entation (1 = extremely right, 7 = extremely left).3

In the next phase, 10 Palestinians (all male, Mage = 20) 
participated in five coding sessions each. The Palestinian 
coders were matched in age, ethnic and cultural background 
to the Palestinian protagonist described to the Jewish Israeli 
participants. Each participant read half of the messages writ-
ten by the Jewish Israeli participants (about 24 texts in each 
session) and rated how each message made them feel. The 
texts were assigned in random, and no two participants read 
the exact same texts. We averaged across the five raters for 
each text (intraclass correlation coefficient, ICC(1,5) = .665) 
for each emotion to get the mean emotional reaction for each 
message.

Materials
Ingroup goals. Participants rated their support of seven 

items (1 = very little, 7 = very much; α = .90), depicting 
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deterrence of Palestinian citizens (e.g., “Israel should employ 
any means necessary to create deterrence among Palestin-
ian citizens”). Participants also rated support of five items 
(α = .93), depicting reconciliation with Palestinian citizens 
(e.g., “Israelis should engage in negotiation and reconcilia-
tion between Palestinians and Jewish citizens”).4

Preferences for emotions in outgroup members. We averaged 
across the same items as in Study 1 to index preferences for 
fear (α = .91) and calmness (α = .87). Other emotions served 
as fillers (i.e., hope, guilt, empathy, and anger).

Intergroup emotion regulatory behavior. Participants indi-
cated the extent to which their message to the protagonist 
was designed to influence emotions (1 = very little, 7 = very 
much), using the same items as in the emotional preference 
scale for fear (α = .83) and calmness (α = .88). Other emo-
tions served as fillers (i.e., hope, guilt, and anger).

Emotional outcomes in outgroup members. Palestinian par-
ticipants indicated their emotional reactions to each message, 
using the same items as in the emotional preferences scale 
for fear (α = .81) and calmness (α = .93). Other emotions 
served as fillers (e.g., hope, sympathy, and anger).

Results

Preferences for emotions in outgroup members. As can be seen 
in Table 1, support for deterrence was related to preferences 
for more fear (and less calmness) in Palestinians, whereas 
support for reconciliation was related to preferences for more 
calmness (and less fear) in Palestinians.5

Emotions in outgroup members. For each goal, we conducted 
a serial mediation analysis, employing Hayes’s (2013) PRO-
CESS bootstrapping command (Model 6: 5,000 iterations; 
for unstandardized coefficients see Figure 4). Fear experi-
enced by Palestinian participants was predicted from support 
for deterrence, with preferences for fear in the protagonist 
and fear induction through written communication as the 
first and second mediators. As expected, the total effect of 
goals on Palestinians’ experience of fear, b = .12, SE = .02, 
t(237) = 5.63, p < .001, 95% CI = [.08, .16], was reduced 
when emotional preferences and regulation were entered as 
serial mediators, b = .07, SE = .02, t(235) = 2.98, p = .003, 
95% CI = [.02, .12]. The indirect effect was different from 
zero, b = .02, SE = .007; 95% CI = [.01, .04], post hoc 
power = .99.

We repeated the analysis to predict the experience of 
calmness in Palestinians. The total effect of support for rec-
onciliation on Palestinians’ experience of calmness, b = .30, 
SE = .03, t(237) = 9.69, p < .001, 95% CI = [.24, .37], was 
reduced when emotional preferences and regulation were 
entered as serial mediators, b = .26, SE = .03, t(235) = 8.18, 
p < .001, 95% CI = [.20, .33]. The indirect effect was 

different from zero, b = .02, SE = .008, 95% CI = [.01, .04], 
post hoc power = 1.00.6

Discussion

In Study 2, Jewish Israeli participants who supported deter-
rence wanted Palestinian outgroup members to feel more 
fear (and less calmness), while those who supported recon-
ciliation wanted Palestinian outgroup members to experience 
more calmness (and less fear). Preferences for intergroup 
emotion regulation shaped behavior toward outgroup mem-
bers. Support for deterrence was associated with attempts to 
induce fear and, consequently, to more fear in Palestinians 
upon exposure to such attempts. In contrast, support for rec-
onciliation was associated with attempts to induce calmness 
and to more calmness in Palestinians when exposed to such 
attempts. This demonstrates how in the real world, ingroup 
goals are linked to motivated intergroup emotion regulation 
and how such regulation could potentially shape the emo-
tions of outgroup members.

Study 3

In Study 3, we moved to examine the moderating role of 
ingroup identification. We manipulated ingroup identification 
in a hypothetical context and tested how it shaped motivated 
intergroup emotion regulation. We expected participants in 
the deterrence condition to want an outgroup member to feel 
more fear in the high (vs. low) identification condition. We 
predicted that participants in the reconciliation condition 
would want outgroup members to feel more calmness in the 
high (vs. low) identification condition. We further expected 
such preferences for emotions in outgroup members to shape 
behaviors toward them.

Method

Participants. A repeated-measures ANOVA power analysis 
(Faul et al., 2009), targeting a medium effect size (f = 0.25), 
indicated a required sample size of N = 179. We oversam-
pled by 15% to account for potential exclusions. Partici-
pants in the final sample were 177 Israeli undergraduate 
students (68.6% female, Mage = 24.00), who completed the 
study for $2.5 or course credit. Data for 23 additional par-
ticipants were omitted from the analyses because they 
failed comprehension and attention check screeners. Four 
other participants were omitted from the analyses, because 
during debriefing, they stated feeling disengaged from the 
scenario.

Procedure. Participants read a hypothetical vignette and 
imagined being village members. They were randomly 
assigned to one of two ingroup identification conditions. 
Building on literature on group identification (Henry et al., 
1999), participants in the high identification condition 
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were asked to imagine that they were highly connected to 
the village community. Participants in the low identifica-
tion condition were asked to imagine being new to the vil-
lage. Participants were informed that their village might be 
attacked by a neighboring village. Next, participants were 
randomly assigned to ingroup goal conditions, as in Study 
1. Participants rated their preferences for emotions in out-
group members, their endorsement of emotion regulatory 
behaviors toward the outgroup members, and completed a 

manipulation check. Finally, participants provided demo-
graphic information.

Materials
Manipulation check. To indicate identification with the 

ingroup, participants completed a modified version of the 
Inclusion of Other in the Self scale (Aron et al., 1992). The 
scale is comprised of seven figures of two circles, which 
represent the participant and the ingroup, moving closer 

Table 1. Means and Correlations Between Key Variables (Study 2).

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Support for deterrence 4.28 (1.57) 1  
2. Support for reconciliation 4.24 (1.74) −.74* 1  
3. Preferences for fear 2.82 (1.91) .52* −.54* 1  
4. Preferences for calmness 5.20 (1.69) −.15* .30* −.36* 1  
5. Attempts to induce fear 2.32 (1.65) .46* −.47* .52* −.27* 1  
6. Attempts to induce calmness 4.40 (1.82) −.23* .36* −.39* .48* −.39* 1  
7. Fear in outgroup members 1.96 (0.53) .35* −.38* .24* −.21* .40* −.37* 1
8. Calmness in outgroup members 3.79 (1.00) −.49* .53* −.44* .14* −.46* .42* −.63*

*p < .05.

Figure 4. Preferences for fear in outgroup members and regulation attempts as serial mediators of the relations between deterrence 
and fear experienced by outgroup members (top panel). Preferences for calmness in outgroup members and regulation attempts as serial 
mediators of the relations between reconciliation goals and calmness experienced by outgroup members (bottom panel; Study 2).
*p < .05 .
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together (1 = most distinct identities, 7 = most connected 
identities).

Preferences for emotions in outgroup members. Participants 
rated their preferences for fear (α = .91) and calmness 
(α = .93) in outgroup members, using the same items as in 
Study 1, and rated several other emotions as filler items (i.e., 
hope guilt, empathy, and anger).

Intergroup emotion regulatory behavior. To assess intention 
to behave in ways that could elicit fear in outgroup members, 
participants rated four items (e.g., “Participating in a military 
parade designed to demonstrate how powerful your village 
is”; α = .78). To assess intention to behave in ways that could 
elicit calmness in outgroup members, participants rated four 
items (e.g., “Sending gifts and tributes to the neighboring vil-
lagers to appease them”; α = .85; for detailed descriptions 
of the items and results of a pilot study examining expected 
emotional reactions to these behaviors, see Supplementary 
Materials). Four other items (focused on anger induction) 
were included as filler items.

Results

Manipulation checks. A univariate ANOVA confirmed that 
participants in the high identification condition identified 
more with the ingroup than participants in the low identifi-
cation condition, F(1, 173) = 28.58, p < .001, ηp

2 142= .  
(Ms = 4.29, SE = .16 and 3.07, SE = .16, respectively). This 
effect was not qualified by goal condition, F(1, 173) = 0.78, 
p = .380, ηp

2 004= . .

Preferences for emotions in outgroup members as a function of 
ingroup identification. We ran a repeated-measures ANOVA, 
predicting preferences for emotions in the outgroup with 
identification condition (high vs. low) and goal condition 
(reconciliation vs. deterrence) as between-participant vari-
ables and emotions (fear vs. calmness) as a within-partici-
pant variable. We found a significant Emotion × Goal 
interaction, F(1, 173) = 11.61, p = .001, ηp

2 063= . , such 
that participants in the deterrence (vs. reconciliation) con-
dition wanted outgroup members to experience more fear 
(Ms = 3.57, SE = .16 and 2.74, SE = .16, respectively), 
F(1, 173) = 13.05, p < .001, ηp

2 070= . , but not calmness 
(Ms = 4.19, SE = .20 and 4.64, SE = .20, respectively), 
F(1, 173) = 2.47, p = .118, ηp

2 014= . .
We found a significant three-way interaction, F(1, 173) = 

4.62, p = .033, ηp
2 026= . , post hoc power = .69. As shown 

in Figure 5, in the deterrence condition, participants in the 
high (vs. low) identification condition wanted an outgroup 
member to feel more fear, F(1, 173) = 4.71, p = .031, 
ηp
2 026= . , but not calmness, F(1, 173) = 0.42, p = .519, 

ηp
2 002= . . In the reconciliation condition, participants in the 

high (vs. low) identification condition wanted an outgroup 
member to feel more calmness, F(1, 173) = 3.96, p = .048, 

ηp
2 022= . , but not fear, F(1, 173) = 0.23, p = .629, ηp

2 001= . . 

This interaction qualified significant main effects for emotion, 
F(1, 173) = 44.58, p < .001, ηp

2 205= . , and a marginal trend 
for identification, F(1, 173) = 3.85, p = .051, ηp

2 022= . . 
Other effects were not significant, ps > .292 (for more 
details, see Supplementary Materials).

Intergroup emotion regulatory behavior. How people wanted 
outgroup members to feel was expected to mediate the rela-
tion between identification and intended behavior toward 
outgroup members (see Table 2 for correlations between 
variables; for a description of a repeated-measures ANOVA, 
examining differences in emotion regulatory behavior, see 
Supplementary Materials). Within each goal condition sepa-
rately, we employed Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS bootstrap-
ping command (Model 4: 5,000 iterations; see Figure 6 for 
unstandardized coefficients). In the deterrence condition, we 
found a significant effect of condition (low identification 
= −1; high identification = 1) on behaviors designed to 
elicit fear in outgroup members, b = .30, SE = .13, t(87) 
= 2.38, p = .019, 95% CI = [.05, .55]. This effect became 
insignificant when preferences for fear in outgroup members 
were entered, b = .22, SE = .12, t(86) = 1.74, p = .086, 
95% CI = [–.03, .46]. The indirect effect was different 
from zero, b = .08, SE = .05, 95% CI = [.002, .20], post 
hoc power = .46.

In the reconciliation condition, we found a significant effect 
of identification on calmness-inducing behaviors, b = .51, 
SE = .17, t(86) = 3.05, p = .003, 95% CI = [.18, .84]. 
This effect was reduced when preferences for calmness in 
outgroup members were entered into the model, b = .28, 
SE = .13, t(85) = 2.11, p = .038, 95% CI = [.02, .54]. The 
indirect effect was different from zero, b = .23, SE = .11, 
95% CI = [.01, .47], post hoc power = .56.

Discussion

Study 3 demonstrates that identification with the ingroup 
intensifies the motivation to regulate emotions in outgroup 
members. More (vs. less) identified participants showed stron-
ger preferences for outgroup members to experience emotions 
that may help attain ingroup goals. In the deterrence condition, 
high identifiers wanted outgroup members to experience more 
fear and were willing to engage in more intimidating behav-
iors. In the reconciliation condition, high identifiers wanted 
outgroup members to experience more calmness and were 
willing to engage in more calming behaviors. It should be 
noted, however, that post hoc power calculations indicated 
that the mediation analyses were underpowered and should, 
therefore, be interpreted cautiously.

Study 4

Study 4 was conducted in the context of a real-life intrac-
table conflict, to test whether ingroup identification 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
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is associated with the motivation to regulate emotions in 
outgroup members and whether such motivation can shape 
emotions in outgroup members. In the first phase of the 
study, Jewish Israeli participants were informed of a violent 
demonstration by Palestinians. Participants were asked to 
choose a message for a Palestinian participant to read. 
Participants also rated their identification with Israel. 
Identification was measured rather than manipulated as it is 
a prominent attribute among Israelis, especially in the con-
text of Israeli–Palestinian relations. Therefore, traditional 
identification manipulations (e.g., Yzerbyt et al., 2003) 
were expected to be less effective.

In the second phase of the study, we recruited Palestinian 
participants, who were randomly assigned to read messages 
from Jewish participants and rated how they felt while read-
ing them. They also indicated how deterred they were and 
how willing to reconcile with Jewish Israelis.

Figure 5. Preferences for emotions in outgroup members as a function of deterrence (top panel) and reconciliation (bottom panel) 
goals and as a function of ingroup identification conditions (high vs. low).
Note. Error bars represent ±1 standard error of the mean (Study 3).
*p < .05 .

We expected more (vs. less) identified Jewish Israelis, 
who support deterrence goals, to want Palestinians to expe-
rience more fear, leading them to act in a manner designed 
to induce fear. We expected such behaviors to lead their 
Palestinian counterparts to feel more fear and less calmness. 
Such emotions, in turn, could facilitate corresponding behav-
ioral intentions, such that Palestinian participants who feel 
more fear may be more deterred, whereas Palestinian partici-
pants who feel more calm may be more willing to reconcile. 
We expected a similar pattern with support for reconciliation 
and calmness.

Method

Participants. A multiple regression power analysis (Faul et al., 
2009) indicated a required sample size of N = 159. We overs-
ampled by 50% to account for possible high exclusions given 
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the sensitivity of the subject, the sensitive population, and the 
two-phase design. The final sample of the first phase of Study 
4 included 189 Jewish Israelis from the general population 
(51.9% female, Mage = 31.23; 50.8% identified as right-wing), 
who completed the study online for ~$1. Data from additional 
114 Jewish Israeli participants were excluded from the analy-
ses because they failed to pass comprehension and attention 

screeners. In the second phase of the study, the final sample 
included 62 Palestinians (59.7% female, Mage = 32.10), who 
completed the study online and received compensation of 
~$0.5. Data for additional 30 Palestinian participants were 
excluded for failing to pass attention screeners. Data for five 
additional Palestinians were excluded because there was no 
variance in their responses.

Table 2. Means and Correlations Between Key Variables Across Ingroup Identification Conditions (Study 3).

Deterrence goal condition Reconciliation goal condition

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 M (SD) 1 2 3 4

1. Preferences for fear 3.57 (1.52) 1 2.73 (1.58) 1  
2. Preferences for calmness 4.19 (2.04) −.13 1 4. 63 (1.81) .03 1  
3. Fear inducing behaviors 2.64 (1.22) .34* −.003 1 2.23 (1.18) .55* .16 1  
4. Calmness inducing behaviors 4.09 (1.60) .22* .45* .09 1 4.10 (1.64) .10 .66* .34* 1
5. Group identification 3.49 (1.60) .14 .11 .22* .37* 3.85 (1.68) .02 .45* .12 .49*

*p < .05.

Figure 6. The link between fear-inducing behaviors (in the deterrence goal condition; top panel) or calmness-inducing behaviors (in 
the reconciliation goal condition; bottom panel) and identification with the ingroup as a product of preferences for outgroup members’ 
emotions (Study 3).
*p < .05 †p < .1.
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Procedure. In the first phase of the study, Jewish Israeli 
participants read about a coming wave of demonstrations 
by Palestinian citizens of Israel to protest against mal-
treatment by the Israeli government. Participants rated 
their support for deterrence of and reconciliation with Pal-
estinians in light of these demonstrations. Participants 
selected a message to send to a Palestinian participant and 
reported their preferences for emotions in Palestinians and 
their identification with Israel. Finally, participants pro-
vided demographic information, including political 
ideology.7

Recruiting a large number of Palestinian participants was 
difficult as access to such participants was limited. To address 
these shortcomings, each of the 62 Palestinians read mes-
sages from two Jewish participants. The Palestinian partici-
pants read a passage about the Palestinian demonstration. 
They then read each message of the Jewish participants and 
rated their emotional reactions and behavioral intentions. 
Finally, participants provided demographic information, 
including their affiliation with the Palestinian group.

Materials
Ingroup goals. Participants indicated (1 = very lit-

tle, 7 = very much) their support of four of the deterrence 
items used in Study 2 and another item (“To insure public 
safety, Israel should suppress any uprising by its Palestinian 
citizens”; α = .87). Participants also rated their support of 
three of the reconciliation items used in Study 2 and two addi-
tional items (e.g., “Israel should strive toward partnership and 
equality between Jewish and Palestinian citizens of Israel”; 
α = .91).

Intergroup emotion regulatory behavior. Participants were 
presented with six messages to choose from: two were 
designed to elicit fear (e.g., “think of the danger in the protest 
. . .”); two messages were designed to elicit calmness (e.g., 
“try to clear your head and think clearly”); and two other 
messages were designed to elicit anger and served as fillers 
(e.g., “think of the injustice caused to you . . . and you com-
munity . . .”; for full messages and pilot data, see Supplemen-
tary Materials). Participants chose one message to present to 
a Palestinian participant. Fear-regulating behavior was coded 
as 0 if participants did not choose a fear-inducing message 
and 1 if they did. Calmness-regulating behavior was coded 
as 0 if participants did not choose a calmness-inducing mes-
sage and 1 if they did.

Preferences for emotions in outgroup members. Preferences 
for fear (α = .94) and calmness (α = .89) were measured 
using the items from Study 1. Other emotions were included 
as fillers (i.e., hope, guilt, empathy, and anger).

Identification with Israel. Participants completed the Attach-
ment to Israel scale (Roccas et al., 2006; 1 = disagree com-
pletely, 7 = agree completely; α = .94).

Emotional outcomes in outgroup members. We used the items 
from Study 1 to assess Palestinians’ fear (α = .81) and calm-
ness (α = .89). Other emotions were included as fillers (e.g., 
hope, empathy, and anger).

Behavioral intentions of outgroup members. Palestinian par-
ticipants rated the extent to which they were deterred from 
participating in a violent demonstration (“I favor a quiet pro-
test to avoid the harms of a more violent protest”) and their 
support of reconciliation with Jewish Israelis (“I am encour-
aged to strive for peace and harmony between Palestinian 
and Jewish citizens of Israel”). An item on aggression served 
as a filler.

Palestinian affiliation. Participants completed an 8-item scale 
modified from Roccas et al. (2006) (α = .91) to assess affilia-
tion of Palestinian participants with the Palestinian group.

Results

Intergroup emotion regulation as a function of ingroup identification.  
First, as expected, self-reported preferences for fear in out-
group members were positively related to deterrence, r(189) 
= .45, p < .001, and preferences for calmness tended to be 
positively related to reconciliation, r(189) = .14, p = .051, 
although it did not reach statistical significance.8 Contrary to 
predictions, ingroup identification did not moderate these 
relations, ps > .385.

Second, we tested whether identification with Israel mod-
erated the link between goal endorsement and emotion regu-
latory behavior toward outgroup members. We employed 
Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS command (Model 1: 5,000 itera-
tions) to predict fear regulation. As predicted, we found a 
significant Deterrence × Identification interaction, b = .23, 
SE = .09, Z = 2.49, p = .013, post hoc power = .31. As 
shown in Figure 7, more (vs. less) identified participants 
were more likely to choose a fear-inducing message for the 
Palestinian participant, the more they supported deterrence, 
b = .91, SE = .18, Z = 5.15, p < .001. This effect was smaller 
for participants less identified with Israel, b = .45, SE = .15, 
Z = 3.04, p = .002. This interaction qualified a conditional 
effect for deterrence, b = .71, SE = .14, Z = 5.17, p < .001, 
but not identification, p = .657.

We repeated this analysis to predict calmness induction. 
As predicted, we found a significant Reconciliation × 
Identification interaction, b = .24, SE = .09, Z = 2.50, 
p = .012, post hoc power = .33. Participants who identified 
more with Israel were more likely to choose a calmness-
inducing message for the Palestinian participant, the more 
they supported reconciliation, b = .65, SE = .14, Z = 4.61, 
p < .001, but those less identified with Israel did not differ 
in attempts to induce calmness, b = .17, SE = .15, Z = 1.13, 
p = .260. This interaction qualified a conditional effect for 
reconciliation, b = .44, SE = .11, Z = 3.95, p < .001, but not 
for identification, p = .957.9

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0146167220910833
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Emotion outcomes in outgroup members as a function of ingroup 
goals and identification. We employed Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS 
command (Model 1: 5,000 iterations) to predict Palestinians’ 
emotional experiences from goals and identification of Jewish 
Israeli participants (for means and correlations, see Table 3). 
Affiliation of Palestinians was entered as a covariate as it was 
a strong predictor of emotional experiences. Contrary to pre-
dictions, the Deterrence × Identification interaction was not 
significant when predicting experienced fear, p = .506, or 
calmness, p = .428.

However, group identification moderated the link between 
Israeli participants’ support for deterrence and calmness in 
Palestinians, b = –.16, SE = .08, t(118) = −2.17, p = .032, 
post hoc power = .67. As shown in Figure 8, participants who 
were exposed to messages from highly identified Jewish 
participants experienced less calmness, the more the Jewish 
participants supported deterrence, b = –.32, SE = .13, 
t(118) = −2.51, p = .013. Calmness did not differ in counter-
parts of less identified Jewish Israelis, b = .015, SE = .13, 
t(118) = 0.11, p = .909. This interaction qualified a signifi-
cant effect of political affiliation of Palestinians, b = –.46, 
SE = .11, t(118) = –4.15, p < .001, and a trend for support 
for deterrence, b = –.18, SE = .10, t(118) = −1.73, p = .086. 
Other effects were not significant, p = .248.10

Outgroup members’ behavioral intentions as a function of their 
emotional experiences, ingroup goals, and ingroup identification.  
We expected support for deterrence to be related to less calm-
ness in the Palestinian counterparts of more identified Jewish 
Israelis. We expected such effects, in turn, to decrease their 
willingness to reconcile (but perhaps be more deterred). We 
employed Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS bootstrapping command 
(Model 7: 5,000 iterations). Deterred behavior among Pales-
tinians was predicted from support of Jewish participants for 
deterrence, their identification with Israel as a moderator, and 
Palestinians’ experience of calmness as a mediator. The total 
effect of support for deterrence among Israelis on deterred 
behavior among Palestinians was negative, but did not reach 
significance, b = –.22, SE = .13, t(120) = −1.77, p = .080, 
95% CI = [–.19, .01]. However, the indirect effect through 
calmness of Palestinians was different from zero, b = –.08, 
SE = .04, 95% CI = [–.16, –.003], post hoc power = .45, 
indicating that greater support of Jewish participants for deter-
rence led Palestinian participants to experience less calmness, 
which decreased their deterrence. This was the case only in 
partners of highly identified Jewish participants, b = –.16, 
SE = .06, 95% CI = [–.29, –.04], and not in less identified 
participants, b = .007, SE = .07, 95% CI = [–.12, .14].

We repeated this analysis to predict willingness of Pales-
tinians to reconcile with Jewish Israelis. The total effect of 
support for deterrence among Jewish Israelis on Palestinians’ 
endorsement of reconciliation, b = –.31, SE = .13, t(120) = 
−2.49, p = .014, 95% CI = [–.56, –.06], became insignifi-
cant in the moderated mediation model, b = –.21, SE = .11, 
t(119) = −1.87, p = .065, 95% CI = [–.44, .01]. 

The indirect effect through calmness of Palestinians was 
different from zero, b = –.09, SE = .05, 95% CI = [–.20, 
–.01], post hoc power = .45. This was only significant for 
partners of highly identified Jewish participants, b = –.19, 
SE = .07, 95% CI = [–.34, –.05], but not in partners of less 
identified participants, b = .01, SE = .08, 95% CI = [–.14, 
.17].11

Discussion

The more Jewish Israelis supported reconciliation with 
Palestinians, the more they tried to calm them. In contrast, 
the more they supported deterrence, the more they tried to 
scare them. These behaviors were more pronounced among 
highly identified Jewish Israelis. Highly identified Jewish 
Israelis who supported deterrence sent messages that lead 
Palestinian participants to feel less calm. Contrary to the 
intention of the Jewish Israelis, however, such decreased 
calmness led the Palestinians to be less willing to reconcile 
and less (rather than more) likely to deter. These results dem-
onstrate that, sometimes, intergroup emotion regulation may 
not lead to the intended outcomes in outgroup members.

Contrary to our prediction, support for deterrence goals 
and group identification were unrelated to experiences of 
fear in outgroup members. The Palestinian participants expe-
rienced little to no fear. This floor effect might have resulted 
from the fact that they read messages online in the safety 
of their homes. Also contrary to our prediction, although 
ingroup goals and group identification were associated with 
emotion regulatory behavior, they were not associated with 
explicit ratings of emotional preferences in outgroup mem-
bers. This might suggest that participants were reluctant to 
explicitly report their preferences. Finally, Study 4 included 
high exclusion rates. One possibility is that the volatile atmo-
sphere between Jewish and Palestinian citizens when the 
study took place might have contributed to participants’ dis-
engagement and inattention. In addition, some of the analy-
ses of Study 4 had low observed power and should be 
interpreted cautiously.

General Discussion
When engaging in motivated intergroup emotion regulation, 
individuals try to change emotions in outgroup members 
to attain ingroup goals. We believe such processes play an 
important role in daily intergroup interactions, but it could 
also contribute to extreme behaviors. In our studies, deter-
rence goals motivated people to induce fear in outgroup 
members, whereas reconciliation goals motivated people to 
induce calmness. Motivated intergroup emotion regulation 
propelled behaviors to induce desired emotions in outgroup 
members. Such behaviors sometimes led to congruent emo-
tions in outgroup members but not always. Our findings 
point to the important role that motivated emotion regulation 
can play in intergroup relations.
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Implications for Intergroup Relations

Previous studies examined why and how people regulate their 
own group-based emotions (Goldenberg et al., 2014, 2016; 
Levy et al., 2016; Porat, Halperin & Tamir, 2016; Sharvit 
et al., 2015). This investigation focused on the regulation of 
group-based emotions in outgroup members. Our findings 
demonstrate that ingroup members are willing to interact 
with outgroup members to induce preferred emotions. 
People who wanted outgroup members to feel more fear 
engaged in intimidating behaviors, and people who wanted 
outgroup members to experience calmness engaged in reas-
suring behaviors. Similarly, Hasan-Aslih and colleagues 
(2019) found that wanting outgroup members to experience 
negative emotions (e.g., fear) was related to the type of col-
lective action people were willing to engage in.

We further demonstrated how motivated intergroup 
emotion regulation shapes emotions of outgroup members 
(Studies 1, 2, and 4). Such emotions were not always 

consistent with regulators’ intentions (see Studies 1 and 4). 
In Study 4, we also showed that trying to regulate emotions 
of outgroup members had downstream implications for 
emotions and behavioral intentions of outgroup members. 
Ingroup members who were motivated to promote deter-
rence tried to induce fear in outgroup members, which 
resulted in less calmness (rather than more fear) in outgroup 
members and less (rather than more) deterrence. Accordingly, 
motivated intergroup emotion regulation could have unfore-
seeable outcomes. Such outcomes may depend on the rela-
tionship between the groups. In adversarial relations, for 
example, trying to regulate emotions of outgroup members 
could ultimately lead to greater animosity and resistance.

Implications for Motivated Intergroup Emotion 
Regulation
The current investigation extends prior theorizing on motivated 
emotion regulation (see Tamir, 2016), by demonstrating how 

Figure 7. Attempts to induce fear in the outgroup member as a function of support for deterrence goals and identification with 
the ingroup (top panel). Attempts to induce calmness in the outgroup member as a function of support for reconciliation goals and 
identification with the ingroup (bottom panel; ±1 SD from the mean; Study 4).
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the intergroup context shapes motivated intergroup emotion 
regulation. We demonstrated that motivation to shape emotions 
of outgroup members depends on ingroup goals (which set the 
direction of regulation) and on identification with the ingroup 
(which sets the intensity of motivation). Building on theories of 
group identity (Ellemers, 2012; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), we 
hypothesized that identification with the ingroup leads to 
greater adherence to ingroup goals which results in greater 
motivation to regulate emotions of outgroups. The more people 
identified with their ingroup, the more motivated they were to 
induce fear when endorsing deterrence or to induce calmness 
when endorsing reconciliation (Studies 3 and 4).

Group identification could also shape how people appraise 
intergroup situations (Kuppens et al., 2013). Accordingly, 
the link between group identification and the endorsement of 
ingroup goals could be driven by different appraisals of the 
intergroup situation. For instance, more identified people 
may perceive the outgroup as more dangerous (or friendly) 
and these assessments might increase the salience of certain 
ingroup goals over others. The mechanism underlying the 
link between group identification and motivated intergroup 
emotion regulation could be examined in future research.

Our findings demonstrate that intergroup emotion regula-
tion is shaped by features of the intergroup context. Other 
features, such as intergroup perceptions, power relations, and 
other group roles, may also shape this process. For example, 
people in leadership positions (Hogg, 2001; Kaiser et al., 
2008; Van Knippenberg & Van Kleef, 2016) may be more 
motivated to partake in intergroup emotion regulation, as 
they are more committed to ingroup goals and can reach a 
wider outgroup audience. The size of the outgroup audience 
people may reach may also influence motivation in opposite 
ways. It may increase motivation as the prospective impact 
of reaching others is higher, but it may also decrease motiva-
tion as it may seem less feasible. Future studies could test the 
role of specific intergroup features in shaping intergroup 
emotion regulation.

Our findings raise additional questions. First, to attain 
ingroup goals, people may choose to regulate emotions of 
outgroup members, but they may also choose to regulate emo-
tions of ingroup members (Maor & Gross, 2015; Matsumoto 
et al., 2015). Inducing group-based emotions in ingroup 
members may change emotions and action tendencies in 
goal-consistent ways (Mackie et al., 2000). Second, if 

Table 3. Means and Correlations Between Key Variables Across Identification Scores (Study 4).

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Support for deterrence 4.51 (1.47) 1  
2. Support for reconciliation 5.00 (1.59) −.66* 1  
3. Identification with Israel 6.11 (1.13) .26* −.17* 1  
4. Fear in outgroup members 1.72 (1.07) .06 .14 −.02 1  
5. Calmness in outgroup members 2.85 (1.78) −.17† .07 −.09 −.14 1  
6. Outgroup members’ extent of deterrence 4.25 (2.11) −.17† .12 −.18* .16† .41* 1  
7. Outgroup members’ willingness to reconcile 4.17 (2.21) −.23* .05 −.10 .01 .52* .65* 1
8. Affiliation of outgroup members 3.21 (1.34) .06 .06 −.03 .11 −.35* −.12 −.27*

*p < .05 †p < .1.

Figure 8. Calmness experienced by the outgroup member as a function of support for deterrence goals and identification with the 
ingroup (±1 SD from the mean; Study 4).
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group-based goals conflict with personal goals, pursuing 
group-based goals might require downplaying the impor-
tance of personal goals. Future studies could examine whose 
emotions people choose to regulate and why.

Intergroup emotion regulation may also be hedonically-
driven. For example, people might enjoy seeing members of 
a rival (but not a friendly) outgroup suffer (Cikara et al., 
2014). Examples for hedonic motivation in intergroup regu-
lation might include internet trolls trying to induce pain in 
their victims (outgroup members) to satisfy their own emo-
tional needs (March, 2019). This type of motivated emotion 
regulation may also contribute to the maintenance of inter-
group relations, as the induction of pain reinforces hostile 
relations, whereas the induction of pleasure strengthens 
friendships (Niven et al., 2012).

Limitations and Future Directions

Creating hypothetical groups allowed us to manipulate and 
control for extraneous variables but lacked external validity. 
Studying real groups was externally valid but afforded us 
limited flexibility, forcing us to measure rather than manipu-
late key variables, and leaving open questions about causal-
ity in the real-world studies. In addition, the studies employed 
explicit measures and behavioral indices of motivated emo-
tion regulation (see Porat, Halperin & Tamir, 2016). Although 
these measures typically converged, sometimes regulation 
preceded the explicit measures, and reports of the latter were 
weaker (i.e., Studies 1 and 4). It is possible that behaving in 
goal-consistent ways diminished the motivation to pursue 
the goal (e.g., Fishbach & Dhar, 2005; Maitner et al., 2006). 
Also, links between reconciliation and preferences for calm-
ness were mostly consistent, but weaker than links between 
deterrence and preferences for fear. It is possible that in inter-
group emotion regulation, hedonic motivation plays a bigger 
role in regulating positive emotions. Future research might 
test these predictions regarding hedonic motives in inter-
group emotion regulation.

There are some limitations on the generality of our find-
ings. First, we focused on motivation to induce fear and 
calmness as exemplars. Ingroup goals should motivate regu-
lation of other emotions in outgroup members. For example, 
reduction of anger may foster reconciliation (Tam et al., 
2007), but induction of hate might do the opposite. Future 
studies could examine motivated intergroup regulation of 
emotions such as anger, hate, guilt, or hope. Second, emotion 
regulatory behavior was examined using one type of inter-
personal interaction (i.e., sending messages). Future studies 
could examine motivated intergroup emotion regulation as it 
occurs naturally in the real world. In addition, we focused on 
intergroup rivalry. Future studies might generalize our find-
ings to other intergroup relations (Brewer, 2007).

Motivation in intergroup emotion regulation is signifi-
cant if it shapes emotions and behaviors in outgroup mem-
bers. Effects of motivated intergroup emotion regulation on 

outgroup members’ emotions may or may not be consistent 
with regulators’ intentions. Future studies could examine 
potential mismatches between intentions and consequences 
of intergroup emotion regulation.
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Notes

 1. Although these emotions were included to mask our key 
constructs of interest, some may be considered relevant in 
the present context. In particular, anger could be considered 
relevant to both deterrence and reconciliation. Therefore, we 
conducted analyses with anger as a dependent variable. In this 
and in subsequent studies, preferences for anger did not differ 
by goal condition or as a function of group identification. We 
report these analyses for Studies 1 to 4 in the Supplementary 
Materials.

 2. Although the observed power is low, it is higher than the .50 
average power found in studies in major social psychological 
journals (Fraley & Vazire, 2014).

 3. The study also included other elements less relevant to the 
current investigation.

 4. The items included in the measures for each goal were con-
structed based on a theoretical justification. A factor analy-
sis confirmed loadings of items on two constructs, consistent 
with theoretical predictions. The only inconsistency was that 
two items that were theoretically related to deterrence loaded 
inversely on the reconciliation factor in the analysis. When we 
recomputed the aggregates according to the factor loadings, 
results remained largely the same.

 5. When controlling for political orientation of the Israeli par-
ticipants, results remained largely the same. In multiple regres-
sion analyses predicting preferences for fear and calmness, 
separately, from support of both deterrence and reconciliation 
goals, deterrence predicted preferences for fear, b = .33, t(238) 
= 3.38, p = .001 and reconciliation predicted references for 
calmness, b = .41, t(238) = 4.59, p < .001. Unexpectedly, 
reconciliation also predicted less preferences for fear, b = –.37, 
t(238) = –4.25, p < .001.

 6. The indirect effects of fear and calmness remained signifi-
cant when controlling for support of the alternate goal or for 
Jewish Israeli participants’ political orientation.

 7. The study included other elements less relevant to this 
investigation.
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 8. In multiple regressions predicting preferences for fear or calm-
ness, separately, from support for deterrence and reconcilia-
tion, only deterrence predicted preferences for fear, b = .50, 
t(186) = 4.09, p < .001, and only reconciliation predicted 
preferences for calmness, b = .25, t(186) = 2.07, p = .040.

 9. Results remained similar when controlling for political orien-
tation of Jewish Israeli participants, and for the opposite goal.

10. Results remained similar when controlling for Jewish partici-
pants’ political orientation and for reconciliation goals.

11. Results remained similar when controlling for reconciliation 
goals. When controlling for political orientation of Jewish par-
ticipants, the indirect effect through calmness was not signifi-
cant for both willingness to reconcile and deterred behaviors.
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