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(12, 13). Although attempts of promoting peaceful and harmonious
intergroup relations among adversary groups have received increasing scholarly awareness, only limited research examined largescale interventions in contexts of widespread violence, when they are
needed the most (e.g., refs. 14−15).
Paradoxical Thinking
Paradoxical thinking is “the attempt to change attitudes using
new information, which is consistent with the held societal beliefs, but of extreme content that is intended to lead an individual
to paradoxically perceive his/her currently held societal beliefs or
the current situation as irrational and senseless” (ref. 13, p. 10997;
see also ref. 16). It is based on the classic debating technique,
reductio ad absurdum (17), as well as on practical knowledge accumulated in clinical psychological treatments (e.g., refs. 18–22).
These treatments suggest that the extreme content can range from
blatant extremity (e.g., ref. 19, see also ref. 16) to more subtle exaggerations, or amplifications, of held attitudes and beliefs and
extrapolating from them absurd conclusions (e.g., refs. 17, 21). For
example, the clinical theory of motivational interviewing (21) suggests that a therapist need not oppose the held attitudes and beliefs
of a patient, as this would only lead to resistance, but rather use
psychological judo—that is, to slightly turn or reframe the patients
held attitudes and beliefs—to create a momentum toward a change.
One especially relevant technique motivational interviewing offers
is amplified reflection, in which the therapist reflects back what a
patient has said in an amplified or exaggerated form. For example,
if a patient, who is a heavy smoker, argues that “studies about
Significance
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n September 13, 2015, a new cycle of violence erupted in
Israel in what is referred by the international media as the
“Knife Intifada,” or “Lone Wolves Intifada” (1). This flare-up of
violence directly affected Palestinians and Jewish Israelis across
the State of Israel and the West Bank. The intensity of the
unfolding events taking place in major cities all over Israel, including
Jerusalem, Tel Aviv–Jaffa, and Be’er Sheba, sparked fear within
many Jewish Israelis that this is in fact the beginning of a Third
Palestinian Uprising (2).
Extreme violence in intergroup conflicts has an immense
emotional impact and plays a pivotal role in the perpetuation
and intractability of conflicts (3, 4). Thus, finding ways to moderate attitudes in violent times is crucial but often seen as an
extremely difficult mission for three major reasons. First, the
violence carried by the rival provides clear-cut evidence about its
inhumane character and its mal-intentions (5). Second, living in
fear and uncertainty can increase group polarization and extremism (6–8). Third, examining scaled-up interventions in field
studies poses methodological constraints on implementing a
successful intervention and designing rigorous research to assess
the interventions’ effectiveness (e.g., refs. 9–11).
The present research provides evidence of how a psychological
intervention can moderate negative attitudes even in the context
of widespread violence. It does so by creating a multichanneled
campaign based on the theoretical framework of paradoxical thinking
www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1606182113

Societies involved in intractable conflicts are typically polarized
in their views on how to resolve the conflict. Hawkish members
of society adhere to an uncompromising and nonconciliatory
ideology. Therefore, interventions that may change their attitudes are particularly important but simultaneously are very
difficult to apply because hawks tend to reject messages that
propagate peaceful resolution of the conflict. In the current
investigation, we tested whether a large-scale campaign based
on the paradoxical thinking framework can moderate attitudes
during a widespread outbreak of violence. We found that
rightwing (i.e., hawkish) participants exposed to the campaign
decreased their adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes over
time, were more supportive of conciliatory policies, and less
supportive of aggressive policies.
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In the current paper, we report a large-scale randomized field
experiment, conducted among Jewish Israelis during widespread
violence. The study examines the effectiveness of a “real world,”
multichanneled paradoxical thinking intervention, with messages
disseminated through various means of communication (i.e., online,
billboards, flyers). Over the course of 6 wk, we targeted a small city
in the center of Israel whose population is largely rightwing and
religious. Based on the paradoxical thinking principles, the intervention involved transmission of messages that are extreme but congruent with the shared Israeli ethos of conflict. To examine the
intervention’s effectiveness, we conducted a large-scale field experiment (prepost design) in which we sampled participants from the
city population (n = 215) and compared them to a control condition
(from different places of residence) with similar demographic and
political characteristics (n = 320). Importantly, participants were
not aware that the intervention was related to the questionnaires
they answered. Results showed that even in the midst of a cycle of
ongoing violence within the context of one of the most intractable
conflicts in the world, the intervention led hawkish participants to
decrease their adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes across time.
Furthermore, compared with the control condition, hawkish participants that were exposed to the paradoxical thinking intervention
expressed less support for aggressive policies that the government
should consider as a result of the escalation in violence and more
support for conciliatory policies to end the violence and promote a
long-lasting agreement.

cancer don’t prove anything,” the therapist should reply that “indeed, lung cancer has nothing to do with smoking—it just happens.”
In a study we recently published (13), Jewish Israeli participants were randomly assigned either to a paradoxical thinking
media campaign with messages related to the Israeli–Palestinian
conflict or to a control condition in which participants were exposed
to generic television commercials unrelated to this conflict. The
paradoxical thinking campaign included YouTube video clips
expressing ideas that were consistent with the shared conflict-supporting societal attitudes and beliefs but much more extreme. These
30-s video clips emphasized how Jewish Israelis construe their
identity on their conflict-related experiences. Each video clip presented one core Jewish Israeli identity theme—a conflict-supporting
belief shared by the majority of the Jewish Israeli population (e.g.,
belief in morality, unity, or victimhood; e.g., refs. 3, 23)—and ended
by suggesting that Israelis cannot afford to end the Israeli–Palestinian conflict, as its continuation helps maintain these beliefs.
Importantly, the clips did not refute the core conflict-supporting
belief but rather amplified it to extrapolate an absurd conclusion
such that to be moral Jewish Israelis actually need the conflict.
Results showed that the paradoxical thinking intervention (compared with control) led participants to express more conciliatory
attitudes regarding the conflict and the adversary, particularly
among participants with center and rightwing political orientation.
Although promising, the paradoxical thinking intervention in
this study suffered from several limitations. First and foremost,
participants received monetary compensation to watch the video
clips and were asked several content-verifying questions to ensure exposure and attention to the clips. Thus, participants had
an external motivation to watch the video clips. In that sense, the
exposure to the intervention was not naturalistic and did not
resemble exposure to messages in the real world (24), hindering
the study’s external validity. Second, participants were well aware
of the fact that they were taking part in a study that assesses the
effectiveness of a media intervention and were therefore aware
of the link between the intervention and the measures, which
may have resulted in high social demand. Third, due to relatively
small samples, the statistical analysis was underpowered. Finally,
as with most interventions, the study was conducted during a
period of relative calm in the Israeli–Palestinian conflict (25).
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Testing a Multichanneled Paradoxical Thinking Intervention
In the present paper, we report a large-scale study that addresses
these aforementioned limitations. Hereafter, we introduce a
unique attempt aimed at examining a multichanneled large-scale
intervention targeting an entire city in the center of Israel. First,
the most important aspect of the present study is that it was
intentionally designed to be completely unobtrusive. Specifically,
participants did not receive any external motivation to be exposed to the campaign materials and were completely unaware
of the connection between the surveys they were requested to answer and the campaign, which took place in their home city. Second,
to boost statistical power, our initial samples were quite large. Finally, during the intervention campaign (September–October 2015),
the Knife Intifada erupted, with assaults taking place in major cities
all over Israel, East Jerusalem, and the West Bank. This violent
escalation provided us with the unfortunate context needed to test
whether the paradoxical thinking intervention would also be effective in the face of highly negative conflict-related developments that
sparked fear and constant threat.
The Present Study
Based on our previous work on paradoxical thinking, we developed a
multichanneled intervention—“The Conflict” campaign—developed
from the intervention we tested previously (13) that was disseminated in a small city in the center of Israel with ∼25,000
residents. It lasted for 6 wk, beginning in September 10, 2015,
and included the following channels: (i) The online campaign
12106 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1606182113

was directed at the city residents using IP addresses. Residents of
the city were exposed to online banners, linking to the “The
Conflict” video clips, when browsing the internet, including the
most visited websites in Israel. Furthermore, when watching
video clips on YouTube, they were presented with “The Conflict” video clips as ads. Using the latest online marketing technologies, we were able to increase the visibility of the campaign
for those who watched the videos and were exposed once to the
campaign. Ultimately, during the 6 wk of the campaign, there were
more than 4.4 million exposures to the online banners, 95% of
which were in the targeted city and its immediate surroundings.
Additionally, there were a total of almost one million views for the
five 20-s “The Conflict” clips combined, 80% of which were from
the targeted city and its immediate surroundings. (ii) “The Conflict” billboard posters were placed in 20 different central locations
in the city for approximately a week and a half. And (iii) finally,
during the second half of the campaign, in 18 d of field work,
several hundred of “The Conflict” t-shirts, balloons, and 4,000
brochures were handed out to passersby in a strategically situated
location in the city center (see SI Text for links to video clips and
Figs. S1–S5 for pictures of the campaign materials).
To test our hypotheses, we devised a longitudinal field study
consisting of two waves. In the first wave, we randomly sampled
351 participants, residents of the targeted city, as the paradoxical
thinking condition and 502 participants from the surrounding
area in the center of Israel as our control condition. Importantly,
due to anticipated spillover exposure of the campaign materials
to the targeted city’s immediate surroundings, control participants were not sampled from areas adjacent to the targeted city.
In the second wave, we targeted the same participants and
obtained responses from 215 participants in the paradoxical
thinking condition and 320 participants in the control condition.
As mentioned, participants were not aware of the link between
the study in which they were asked to take part and the paradoxical thinking campaign. The first wave was administered before the paradoxical thinking intervention began in the second
half of August 2015. The second wave started 1 d after the
campaign had ended and approximately 5 wk after the wave of
violence erupted, in the midst of October 2015.
The targeted city was selected for several important reasons. It
is a city in the center of Israel, with ∼25,000 residents, that is
mostly religious and rightwing (e.g., the two leading parties in
that city in the last elections were the Jewish Home and the
Likud, two rightwing parties, which together received 63.1% of
the votes). To ensure similar sociopolitical characteristics between the two conditions, for the control condition, we selected
participants from the targeted city’s surrounding area that were
similar to participants in the experimental condition in terms of
their sociopolitical characteristics (i.e., socioeconomic scores,
educational attainment, political views, and religious convictions), according to the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics (26,
27). Furthermore, to ensure the control sample was as similar as
possible in terms of its voting behavior to the paradoxical
thinking sample, we based our sampling on the 2015 Israeli
general election voting patterns in the targeted city (28). In the
second wave of measurement, we attempted to first approach
participants in the control condition who matched the distribution of the paradoxical thinking condition participants’ level of
religiosity and political orientation obtained from the first wave
of measurement.
Following the findings from the study conducted by Hameiri,
Porat et al. (13), we hypothesized that the paradoxical thinking
intervention would lead to a decrease over time in the adherence
of conflict-supporting attitudes and beliefs most Jewish Israelis
share and that it would also have a downstream effect on participants’ support for conflict-related aggressive and conciliatory
policies. To test these hypotheses, we examined, before and after
the intervention, participants’ adherence to conflict-supporting
Hameiri et al.
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Fig. 1. The interactive effect of time of measurement and condition on
adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes. Error bars represent SEs.

attitudes. Furthermore, following the intervention, we measured
participants’ support for aggressive and conciliatory policies that
were directly related to the escalation in violence. Most importantly, based on the findings of Hameiri, Porat et al. (13; see also
refs. 16, 20−21), we hypothesized that the intervention would be
more effective the more participants were rightists/hawkish and
held these conflict-supporting attitudes and beliefs more strongly.
Results
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Preliminary Analysis. We first wanted to examine whether the
conditions did not differ in terms of participants’ political orientation and level of religiosity before the intervention. To do so,
we ran an independent samples t test that showed that compared
with the control, the paradoxical thinking condition was slightly,
albeit significantly, more rightist (M = 3.03, SD = 1.20 vs. M = 2.83,
SD = 1.10, respectively), t(533) = –1.98, P = 0.049, and marginally
significant more religious (M = 2.25, SD = 0.97 vs. M = 2.41, SD =
0.98, respectively), t(533) = 1.90, P = 0.059. Thus, to examine our
hypotheses and based on our previous findings (see ref. 13), we
conducted all of the analyses with political orientation as a continuous moderator, while controlling for participants’ level of religiosity. Importantly, the results we next detail remain identical
when not controlling for levels of religiosity. For analyses of zeroorder effects between conditions and of using level of religiosity as
a continuous moderator, see SI Text. For means, SDs, and bivariate
correlations for all study variables, see Table S1.
Adherence to Conflict-Supporting Attitudes. To test the intervention’s effect on participants’ adherence to conflict-supporting
attitudes over time and whether political orientation moderated
this effect, we used a mixed-linear model (generated using the lme4
R package; ref. 29). The effect over time was treated as a withinsubject variable (before and after the intervention), the condition
as a between-subject variable (paradoxical thinking vs. control),
and political orientation (centered at the mean) as a continuous
between-subject variable. Below we provide the main results of the
analysis. For additional results, see SI Text.
First, the model (Condition × Time × Political Orientation)
revealed a two-way interaction between the condition and the
time of measurement, b = 0.38, SE = 0.09, t(531) = 4.21, P <
0.001, 95% confidence interval (CI) = [0.20, 0.55] (see Fig. 1).
Simple slope analysis (30) revealed that in the paradoxical
thinking condition, there was a significant decrease in participants’ adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes across time from
Mbefore = 4.57 to Mafter = 4.21, b = –0.35, SE = 0.07, t(531) =
–5.06, P < 0.001, 95% CI = [–0.49, –0.22], whereas in the
control condition, this simple slope was nonsignificant, Mbefore =
4.59 to Mafter = 4.62, b = 0.03, SE = 0.06, t(531) = 0.05, P = 0.65,
Hameiri et al.

95% CI = [–0.08, 0.14]. This indicates that regardless of participants’ political orientation, the paradoxical thinking intervention led participants to adhere less to conflict-supporting
attitudes during a period of escalated violence all over Israel,
whereas in the control condition it remained relatively unchanged. Importantly, this effect holds even when we did not
control for participants’ political orientation and level of religiosity (see SI Text).
More importantly, the analysis also revealed a significant
three-way interaction between condition, time, and political
orientation, b = –0.19, SE = 0.08, t(531) = –2.39, P = 0.017, 95%
CI = [–0.34, –0.03] (see Fig. 2). The three-way interaction was
examined using simple slope analysis for the two conditions
separately, examining the two-way interaction between time and
political orientation. Political orientation was fixed at +1 SD,
hereafter termed centrist participants, and –1 SD, hereafter
termed rightist participants. Importantly, when examining the
paradoxical thinking condition, we found a significant interaction
between time of measurement and political orientation, b = 0.25,
SE = 0.08, t(213) = 3.26, P = 0.001, 95% CI = [0.10, 0.40]. Examining this interaction using simple slope analysis revealed that
for rightists there was a significant decrease in adherence to
conflict-supporting attitudes across time, Mbefore = 4.99 to Mafter =
4.35, b = –0.64, SE = 0.12, t(213) = –5.51, P < 0.001, 95% CI =
[–0.87, –0.41], whereas for the centrist participants, this simple
slope was not significant, Mbefore = 4.17 to Mafter = 4.11, b = –0.06,
SE = 0.13, t(213) = –0.44, P = 0.661, 95% CI = [–0.31, 0.20].
Furthermore, when examining the control condition, we found a
marginally significant interaction, b = 0.06, SE = 0.04, t(318) =
1.70, P = 0.090, 95% CI = [–0.01, 0.14]. Simple slope analysis
revealed that the change across time in participants’ adherence to
conflict-supporting attitudes was not significant for both rightists,
Mbefore = 5.09 to Mafter = 5.03, b = –0.05, SE = 0.07, t(318) = –0.75,
P = 0.454, 95% CI = [–0.18, 0.08], and centrists, Mbefore = 4.05 to
Mafter = 4.15, b = 0.10, SE = 0.06, t(318) = 1.65, P = 0.100, 95%
CI = [–0.02, 0.22].
Support for Aggressive Policies. In the second wave of measurement, following the intervention, we measured participants’
support for aggressive policies directly related to the ongoing
wave of violence. To examine the effects of our intervention and
the moderating effect of political orientation on participants’
support for aggressive policies, we used Hayes’ (31) PROCESS
model 1, R2 = 0.26, F(4, 530) = 47.63, P < 0.001. Support for
aggressive policies was predicted by the condition, b = 0.23, SE = 0.09,
t = 2.47, P = 0.014, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.41], and by political orientation,
b = –0.40, SE = 0.04, t = –9.26, P < 0.001, 95% CI = [–0.49, –0.32].
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Fig. 2. The interactive effect of time of measurement and condition on
adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes, as moderated by political orientation. Error bars represent SEs.
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.17*
Political
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Fig. 3. Results of the moderated mediation models of support for different
policies, examining the interactive effect of condition and political orientation on support for (A) aggressive policies and (B) conciliatory policies
through the change in adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes across
time. All coefficients correspond to the arrows beneath them. *P < 0.05.

More importantly, we found a significant interaction between the
condition and political orientation in their effect on support for aggressive policies, b = –0.32, SE = 0.08, t = –4.01, P < 0.001, 95% CI =
[–0.48, –0.17] (see Fig. S6). The conditional effects revealed a nonsignificant effect for centrist participants, b = –0.15, SE = 0.13, t =
–1.11, P = 0.268, 95% CI = [–0.41, 0.12], whereas the rightist participants, in the paradoxical thinking condition, showed less support for
aggressive policies compared with the control, b = 0.60, SE = 0.13, t =
4.70, P < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.35, 0.86].
Support for Conciliatory Policies. We ran a similar analysis to examine the effects of our intervention, and the moderating effect
of political orientation, on participants’ support for conciliatory
policies. We again used PROCESS model 1, R2 = 0.29, F(4, 530) =
54.94, P < 0.001. Support for conciliatory policies was marginally significantly predicted by the condition, b = –0.19, SE = 0.10,
t = –1.91, P = 0.058, 95% CI = [–0.38, 0.01], and significantly
predicted by political orientation, b = 0.42, SE = 0.05, t = 9.20, P <
0.001, 95% CI = [0.33, 0.51]. More importantly, we also found a
significant interaction between the condition and political orientation in their effect on support for conciliatory policies, b = 0.44, SE =
0.09, t = 5.14, P < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.27, 0.61] (see Fig. S7). The
conditional effects revealed a significant effect when examining
centrist participants, b = 0.32, SE = 0.14, t = 2.29, P = 0.022, 95%
CI = [0.46, 0.60], such that unexpectedly participants in the paradoxical thinking condition expressed less support for conciliatory
policies compared with the control; however, the rightist participants in the paradoxical thinking condition showed more support
for conciliatory policies compared with the control, b = –0.69, SE =
0.14, t = –5.11, P < 0.001, 95% CI = [–0.96, –0.43].
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Assessing the Moderated Mediation Models of Support for Different
Policies. In light of these results, we then examined whether the

interactive effect of our intervention and participants’ political
orientation on their support for different policies could be
explained by its effect on levels of adherence to conflict-supporting
attitudes (see Fig. 3). To this end, we conducted two analyses using
Hayes’ PROCESS model 8 to test the indirect effect of the interaction term between political orientation and the condition on
both support for aggressive policies (Fig. 3A) and support for
conciliatory policies (Fig. 3B) through the change in adherence to
12108 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1606182113

conflict-supporting attitudes across time (to that end, we computed
the delta between the pre- and postintervention scores), controlling
for the unique effects of the condition and political orientation
variables. The analyses revealed that the interaction term’s effect
on support for aggressive policies, b = –0.32, SE = 0.08, t = –4.01,
P < 0.001, 95% CI = [–0.48, –0.17], and on support for conciliatory
policies, b = 0.44, SE = 0.09, t = 5.14, P < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.27,
0.61], was reduced after the change in adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes was considered in the models—aggressive policies:
b = –0.24, SE = 0.07, t = –3.23, P = 0.001, 95% CI = [–0.39, –0.09];
conciliatory policies: b = 0.33, SE = 0.07, t = 4.44, P < 0.001, 95%
CI = [0.18, 0.47]—and that both the interaction’s indirect effects
were significant—aggressive policies: effect = –0.08, SE = 0.04, 95%
CI = [–0.16, –0.02]; conciliatory policies: effect = 0.11, SE = 0.05,
95% CI = [0.02, 0.22].
Consistent with our previous findings and our predictions,
when probing these effects further, we found in both models a
significant indirect effect for the rightist participants—aggressive
policies: effect = 0.26, SE = 0.07, 95% CI = [0.15, 0.41]; conciliatory
policies: effect = –0.35, SE = 0.09, 95% CI = [–0.54, –0.19]—indicating
that for them, the effect of the manipulation on support for the different policies (in fact, less support for aggressive policies and
more support for conciliatory policies) was transmitted through
change in their adherence for conflict-supporting attitudes (in fact,
decrease in adherence across time). For the centrist participants,
the indirect effects were not significant in both models—aggressive
policies: effect = 0.07, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [–0.03, 0.17]; conciliatory policies: effect = –0.09, SE = 0.07, 95% CI = [–0.23, 0.05].
Discussion
The goal of the present study was to examine the effects of the
paradoxical thinking intervention in the “real world,” using a
naturalistic and unobtrusive design, in a situation of violence.
Our attempt provides a meaningful departure from the controlled
setting in which we previously studied paradoxical thinking. It
provides an opportunity to establish external validity in a robust
way, in the midst of a dramatic wave of violence. The results
suggest that the paradoxical thinking intervention had a significant
effect on the beliefs and attitudes of rightwing (hawkish) participants. Specifically, the results indicate that there was a significant
decrease in their adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes over
time. Additionally, compared with rightists in the control condition,
those in the experimental condition expressed lower support for
aggressive policies as well as higher support for conciliatory policies.
At the same time, centrist participants in both conditions
showed similar levels of support for aggressive policies. Surprisingly, centrist participants in the paradoxical thinking condition expressed less support for conciliatory policies compared
with the participants in the control condition. It is possible that
at least some participants perceived the paradoxical thinking
messages literally—that is, the messages had a literal rather than
a paradoxical effect—which led to this surprising effect. Although we did not find similar trends when examining other
dependent variables, this possibility should be further examined
in future studies nonetheless. Finally, consistent with our predictions and previous findings (13), we found that for rightists
the policy-related effects were transmitted through a general
decrease in their adherence for conflict-supporting attitudes.
Our study design, intended to assess a large-scale campaign
disseminated in a city using a naturalistic and unobtrusive research method, precluded the possibility to randomly assign
participants to the two conditions. Thus, to address this limitation, we attempted to make the two conditions as comparable as
possible, based on several parameters. Furthermore, our study
design did not assess each of the campaign channels separately,
which leaves open an interesting avenue for future research, with
practical importance. Still, we believe that the results show unequivocally that the paradoxical thinking intervention is effective
Hameiri et al.
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sciences will also move in this direction. The challenging findings
of our research are a promising beginning for this long journey.
Method
The present study was approved by The Interdisciplinary Center’s Review
Board, and all participants completed an online consent form. It was
designed to examine the causal effect over time of a multichanneled revised
version of the paradoxical thinking campaign we developed in a previous
study—“The Conflict” (13)—in the most naturalistic manner possible. To do
so, we disseminated the intervention in a small city in the center of Israel
with a population of ∼25,000 residents, predominately characterized as
rightwing and religious. Before the start of the intervention, we sampled
participants from this city to answer online questionnaires. The participants
were not aware of the relation between the campaign that took place in
their city and the survey they were requested to answer. This group was
compared with a control group that was sampled from the surrounding
places of residence, but not adjacent to the targeted city, with similar
demographic characteristics.
Participants. Before the initiation of “The Conflict” campaign, during the
second half of August 2015, for 2.5 wk, ending 5 d before the campaign
initiation, we randomly sampled, using online surveying platforms, 351
participants from the city in which the campaign was designed to run and
502 participants in the surrounding area in the center of Israel but not adjacent to the targeted city. Importantly, participants were not aware of the
link between the survey they were asked to fill out and the intervention that
was about to be administered. A day after the end of the campaign and a
month and a half after the end of the first time of measurement, during the
second half of October 2015, we returned to the same participants and
asked them to answer a second questionnaire. Again, participants were not
aware of any links between the survey and the campaign until they finished
with the survey. Ultimately, 215 participants (Mage = 37.52, SDage = 12.29;
108 women) from the paradoxical thinking condition and 320 participants
(Mage = 37.80, SDage = 12.52; 172 women) from the control condition completed the questionnaires (62.7% of the baseline sample). After the completion of the study, the participants received a small reward as a gratitude
for their full participation.
In terms of political orientation, the final sample was skewed to the right
compared with the distribution of the adult Jewish Israeli population (27, 34), as
was expected due to the demographics of the city selected for the study (M =
2.95, SD = 1.16). The paradoxical thinking condition sample was relatively more
rightist than the control condition, such that in the paradoxical thinking condition 74.4% of the participants reported they held extreme rightist to moderate rightist views, 16.7% reported they were centrists, and only 8.9%
reported they held moderate leftist to leftist views; in the control condition,
67.8% reported they were rightists, 19.7% centrists, and 12.4% leftists (see
Table S2 for a complete frequency table of political orientation). Not surprisingly, in terms of level of religiosity, the final sample was relatively religious
compared with the adult Jewish population (M = 2.31, SD = 0.97). The paradoxical thinking condition sample was slightly less secular compared with the
control sample, such that 27.0% reported they were secular, 12.6% observant,
53.0% religious, and 7.4% ultrareligious, whereas in the control condition the
distribution was 35.0%, 8.4%, 53.4%, and 3.1%, respectively.
Previous research indicates that dropout ratios of between 30% and 70%
are usually weakly associated with bias (35). Still, to examine whether our
results were skewed due to participant dropout between the two measurements, as a result of their gender, political orientation, level of religiosity, or the condition in which they were assigned, we conducted a
logistic regression. None of these variables were found to be a significant
predictor of dropout (all Ps > 0.44) and accounted for less than 1% of the
variance of attrition, indicating that it was mostly random.
Procedure. The first wave of measurement lasted for 3 wk—from August 16,
2015 to September 5, 2015—and included measurement of participants’
adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes as well as several demographic
items, such as gender, political orientation, and level of religiosity. Five days
after the end of the first wave, on September 10, 2015, the paradoxical
thinking multichanneled campaign was initiated. One day after the end of
the campaign, the second wave of measurement was administered—from
October 21, 2015 to October 30, 2015—in which we measured adherence to
conflict-supporting attitudes once again as well as participants’ support for
aggressive and conciliatory policies. Finally, participants were also asked to
indicate their age. The reported scales were embedded in larger questionnaires, which included additional exploratory items.
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in unfreezing the conflict-supporting repertoire, especially
among rightists that are often well anchored in this repertoire
and considered as rigid (e.g., ref. 32). These results were
obtained not only in a real setting with a population that was
skewed toward hawkish support for the continuation of the
conflict but incidentally in the framework of a new cycle of violence that provides many Israeli Jews with undeniable evidence
for the assumed belief that Palestinians only seek to annihilate
them and have no interest in peace. Thus, the results of the study
were obtained in a context that is generally inhibitory to attitude
change (e.g., refs. 6, 8, 33), and they therefore should be considered with extra weight.
The present findings together with the results of our previous
study (13) provide an innovative outlook on attitude change of
society members involved in bloody and protracted conflict. We
propose an intervention that does not provide alternative information that usually evokes resistance but does provide exaggerated and amplified information that is in line with the held
beliefs and attitudes. Thus, it overcomes the barrier of resistance
and at the same time forces individuals to reconsider their views
(16, 21). Drawing on the literature, there are several possible
mechanisms that can explain the effectiveness of the manipulation
specifically among rightists. We argue that for the paradoxical
thinking messages to be effective, they have to be in line with the
recipients’ existing beliefs and attitudes, considerably more extreme
but still within the latitude of acceptance. They do not raise resistance or defenses but may arouse a sense of absurdity and surprise (16, 17, 19, 21), which according to the literature evokes
heightened processing and in-depth exploration (18–20). In these
cases, the messages may lead to a sense of threat to the recipient’s
identity and subsequent depolarization (16, 21). This sense of
threat may be manifested in the recipient’s fear to be associated
with the views expressed in the message or with other in-group
members who may hold such views. In cases where the paradoxical
thinking messages fail to evoke a sense of surprise, absurdity, and
threat to one’s own identity, it will not lead to depolarization. In
these cases, individuals go through the automatic thinking process:
Some may simply reject the new information, whereas others will
consider it in its literal sense (see refs. 13, 16). We argue that the
latter group may account for the unexpected effects found for the
centrist participants. Future studies should deepen the examination
of possible mediating mechanisms.
The present study was conducted in the context of the Israeli–
Palestinian conflict, with Jewish Israeli participants. Thus, all
campaign materials were crafted in a painstaking process for several years (see ref. 13) to suit this specific context and population.
Research indicates that the more Israeli Jews are rightists, the
more they adhere to conflict-supporting beliefs (see refs. 3, 23; see
also Table S1). As mentioned earlier, “The Conflict” intervention
messages were based on these conflict-supporting beliefs to draw
the exaggerated, absurd conclusion outlined above. Still, we argue
that the fundamental idea of paradoxical thinking and the hypothesized mechanisms are general and apply to other contexts
and populations. The literature supports this notion, with paradoxical techniques successfully applied in clinical psychology to
treat severe cases of obsessive-compulsive disorder, phobia, and
addiction (e.g., refs. 20, 21) and in moderating US undergraduates’
conservative beliefs regarding women’s roles previously held with
high certainty (16).
We suggest that the evidence accumulated thus far points to a
unique approach to societal attitude change that needs to be
further explored. Once the paradoxical thinking phenomenon is
established in the context of intractable conflict, as we believe it
already is, it is time to move the study to other contexts, to study
deeply the cognitive and emotional processes that lead to this
change, and to explore its limiting and facilitating conditions and
its ramifications. We hope that future research in the social
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Measures.
Adherence to conflict-supporting attitudes. During the pre- and postintervention
questionnaires, we asked participants to rank seven Likert-type items
(Cronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.80 to 0.84) indicating the extent (from 1 =
completely disagree to 6 = agree to a very large extent) to which they adhere to conflict-supporting attitudes. This scale was developed for the purposes of the present study with items pertaining to different ethos of
conflict themes (23) (for similar measures, see refs. 13, 23).
Support for aggressive policies. Participants were then asked to rank seven
items indicating the extent to which they support (from 1 = strongly oppose
to 6 = strongly support) different aggressive policies toward the Palestinians
the Israeli government should adopt in the face of the violent escalation, which began during the course of the intervention (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.88).
Support for conciliatory policies. Participants were then asked to rate four items
indicating the extent to which they support, on a similar scale, different conciliatory policies to promote the end of the violent escalation and a

long-lasting agreement (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84; for similar measures, see
refs. 36, 37).
Demographic measures. Finally, we measured the following demographic
variables: gender (1 = man, 2 = woman), age, level of religiosity (1 = secular,
2 = observant, 3 = religious, 4 = ultra-religious), and a standard self-identified item for measuring political orientation on a scale ranging from 1 =
extreme right to 7 = extreme left (see SI Text for materials).
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