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Abstract
 Intractable conflicts are defined as being protracted, irreconcilable, violent, of zero sum nature, total, and central, and parties involved have an interest in their continuation; they are demanding, stressful, painful, exhausting and costly both in human and material terms. As an adaptation to these conditions societies develop appropriate socio-psychological infrastructure, which includes collective memory, ethos of conflict and collective emotional orientations. This infrastructure fulfills important functions, on both the individual and collective levels, including the important role of formation, maintenance and strengthening of a social identity that reflects this conflict. It is institutionalized, disseminated and eventually becomes the foundation for the development of culture of conflict. Its major themes appear in public discourse, cultural products, school books, and societal ceremonies. The emerged culture of conflict ends up serving as a major fueling factor to the continuation of the conflict and as a major obstacle to its peaceful resolution. The infrastructure serves as major socio-psychological barriers. These barriers stand as major obstacles to begin the negotiation, to continue the negotiation, to achieve an agreement and later to engage in a process of reconciliation. 
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Societal Dynamics of Intractable Conflicts: A Socio-psychological Approach

Conflicts, defined as a situation in which two or more parties perceive their goals, intentions, and(or actions as being mutually incompatible and act in accordance to this perception, are inseparable part of every intergroup relation. Of special importance are intractable conflicts that first of all have determinative effect on the well-being of the societies involved, but also often have influence on the security and welfare of the international community. These conflicts last for a long period of time because the real disagreements over goals and interests are fueled by the socio-psychological repertoire that is well grounded in the culture of the engaged societies. That is, in longstanding, violent and vicious intractable conflicts, societies evolve culture of conflict that has tremendous influence on the way these conflicts are managed, because it provides important foundations for their continuation and prevention to resolve them peacefully. Conflicts in the Middle East, Sri Lanka, Kashmir or Chechnya provide good example of this type of conflicts. 
The present paper will elucidate the societal dynamics of the intractable conflict analyzing them with socio-psychological conceptual framework that was developed in the last three decades (Bar-Tal, 1998, 2007, 2011, in press; Bar-Tal & Geva, 1986; Bar-Tal & Halperin, in press; Bar-Tal, Kruglanski, Klar, & Klar, 1989). Specifically the paper will first define the features of the intractable conflict. Then it will describe the evolvement of the socio-psychological infrastructure with its elements and functions. The next part will provide a general analysis of culture of conflict. Finally it will present the socio-psychological barriers that prevent peaceful conflict resolution and suggest a number of conclusions. 
Intractable Conflicts

Features of Intractable Conflicts 

The following seven features were proposed to characterize intractable interethnic conflicts (Bar-Tal, 1998a, 2007a; Kriesberg, 1993, 1998). They are total. Intractable conflicts are perceived as being about essential and basic goals, needs and/or values that are regarded as indispensable for the society’s existence and/or survival. They are perceived as irresolvable. Society members involved in intractable conflict do not perceive a possibility of resolving the conflict peacefully. Intractable conflicts are violent. Intractable conflicts involve physical violence in which society members (soldiers and civilians) are killed and wounded in either wars, small-scale military engagements or terrorist attacks. Intractable conflicts are perceived as being of zero sum nature. Intractable conflicts are all-out conflicts, without willingness to compromise and with adherence to all the original goals. They are central. Intractable conflicts occupy a central place in the lives of the individual society members and the society as a whole. Members of the society are involved constantly and continuously with the conflict. They demand extensive investment. Parties engaged in an intractable conflict make vast material (i.e., military, technological, and economic) and psychological investments in order to cope successfully with the situation. They are protracted. Intractable conflicts persist for a long time, at least a generation, which means that at least one generation did not know another reality. 

These seven characteristics indicate that intractable conflicts are very particular types of severe conflicts. They evolve with time since their longevity is one of their main characteristics. But an important implication is that it is very difficult to resolve them. Of crucial importance for their continuation and lack of peaceful resolution are the shared beliefs of the rival societies’ members saying that their sacred goals cannot be compromise, that the rival cannot be trusted, that they have the human and material resources to continue the conflict without losing it, and/or that time is on their side to gain a better deal, or to create better conditions.

In sum, some of the above described essential features of intractable conflict are purely psychological such as viewing it as being existential, irresolvable, and of zero sum nature. Other features are associated with different realms of experience. All of the features may evolve with time and each of them has its own pace of development. Once all of them appear, the state of intractability begins, in which each characteristic adds to this chronic reality. But only when all the seven features emerge in their extreme form, the intractable conflicts appear in their most extreme nature. In reality, intractable conflicts differ in terms of the intensity with which each of the seven features occurs. Moreover, intractable conflicts fluctuate, as they may deescalate and then escalate again. Thus, the seven features are of changing intensity over time (see also Coleman, 2003). 

Challenges of Intractable Conflicts 

The described characteristics of intractable conflicts clearly imply that these conflicts inflict severe negative experiences such as threat, stress, pain, exhaustion, grief, traumas, misery, hardship, and cost, both in human and material terms (See for example, Cairns, 1996; de Jong, 2002; Robben, & Suarez, 2000). Also, during intractable conflicts collective life is marked by continuous confrontation that requires mobilization and sacrifice of the society members. This situation is chronic, as it persists for a long time. Thus, members must adapt to the conditions in both their individual and collective lives (see for example, Hobfoll, & deVries, 1995; Shalev, Yehuda, & McFarlane, 2000). I would like to suggest that from a psychological perspective, this adaptation requires meeting three basic challenges.

First, it is necessary to satisfy needs that remain deprived during intractable conflicts, like, for example, psychological needs of knowing, mastery, safety, positive identity, and so on (Burton, 1990; Staub, 2003; Tajfel, 1982). If people are to function properly as individuals and society members, their needs must be fulfilled (Maslow, 1954). Second, it is necessary to learn to cope with the stress, fears, and other negative psychological phenomena that accompany intractable conflict situations. Third, adaptation requires development of psychological conditions that will be conducive to successfully withstanding the rival group, that is, to attempts to win the conflict or, at least, not to lose it. 

The basic premise of the conception is that in order to meet the above challenges, societies in conflict develop functional socio-psychological repertoire that includes shared beliefs, attitudes, motivations and emotions and they provide the necessary ingredients for successful adaptation to the context of intractable conflict.
. It eventually turns into societal psychological infrastructure, which means that the shared repertoire is crystallized into a well-organized system of societal beliefs
, attitudes and emotions that penetrates into institutions and communication channels of the society. As this socio-psychological infrastructure plays a determinative role in intractable conflict, I will now describe and analyze it especially referring to its functional roles in meeting the challenges I just presented. 

Socio-psychological Infrastructure in Intractable Conflicts

I propose that the central socio-psychological infrastructure in intractable conflict consists of three elements: collective memories, ethos of conflicts and collective emotional orientation, which are in mutual interrelations. 

Collective Memory. 
Collective memory consists of societal beliefs that present the history of the conflict to society members (Cairns, & Roe, 2003; Connerton, 1989; Halbwachs, 1992; Paez & Liu, 2011; Wertsch, 2002). This narrative develops over time, and the societal beliefs describe the conflict's beginning and its course, providing a coherent and meaningful picture (Devine-Wright, 2003). In terms of particular contents, the societal beliefs of collective memory touch on at least four important themes in terms of the perception of the conflict and its management. First, they justify the outbreak of the conflict and the course of its development. Second, the societal beliefs of collective memory of intractable conflict present a positive image of the in-group (e.g., Baumeister, & Gastings, 1997). Third, the societal beliefs of collective memory delegitimize the opponent (Bar-Tal, 1990, Oren & Bar-Tal, 2007). Fourth, the beliefs of collective memory present own society as the victim of the opponent (Bar-Tal, 2003). This view is formed over a long period of violence as a result of the society’s sufferings and losses, and even sometimes viewed as “chosen trauma” (Bar-Tal, 2003; Mack, 1990; Volkan, 1997). 

It follows that opposing groups in a conflict will often entertain contradictory and selective historical collective memories of the same events (Tint, 2010). By selectively including, or excluding, certain historical events and processes from the collective memory, a group characterizes itself and its historical experiences that count in unique and exclusive ways (Baumeister, & Gastings, 1997; Irwin-Zarecka, 1994). Such a narrative, by definition, is unique, distinctive and exclusive. It tells the particular story of the group's past and reflects a group’s self-description and characterization. In short, the narrative of collective memories relating to an intractable conflict provides a black and white picture, which enables parsimonious, fast, unequivocal, and simple understanding of the history of the conflict (Bar-Tal, Oren & Nets-Zehngut, in press). 

Ethos of Conflict. 
In addition to the narrative of collective memory, societies also evolve a narrative about the present – this is called an ethos. I have defined ethos in previous work as the configuration of central shared societal beliefs that provide a particular dominant orientation to a society at present and for the future (Bar-Tal, 2000). Ethos supplies the epistemic basis for the hegemonic social consciousness of the society and serves as one of the foundations of societal life. It binds the members of society together, connects between the present and the goals and aspirations that impel them toward the future and gives meaning to the societal life (see for example, McClosky & Zaller, 1984, who analyze beliefs about democracy and capitalism in the US ethos). 
Under prolonged intractable conflict societies develop a particular ethos-ethos of conflict, which gives a general orientation and direction and provides a clear picture of the conflict, its goals, its conditions, requirements, images of the own society and of the rival (Bar-Tal 2000, 2007a, in press). 

In earlier work I proposed that the challenges of the intractable conflict lead to the development of eight themes of societal beliefs that comprise ethos of conflict (Bar-Tal, 1998a 2000)
. They include: Societal beliefs about the justness of own goals, which first of all outline the goals in conflict, indicate their crucial importance and provide their justification and rationale. Every society has goals and they have to be perceived as justified by society members because otherwise they will not act collectively to achieve them. But, in situation of intractable conflict the justification and rationale plays a crucial motivating role because of the demanded sacrifices from the collective, including sacrifice of life. In addition, the societal beliefs negate and delegitimize the goals of the other group. These societal beliefs motivate the society members to struggle and fight for these goals and help them endure and bear the losses, stress and costs of the intractable conflict.  

Societal beliefs about security refer to the importance of personal safety and national survival, and outline the conditions for their achievement. In the context of intractable conflict, beliefs about maintenance of security in its widest terms, including military mobilization, volunteerism and heroism are of special importance (See for example, Bar-Tal, Jacobson, & Klieman, 1998). These beliefs are essential when the intractable conflict involves violence in the form of acts of hostility and wars and poses threats to the life of individuals, collective existence, economic well being, and even to central values. 

Societal beliefs of positive collective self image concern the ethnocentric tendency to attribute positive traits, values and behavior to own society. In times of intractable conflict characteristics related to courage, heroism, or endurance and, on the other hand, characteristics related to humaneness, morality, fairness, trustworthiness and progress are propagated with special intensity. The enemy is presented in stark contrast allowing for a clear differentiation between the two parties (Sande, Goethals, Ferrari, & Worth, 1989). Moreover, these beliefs supply moral strength and a sense of own superiority.  

Societal beliefs of own victimization concern self-presentation as a victim, especially in the context of the intractable conflict (Mack, 1990; Vollhardt, 2012; Volkan, 1997). Bar-Tal, Chernyak-Hai, Schori, & Gundar, (2009) defined self-perceived collective victimhood as “a mindset shared by group members that results from a perceived intentional harm with severe and lasting consequences inflicted on a collective by another group or groups, a harm that is viewed as undeserved, unjust, and immoral and one that the group was not able to prevent” (p. 238). The focus of these beliefs is on the unjust harm, evil deeds and atrocities perpetrated by the adversary. They provide the moral incentive to seek justice and oppose the opponent, as well as to mobilize moral, political and material support from the international community.  

Societal beliefs of delegitimizing the opponent concern beliefs which deny the adversary's humanity (Bar-Tal & Hammack, 2012; Bar-Tal & Teichman, 2005; Holt & Silverstein, 1989; Rieber, 1991). Through dehumanization, extreme negative trait characterization, outcasting, use of negative political labels and negative group comparisons, a society places the opponent "into extreme negative social categories which are exclude it, or them, from the sphere of human groups that act within the limits of acceptable norms and/or values, since these groups are viewed as violating human or values and therefore deserving maltreatment " (see Bar-Tal & Hammack, 2012, p. 30 and Bar-Tal, 1989, 1990). These beliefs serve as psychological authorization and justification to harm the rival group, as well as explain the causes of the conflict's outbreak, its continuation and the violence of the opponent. 

Societal beliefs of patriotism generate attachment to the country and society, by propagating loyalty, love, care and sacrifice (Bar-Tal, 1993; Bar-Tal & Staub, 1997; Somerville, 1981). Patriotic beliefs increase social cohesiveness and dedication, and serve an important function for mobilizing the society members to active participation in the conflict and endurance of hardship and difficulties, to the point of sacrificing their life for the society.  

Societal beliefs of unity refer to the importance of ignoring internal conflicts and disagreements during intractable conflict in order to unite the forces in the face of the external threat. These beliefs strengthen the society from within, develop a consensus and a sense of belonging, increase solidarity, and allow directing society's forces and energy to coping with the enemy.  

Finally, societal beliefs of peace refer to peace as the ultimate desire of the society. They present peace as an ultimate goal of the society in idyllic, utopic and amorphic way and society members as peace loving. Such beliefs have the role of inspiring optimism. They strengthen positive self-image and positive self-presentation to the outside world.  


In addition to societal beliefs, the socio-psychological infrastructure includes collective emotional orientation. 
Collective Emotional Orientation. 

          Societies may develop characteristic collective emotional orientations, with an emphasis on one, or a number of particular emotions (Bar-Tal, 2001; Barbalet, 1998; Halperin, Sharvit, & Gross, 2011; Jarymowicz & Bar-Tal, 2006; Mackie, & Smith, 2002). The expression is not only carried on the individual level but also in various channels of communication, institutions and products. It means that collective emotional orientation refers to societal characterization of an emotion that is reflected on individual and collective level in psychological repertoire, as well as in tangible and intangible societal symbols such as cultural products or ceremonies (see also Bar-Tal, Halperin, & de Rivera, 2007). Societies involved in intractable conflict, I would argue, tend to be dominated by a number of collective emotional orientations (see also for example, Halperin, 2008; Petersen, 2002; Scheff, 1994). The most notable is the collective orientation of fear, but in addition, they may be dominated by hatred and anger, as well as guilt, or pride. 

Functions. 
I would like to suggest that the above socio-psychological infrastructure (i. e., collective memory, ethos of conflict and collective emotional orientations) fulfills important functions on both the individual and collective levels, for societies involved in intractable conflicts, especially during their climatic and irreconcilable phase. In general, it helps to meet the challenges that intractable conflict poses: It helps to satisfy the deprived needs, facilitates coping with stress and is functional to withstanding the enemy. 

First, the socio-psychological infrastructure, especially the societal beliefs of collective memory and of ethos of conflict, fulfills the epistemic function of illuminating the conflict situation. The situation of intractable conflict is extremely threatening and accompanied by stress, vulnerability, uncertainty, and fear. In view of ambiguity and unpredictability, individuals must satisfy the need for a comprehensive understanding of the conflict, which provides a coherent and predictable picture of the situation (e. g., Burton, 1990). The collective memory and ethos of conflict fulfill these demands, providing information and explanations about the conflict. These societal beliefs explain the nature of the conflict to group members: Why did the conflict erupt? What was the course of the conflict? Why does it still continue and cannot be resolved peacefully? What is the enemy's responsibility for and contribution to the conflict? How did the in-group act in the conflict? What are "our" goals in the conflict? Why are they existential? What are the challenges facing society? And so on.

Furthermore, the societal beliefs of collective memory and ethos of conflict are functional for coping with stress created by the conditions of intractable conflict (see for example Lavi, Canetti, Sharvit, Bar-Tal, & Hobfoll, in press). Successful coping with stress often involves making sense of and finding meaning in the stressful conditions within existing schemes and the existing worldview, or integration between the events and the existing worldview (Antonovsky, 1987; Frankl, 1963; Janoff-Bulman, 1992; Taylor, 1983). The societal beliefs of collective memory and ethos of conflict provide such meaning and allow “sense-making”. Moreover, certain contents, such as well-defined goals, positive self-collective view, recognition of being a victim, and seeing difficult conditions as a challenge to be overcome with patriotism and unity, are especially functional for coping with stress. The societal beliefs of collective memory and ethos of conflict include these contents, and are therefore highly functional for coping with the stressful conditions of intractable conflict.

Second, in its moral function, the socio-psychological infrastructure serves to justify the acts of the ingroup towards the enemy, including violence and destruction (see for example, Apter, 1997; Jost & Major, 2001). It allows justification for group members to carry out misdeeds, perform intentional harm and institutionalize aggression towards the enemy. This is an important function that resolves feelings of dissonance, guilt and shame for group members. Human beings do not usually willingly harm other humans. The sanctity of life is perhaps the most sacred value in modern societies. Killing or even hurting other human beings is considered the most serious violation of the moral code. However, in intractable conflict, groups hurt each other most grievously, even resorting to atrocities, ethnic cleansing and genocide. The socio-psychological repertoire allows this violence. It justifies and legitimizes the most immoral acts and allows the attribution of one’s own immoral behavior to external-situational factors. 

Third, the socio-psychological infrastructure creates a sense of differentiation and superiority (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). It sharpens intergroup differences because it describes the opponent in delegitimizing terms and at the same time glorify and praise the own society, as well as present it as a sole victim of the conflict. Since societies involved in intractable conflict view their own goals as justified and perceive themselves in a positive light, they attribute all responsibility for the outbreak of the conflict and its continuation to the opponent. The repertoire focuses on the violence, atrocities, cruelty, lack of concern for human life, and viciousness of the other side. It describes the other side as inhuman and immoral; the conflict as intransigent, irrational, far-reaching and irreconcilable, and this precludes any peaceful solution. These beliefs stand in contrast to the societal beliefs about positive collective self-image, which portray the in-group in positive terms. Being accompanied by strong emotions, this differentiation allows needed positive self-collective esteem and also feelings of superiority, which are of special importance in the situation of intractable conflict, when both sides engage in violence, often performing immoral acts (Sandole, 1999). 

Fourth, the socio-psychological infrastructure prepares the society to be ready for threatening and violent acts of the enemy, as well as for difficult life conditions. The narratives of collective memory and ethos and the collective emotional orientations tune the society to information that signals potential harm and continuing violent confrontations, allowing psychological preparations for the lasting conflict and immunization against negative experiences. The society is attentive and sensitive to cues about threats so no sudden surprises can arise. In this sense the socio-psychological repertoire also allows economic predictability, which is one of the basic conditions for coping successfully with stress (e.g., Antonovsky, 1987; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This is so because human beings need to live in a world whose future can, to some extent, be predicted and they have to feel mastery over their fate. Moreover, unpredictable events, especially when harmful, may cause negative psychological reactions. Given however that some degree of unpredictability is unavoidable, people prefer to be positively surprised. In this way, expectations of negative events prevent disappointments. Themes such as the opponent’s delegitimization, sense of own victimhood and insecurity, as well as fear, hatred and anger, serve as a basis for these expectations, for perceptual tuning to and preparation for the challenges of conflict. 

Fifth, the socio-psychological infrastructure has the function of motivating for solidarity, mobilization and action (Bar-Tal & Staub, 1997). Coser (1956) pointed out that conflict with another group heightens the morale within the group and "leads to mobilization of the energies of group members and hence to increased cohesion of the group" (p. 95). The ethos of conflict implies threat to the society's well-being and even to its survival. It raises the security needs as a core value and indicates a situation of emergency which requires uniting the societal forces. Solidarity and unity are crucial for muting the threat. Moreover, by justifying the goals of the conflict and focusing on delegitimization, and the intransigence and violence of the opponent, as well as on collective self-victimhood, fear, hatred and anger, the repertoire implies the necessity to exert all the efforts and resources of the group in the struggle against the enemy. It plays a central role in stirring up patriotism, which leads to readiness for various sacrifices in order to defend the group and the country and avenge acts of past violence by the enemy. In addition, it reminds group members of past violent acts by the rival and indicates that these acts could recur. The implication is that society members should mobilize and be united in view of the threat, and maybe even should carry out violent acts to prevent possible harm. This function therefore is crucial for the challenge of withstanding the enemy. 

Last, but not least, the described narratives of collective memory and ethos fulfill the unique role of contributing to the formation, maintenance and strengthening of a social identity that reflects the lasting conditions and experiences of intractable conflict. Intractable conflicts greatly affect the nature, contents and functioning of social identity (Ashmore, Jussim, & Wilder, 2001; Cash; 1996; Oren & Bar-Tal, in press; Ross, 2001; Worchel, 1999). First, in times of intractable conflict society members tend to increase their sense of identification with the society in order to fulfill their need of belonging and security. Second, social identity in times of intractable conflict supplies strength to society members, as their sense of common fate and belonging increases. Third, enhanced social identity provides the basis for the unity, solidarity and coordination needed to cope with the conflict condition. Strong social identity is one of the forces that facilitate society members’ mobilization for the conflict, with a readiness to make even extreme sacrifices. 

Furthermore, in the context of intractable conflict, the evolved socio-psychological infrastructure (especially its societal beliefs of collective memory and ethos), which dominates the society through the years of the conflict, eventually shapes the nature of social identity; that is, societal beliefs of ethos of conflict and collective memory offer contents par excellence that imbue social identity with meaning (Barthel, 1996; Cairns, Lewis, Mumcu, & Waddell, 1998; Gillis, 1994; Oren, Bar-Tal, & David, 2004). These are expressed in language, societal ceremonies, symbols, myths, commemorations, holidays, canonic texts and so on. As will be later described, they are part of the evolved culture of conflict. In fact, strong identification with the society involved in intractable conflict is related to the acceptance of major shared beliefs (e.g., societal beliefs of ethos and collective memory). As a result, when social identity is dominated by meanings that provide ethos of conflict and collective memory, this supports the continuation of the conflict (Oren & Bar-Tal, in press; Liu & Hilton, 2005). Such a social identity forms the epistemic ground for the antagonistic views of the other society that lead to intractable conflict (David & Bar-Tal, 2009; Oren, Bar-Tal, & David, 2004).

Evolvement of Culture of Conflict

It is proposed that on the basis of the socio-psychological infrastructure societies involved in intractable conflict form a stable view of the violent, while the continuous stream of negative information and experiences validate and reinforce it. This conflict supporting repertoire is thus individually stored, frozen and continuously accessible. Since most of the members of the society in intractable conflict are involved with it (actively or passively, directly or indirectly), as proposed this repertoire is often widely shared ad spreads within the societal institutions and channels of communication. 

In view of these processes, it is suggested that societies that live under prolonged experiences of intractable conflict with the dominant socio-psychological infrastructure evolve a Culture of Conflict. A Culture of Conflict develops when societies saliently integrate into their culture tangible and intangible symbols which are created to communicate a particular meaning about the prolonged and continuous experiences of living in the context of conflict (Geertz, 1993; Ross, 1998). Symbols of conflict become hegemonic elements in the culture of societies involved in intractable conflict: They provide a dominant meaning about the present reality, about the past, and about future goals, and serve as guides for practice. 
In societies with culture of conflict, the described socio-psychological infrastructure is not only widely shared but also appears to be dominant in public discourse via societal channels of mass communication. Moreover, it is often used for justification and explanation of decisions, policies and courses of actions taken by the leaders. It is also expressed in institutional ceremonies, commemorations, memorials and so on. In addition socio-psychological infrastructure is expressed in cultural products such as literary books, TV programs, films, theatres plays, visual arts, monuments, etc. It becomes a society’s cultural repertoire, relaying societal views and shaping society members’ beliefs, attitudes and emotions. Through these channels it can be widely disseminated and can reach every sector of the society. Finally the socio-psychological infrastructure appears in the school textbooks, is used by teachers and by schools and appears prominently even in higher education. This element is of special importance because the beliefs presented in the educational textbooks reach all of the younger generation. 

Characteristics of the Culture of Conflict 
Culture of conflict has the following characteristics. First it is suggested that the general themes of the culture of conflict, as reflected in the collective memory and ethos of conflict, are universal. The described eight themes which are part of the ethos of conflict and appear in the narrative of collective memory of the conflict serve as an organizing framework to view the past, present and future. Second, one theme that receives particular significance in the culture of conflict and therefore needs a specific note is glorification of violence. It praises the personnel, organizations and the institutions that carry the violence. Third, each society has particular contents that fill out the general themes with narratives that concern all its specific symbols including experiences, history, conditions, events, individuals, myths, and so on (see for example Bar-Tal, 2007b). Fourth, culture of conflict evolves through a long process that takes years and decades. It takes time to construct the symbols and institutionalize them via processes of dissemination and socialization until they become dominant parts of the culture that is shared by at least the majority of society members. Fifth, the specific symbols of the culture of conflict (e.g., sacrifice) are expressed through different content (e.g., stories about heroes, old myths, aspirations, prescriptions, stories about events). This means that the same symbols appear and reappear in different narratives. Sixth, the contents of culture of conflict are expressed through different societal modes and channels such books, ceremonies, art, films, speeches, monuments, etc. That is, various institutions and channels take an active part in the dissemination of the contents among society members and their socialization. Seventh, symbols of the conflict and of the culture of conflict become routinize into everyday life experiences. In other words, society members experience in their daily life various symbols of the conflict which become part and parcels of their daily life (Bar-Tal, Abutbul, & Raviv, in press). Finally, culture of conflict changes dynamically in accordance with prolonged experiences that the society goes through. Culture of conflict changes as a function of the experiences that society members go through and the changing context in which they live. The changes are usually gradual because culture does not change overnight. It is possible that in societies involved in intractable conflict will slowly emerge an alternative culture with symbols propagating peace (Bar-Tal, in press). 

Culture of Conflict as a Barrier to Peace Process.
Culture of conflict is characterized by symbols that support continuation of the conflict. These symbols are all based on the eight themes that maintain the conflict. All the themes serve the same function of facilitating adaptation to the conflict context and creating the psychological conditions that allow a society to live under the conditions of conflict with meaning, predictability and resilience. They all contribute to the same orientation of fueling the ongoing intractable conflict, suggesting that the goals of the conflict are just and essential for the societal life; that the rival is vicious and out of the boundaries of normative groups, in contrast to the ingroup, which is the victim and is characterized by virtues. Therefore, the beliefs focus on the conditions needed for full mobilization of society members not only to support the conflict but also to actively take part in it, willing to go as far as sacrificing their lives. In their essence these themes that appear in collective memory and ethos of conflict can be seen as a general conservative ideological system related to the context of conflict (Bar-Tal, Sharvit, Halperin, & Zafran, 2012). This system being also grounded in shared emotions provides a very simplistic and one sided picture that serve as a prism for viewing conflict reality (see study by Bar-Tal, Raviv, Raviv, and Dgani-Hirsch, 2009 that shows how ethos of conflict influences perception of the conflict and a study by Bar-Tal, Sharvit, Halperin, and Zafran, 2012 that verifies the ideological functioning of the ethos conflict and shows how it serves as lenses to evaluate the ongoing major events or major information). It supplies of information, symbols, and knowledge that confirm and validate the hegemonic themes of the culture of conflict. It leads to selective, biased and distorted information processing by society members, which perpetuates and eternalizes its hegemonic themes and symbols. Thus the system with the themes and symbols is consolidated, persevere and endure even in the face of contradictory information. Being embedded in culture of conflict it serves as a very powerful barrier to peaceful resolution of the conflict. 
Societies involved in intractable conflict very often actively make efforts to maintain the dominant themes of culture of conflict that support its continuation. They use various societal mechanisms to block appearance and dissemination of information that provides alternative view about the conflict, about the rival, about own group and/or about conflict’s goals: The alternative information that humanizes the rival and sheds a new light on the conflict; that suggests the goals can be compromised; that there is partner on the other side with whom it is possible to achieve peaceful settlement of the conflict; that peace is rewarding, while the conflict is costly; that continuation of the conflict is detrimental to the society; and may even provide evidence that the ingroup is also responsible for the continuation of the conflict and that has been carrying immoral acts. 

Among the societal mechanisms that are used to control and maintain the culture of conflict are continuous dissemination of information that supports the dominant repertoire; governmental censorship on information; dissemination of disinformation, use of punishments against providers of alternative information; control of mass media; delegitimization of alternative information and its sources; closure of archives; encouragement and reward of cultural products supporting the socio-psychological repertoire of conflict, and more. Though these mechanisms are mostly used by the formal institutions of the society, individuals may practice many of them informally too by developing self-censorship, for instance, or through using sanctions against other society members, groups or organizations who provide information negating the socio-psychological repertoire of conflict.
The described societal climate has a significant effect on the society members who as individuals process information. This information processing is also imprinted by the functioning of socio-psychological barriers on the individual level. The discussion of the socio-psychological barriers on the individual level must begin with the knowledge that in all the societies involved in intractable conflicts, in their climax, at least a significant portion of the society members hold in their repertoire societal beliefs of ethos of conflict and of collective memory and some hold them even as central and with high confidence (Sharvit, 2008). This repertoire serves as a fundamental part of the socio-psychological barriers that are defined as "an integrated operation of cognitive, emotional and motivational processes, combined with pre-existing repertoire of rigid conflict supporting beliefs, world views and emotions that result in selective, biased and distorting information processing" (Bar-Tal & Halperin, 2011, p. 220). Thus the individual functioning of the barriers results in one-sided information processing that obstructs and inhibits a penetration of new information that can contribute to the facilitation of the development of the peace process. That is, individuals are not interested even in exposure to alternative information that may contradict their held societal beliefs about the conflict (see studies by Halperin and Bar-Tal, 2011 and Porat, Halperin and Bar-Tal, 2012 which demonstrate this closure in empirical research and a study by Bar-Tal, Halperin and Oren (2010) that used the presented ideas about the functioning of the socio-psychological barriers in an analysis of the Jewish Israeli society in the stalemate of the negotiations between the state of Israel and the Palestinian Authority). The reason for this closure before alternative information is freezing of the societal beliefs of the narrative, which is the essence of barriers' functioning (Kruglanski, 2004; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). The state of freezing is reflected in continuous reliance on the held societal beliefs that support the conflict, the reluctance to search for alternative information and resistance to persuasive arguments which contradict held positions (Kruglanski, 2004; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Kunda, 1990). Freezing of the societal beliefs of culture of conflict is based on the operation of cognitive, motivational and emotional factors (see the integrative model of socio-psychological barriers to peace making in Bar-Tal & Halperin, 2011 for elaboration).
First freezing as a cognitive process is fed by the rigid structure of the societal conflict supporting beliefs as they are held by many of the society members. The rigidity is based on the interrelations of the societal beliefs that are organized into an ideological system; it is based on important human needs that these beliefs satisfy. derived from the these beliefs satisfy important human needs (for example needs for certainty, meaningful understanding, predictability, feeling of safety and mastery, positive self esteem and identity, differentiation, justice); and it is based on the way these beliefs are held—with high confidence and as being central.   
Second factor leading to freezing is motivational because the held societal beliefs are assumed to be underlined by specific closure needs (see Kruglanski, 1989, The third factor that affects the freezing are enduring negative intergroup emotions such as fear. They function to close the psychological repertoire of society members and strengthen the rigidity of the societal beliefs. The link that connects between them and the societal beliefs is the appraisal component of the emotions. Each and every emotion is related to unique configuration of comprehensive (conscious or unconscious) evaluations of the emotional stimulus (Roseman, 1984) and this means that emotions are interpreted in view of the societal beliefs and they also instigate them once they are evoked. Hence, emotions and beliefs are closely related and reinforce each other steadily. In the case of the societal beliefs of culture conflict, they are well related to negative emotions such as fear, hatred and anger that are widely shared. They concern particular world view that the societal beliefs provide and once they are established and maintained as lasting sentiments, they activate thoughts in line with the societal beliefs supporting continuation of the conflict to appraise various situations related to conflict (Halperin, Sharvit & Gross, 2011).
In sum, real disagreements over tangible and non-tangible commodities influence people to launch harsh and violent conflicts that engage society members and lead to continuous suffering and hardship, as well as to considerable losses in human lives. Resolving these conflicts does not only require addressing the issues that stand at the center of the disagreements, but also necessitate overcoming socio-psychological barriers that underlie these disagreements. Moreover, these barriers in protracted conflicts often become the major obstacles in resolving these intractable conflicts. They close the society members and prevent information processing that can provide alternative knowledge that can potentially advance peace making. Such information is crucial for embarking on the road of peace as it may unfreeze the conflict-supporting societal beliefs. 

Conclusions
It was proposed that the culture of conflict that evolves in times of intractable conflict, serves as a major factor for the continuation of the conflict and a barrier for resolving it; in fact it is part of the vicious cycle of the intractable conflict. Considering that this process occurs simultaneously to the two parties in the conflict, it is obvious how the vicious cycle of violence operates. As the conflict evolves each of the opponents develops culture of conflict, which initially fulfills important functional roles, on both the individual and collective levels. With time, this culture comes to serve as the major motivating, justifying and rationalizing factor of the conflict. 

These vicious cycles of intractable conflict are detrimental to the well being of both the individuals and societies involved, as well as posing a danger to the world. Since, as we have seen, the culture of conflict plays an important role in these cycles, it is of vital necessity to change it, if we want to change the relations between the rival groups, by advancing a peace process and stopping the violence. This is a crucial challenge in view of the behavioral consequences that culture of conflict has in situations of intractable conflict, leading to violence, loss of human life, ethnic cleansing and even genocide.

Culture of conflict has to change and instead there is need to evolve a culture of peace (Bar-Tal, 2010, in press). This is a very long, gradual, complex and difficult process.  But as a conflict begins in the human mind, its ending also has to be initiated in the human mind. Change of the culture of conflict requires first of all emergence of ideas stating that continuation of the intractable conflict harms societal goals and needs and of ideas that the conflict causes unbearable costs, losses, suffering, and hardship (Bar-Tal & Halperin, 2009). Also there have to emerge ideas stating that the violent conflict violates moral norms and international codes. On this basis can emerge an idea in the need to resolve the conflict peacefully. This process of change usually begins with a minority that promotes these ideas and struggles to legitimize and institutionalize them. This minority is often subjected to delegitimization and even persecution by the members of the own group. Sometimes the minorities win, persuade the majority and bring the desired peace, prosperity and benevolence to the suffering societies. This process of changing the culture of conflict lasts years. But striving towards peace should not be a dream or a wish, but a continuous struggle to mobilize peace supporters which leads to the signing of a peace agreement and eventually to the development of a culture of peace (see Bar-Tal, 2009). 
The assassinated Prime Minister of Israel Yitzhak Rabin, who was the architect of such process, said when he received the Nobel Peace Prize in Oslo for this achievement. 

“We will pursue the course of peace with determination and fortitude.
We will not let up.

We will not give in.

Peace will triumph over all our enemies, because the alternative is grim for us all.

And we will prevail.

We will prevail because we regard the building of peace as a great blessing for us, and for our children after us.” 
This message should be propagated and remembered! 
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�This idea is based on conceptual and empirical literature which suggests that successful coping with threatening and stressful conditions requires construction of a meaningful world view (e.g., Antonovsky, 1987; Frankl, 1963; Janoff-Bulman, 1992; Taylor, 1983)  


� Societal beliefs are cognitions shared by society members on topics and issues that are of special concern for their society and contribute to their sense of uniqueness (Bar-Tal, 2000).
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