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“Hope is for losers.”

Introduction


My concern in this paper is with the organization of hate, and specifically with the part played by hope in fostering the more highly organized expressions of hate.  I consider hate the general term for the destructive impulse when that appears isolated from the impulse to preserve, protect, and nurture.  Hate is the desire to bring death rather than life.  Hate may express itself in spontaneous and isolated events, or in a planned campaign whose execution requires time, resources, and cooperation.  My hypothesis is that the transition between the spontaneous and planned expressions of hate depends not primarily on the intervention of higher ego functions such as thinking and the capacity to delay gratification, but on the introduction of hope into the equation of hate.  The hope that serves to organize hate is the hope for “a good object to come, able and willing to respond to our demands" (Potamianou 1997: 57).


While what is meant by the organization of hate may seem intuitively obvious, it will be useful to clarify the matter, since the obvious aspects of the organization of hate are not the most important.  More important than the subjection of hate to a planning process is the attachment of hate to a purpose that goes beyond, or at least appears to go beyond, destruction.  It is this purpose that ties together a sequence of destructive acts and requires the presence of a group rather than the mere capacities of one or two individuals.  


In the most general sense, the organization of hate is meant to deal with a problem deeply embedded in the experience of hate.  This is the dilemma posed for hate by its object.  I will take it as a premise that hate’s true object is the self as that has been shaped by the internalization of an object relation of a particular kind.  In this relation, the desire for gratification is experienced as a threat to the object that is also the source of gratification.  The separateness from that object expressed in the presence of desire, especially desire not its own, cannot be tolerated.  The response to that desire is not gratification, but withdrawal or assault.  But, this means that hate’s true object is also love’s object.  And, the internalization of this object means that hate’s true object becomes the self.  It is this situation that defines the dilemma of hate, a dilemma that must be dealt with by controlling the way hate and its object are known.  If hate’s object is an internalized object relation rather than an object in the external world, then the problem for hate is to move this object outside in such a way as to distance it simultaneously from the self and from the hoped for source of gratification, or to find what Vamik Volkan refers to as “suitable targets of externalization” (1988: 31).
   This control over the way hate and its object are known is what I refer to as the organization of hate.

If hate’s true object is also love’s object, one object must be made two.  This is because making love’s object the reason we hate makes love’s object hateful, which means that hate still stands in the way of love.  When hate’s object is love’s object, it must not be the source of our hate or the hope for love must be forever lost (Fairbairn 1943).  This dilemma requires that the object and origin of hate be reorganized in the mind of those who hate in a way that protects hate’s real origin and hate’s real object.  Those who hate must not know hate’s true object and must not be made hateful by their hate.  It is because, at the most fundamental level of psychic life hate’s object and love’s object are the same that hate must be made difficult to understand, that the object must be split apart into two or more objects: love’s true object and hate’s true object; love’s surrogate object and hate’s surrogate object.  To maintain this division means to control the way hate is understood.  

Those who would understand hate face a dilemma similar to that faced by those who hate.  They must somehow cope with the sense that understanding is a form of identification.  For them, the following syllogism holds:

To understand = to find adequate (=good) reasons for.

To find good reasons for = to justify.

To justify = to identify with the aggressor and blame the victim.

Therefore, to understand = to identify with the aggressor and blame the victim.

When this syllogism sets itself up in our minds, whether consciously or not, understanding hate is not a possibility.  We turn away from understanding toward reconstructions of the problem that prevent understanding.  We can accomplish this end in different ways.  One is to place hate outside of reason.  This is the strategy associated with the idea of evil.  Thus, in response to the attack on the World Trade Center, we are offered the idea that there exists in the world an “axis of evil.”  Insisting that those who commit hateful acts are evil means insisting that hateful acts cannot be understood, which protects us from the responsibility for them implied in the identification suggested above.  The strategy of placing hate beyond reason can be employed both by those who hate and by those who do not.  Then, no one claims to understand hate; it simply exists and must be dealt with as an irreducible and incomprehensible reality.


This strategy, however, leaves open the question of where the evil lies, which is the question: Who is unworthy of love.  So the misunderstanding of hate is often taken a step further.  The locus of evil becomes the object of a struggle over who is the origin and who is the object.  We can hate without being evil if our hate is only a response to evil, if our rage can be redefined as outrage.  Thus, in justification for the attack on the World Trade Center, an Al-Qa’ida spokesman insists “America is the reason for all oppression, injustice, licentiousness, or suppression that is the Muslim’s lot” (MEMRA 2002).  Understanding the matter in this way makes America responsible for the attack on America, which means that the hate directed at America is an expression of America’s own hatefulness.  Then, those who commit acts of violence expressive of hate do so to express the hate of their victims who are the source of the hate that destroys them.

We can consider hate along a continuum according to the degree to which reasons are attached to it and the issue of its origin is put in play.  As we will see, this is also the continuum of the organization of hate.  Hate is organized around reasons that give it meaning.  The more obscure or hidden those reasons, the less well organized the expressions of hate.  The attempt to link hate to reason organizes hate into a system the purpose of which is to control the way the origin and object of hate are understood, and to deal with hate’s object. 

Violence without Reason


In an essay on violence on the Navajo reservation, Debra Weyermann describes the phenomenon as “disassociated from any clear sociological explanations, like a virus that had mutated into an epidemic.”   Her description is meant to capture two qualities of the violent incidents: they had significantly increased in number, and they seemed without reason or purpose.  Consider the following description of a typical incident:

In June 1996, two men in their early twenties stood trial for the bludgeoning death of Russell John, thirty seven, who had picked the wrong time to take his trash out to a bin a few hundred yards from his home. … The pair couldn’t come up with a reason for the event but said they were sorry. (Weyermann 1998: 62)

Perhaps because the crimes seem so lacking in reason, it does not occur to Weyermann that they might be motivated by hate, and fall under the class of hate crimes.  To the extent that we consider hate a reason for an act, the absence of reason seems also to rule out hate.  This is consistent with our tendency to restrict the use of the term hate crime to crimes committed by those for whom hate has advanced to a higher stage than it has for the Navajo, crimes for which hate has found an object those who hate can allow themselves to know.  Yet, it seems inevitable that hate plays a role in crimes that appear to be nothing more than the pure expression of destructive impulse.  Indeed, the fact that there is no reason for the violence makes the conclusion that hate is the reason more or less inevitable.  In these crimes, we observe not the absence of hate, but the disconnection of hate from reason.

  The hypothesis that, regardless of the seeming lack of reason, what we have here are hate crimes gains support when we recognize that there is more to murder on the reservation than random violence.  The accounts offered of particular crimes exhibit at least two important common features: they are directed against fellow members of the tribe, and they focus their energy on the brutal destruction of face and head.  Thus, “Jared Kellywood had been beaten, his face then set on fire.”  Navajo police officer Adrian Mailman was bludgeoned to death. “They crushed his head with rocks and took his clothes.”  While all the crimes did not include an effort to destroy the victim’s face, the fact that it did occur in more than one instance suggests that the crimes were driven, in part at least, by an overpowering impulse to destroy the victim’s identity, or to destroy the capacity to see or be seen by (Gilligan 1994: 75).  

But, what is it that must not be seen?  In a general sense, the answer is that we must not see the shape of our self, its physical form in the world.  And, in this case, the self that must be obliterated is the shared self of a people among whom the self seen in the other is also their own.  In this, the crimes exhibit the defining quality of hate, which is the destructive impulse directed at the self.  The chosen victims offer both a suitable container for the projection of a hated self, and a suitable object for identifying with that externalized self now targeted for destruction.


The hate crimes just considered, like many acts of violence (whether physical or emotional), do not seek to accomplish anything beyond destruction, and it is for this reason that they seem random and without purpose.  The absence of any sense that some end is being sought, that something meaningful is meant to be accomplished, lend the acts that quality Weyermann emphasizes, which is that they do not seem driven by any powerful forces (although in fact they are), so that they appear as acts by small groups of individuals who simply have nothing better to do.  In Weyermann’s words, they have become the norm, “more sport than crime.”  

Often crimes such as these are labeled “senseless acts of violence” by observers who cannot or will not make sense of them.  They seem “senseless” because their targets do not make sense.  On the surface at least, the victims have nothing the perpetrators want, and have done nothing to justify the assault. Yet, the victims may well have something the perpetrators want in a negative sense, something they want to rid themselves of, which is the shape of the shared group self.  And by bearing that self, the victims may well stand as a reproach to those who attack them.  The very existence of the victims may be experienced as an assault on the perpetrator’s fragile self-esteem.  Again, viewed as hate crimes, the assaults do make sense so long as we bear in mind that all hate of others is only an expression for, and a way of coping with, hate for the self.


What strikes us most vividly about the setting for violence on the reservation is the absence of hope.  In her description of the world of the Navajo, Weyermann paints a picture of desolation, of a barren external environment that mirrors an emptiness within filled periodically by acts of brutality, like black moments in a dark landscape.  We might assume, then, that violence occurs because there is no hope.  This could only be the case, however, where hope has the capacity to dispel hate.  But, hate is our response not to the absence of hope, but to the absence of love.  To keep hope alive is to keep alive the hope that love will return and with it the feeling of being loved and therefore of being worthy of love.  Hate, like hope, is also a response to the loss of love, and because of this hope does not dispel hate.  When our hope to regain love means that we hope that we can defeat those forces responsible for the loss of love’s object, hate may play a large role in keeping hope alive.  Then, hate allows us to hope and hope nurtures our hate.

Paradoxically, it is this attachment to hope that enables hate to accomplish its greatest, which is to say most destructive, ends.  While we may imagine that offering hope to those who hate will moderate if not counter their hate, it does not so much overcome hate as organize it into a form in which its capacity for destruction is magnified and refined.  Indeed, if what strikes us about the Navajo is their lack of hope, what strikes us about hate movements is that those involved in them are not without hope.  Before, however, hope can be fully attached to hate, there is an intermediate stage to consider.

Justice without Hope


Even without hope, hate can be organized, directed and magnified around a goal.  This happens when the destructive end of hate is directed toward an object of a particular kind.  This object is not the target of opportunity chosen by the young Navajo, but an object known ahead of time and sought out for attack.  The object sought out in this way and in relation to which hate achieves its first real organized expression, is the object held responsible for loss, specifically the loss of self-love.  This is the object that humiliates, deprives, and oppresses.  The first step in the organization of hate is to know hate’s object, which means to identify those responsible for our suffering.  The Navajo hate without knowing hate’s object.  Since they do not know it, they cannot put hate’s object into words; and because they do not know it and cannot say it, they cannot provide their hate with meaning.  

When we speak in this way of knowing hate’s object, we run up against a difficulty.  If hate’s true object is also love’s object, then the known object must hide the true object so that the latter will remain unknown.  Putting hate’s object into words must assure that in becoming known it remains unknown.  This requires an answer the question posed by Howard Stein, “How do I not know something?” The answer is that we do not know something by knowing something else in its place, and thus assuring that “not knowing [is] central to knowing” (Stein 1999: 218, 219).  Even though we do not known hate’s true object, we can act on our hate because we know another object, one put in place of the true object.  It is this knowing of hate’s object that turns hate from a random act into an organized and directed force.

A vital implication of the attachment of hate to a known object is that it also carries the meaning that hate has been attached to retribution, and thus incipiently to justice.  In the words of James Gilligan, "all violence is an attempt to achieve justice" (1996:11, see also Kernberg 1995: 64)).  Achieving justice can, however, have different implications depending on its specific connection to loss.  We may demand justice because we believe that justice can alleviate the pain of loss by making that pain universal, or we may demand justice because we believe that justice can alleviate the pain of loss by returning to us what has been lost.  In the first case, justice is an expression of envy, while in the second it is linked to hope. 

 Gilligan offers us a particularly vivid formulation of the first possibility when he notes how “the living dead need to kill others, because for them the most unendurable anguish is the pain of seeing that others are still alive” (1996: 32).  The living death or death of the soul is the consequence when self-hate replaces self-love.  When the living dead seek to impose a loss of self-love, and an implied loss of meaning in living comparable to the one they have experienced, they seek justice without hope.  Their act expresses their envy for those who are still alive, or who they imagine are still alive.  They seek to take from others that most precious possession that they cannot have for themselves.


We can take as an example of justice without hope the attack on Columbine High School.  The purpose of this attack was entirely destructive, specifically to destroy a world from which Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold had been excluded, a world in which they did not belong, and in which they were assaulted and humiliated (Spiegel and Alpert 1999: 240).  This was a world of cruelty and sadism masquerading as the good family, the good community, and the good school.  For Klebold and Harris, the world had become a dangerous, hostile, and alien place (Sanai 1999, Sandler and Alpert 2000).  It was not, however, a world they imagined they might somehow make good again.  Because what was lost could not be regained, because what had become evil could not be made good, there was no hope.  They had reached a point at which they could only find satisfaction in imposing their loss on others:

You all better [expletive] hide in your houses because im comin for EVERYONE soon, and I WILL be armed to the [expletive] teeth and I WILL shoot to kill, and I WILL [expletive] KILL EVERYTHING. (quoted in Stein 1999: 222)

That Klebold and Harris killed themselves after their assault further supports the hypothesis that their action expressed the absence of hope, and thus the absence for them of a connection between justice and hope.  Justice meant retribution and nothing more. What we must avenge is the destruction of our selves and the resulting replacement of self-love with self-hate.  The shame felt for the self follows its humiliation at the hands of the other.  Justice then means humiliating others.  The act of suicide expresses an implicit acknowledgment of hate’s real object: the self.  


The absence of hope acts as a limit on hate.  While those who hope want retribution, they also want something more, and this hope for something more overcomes limits that might otherwise restrict what hate can accomplish.  Those who hate but also hope seek to attain a goal beyond destruction because they imagine that what has been lost can be regained, which makes destruction also a means to an end.  If hope is not present, but justice is, then once retribution has been gained or those seeking it die trying, nothing remains: no meaning, no purpose.  Hope aims at more than this, so we need to separate the attachment of hope to hate from its attachment to revenge, though revenge can be an important part of hopeful hate as well.

Hopeful Hate


The Al-Qa’ida justifies its attack on the World Trade Center on the grounds of justice, and in the language of vengeance.  First, America is judged responsible for all oppression of the Muslim, and for the suffering and death caused by that oppression.  Due to its siege of Iraq, America is responsible for the deaths of millions of Muslims, including over a million children killed annually.  The deaths in the attack on the World Trade Center are far from adequate to balance this loss: “We have the right to kill 4 million Americans—2 million of them children—and to exile twice as many and wound and cripple hundreds of thousands” (MEMRI 2002). 


But, justice means more than calculating how many must die to assure equity of the dead.  It also means driving the infidel from the homeland.  If only a count of the dead were at stake, hope would not enter into the equation.  But justice for the Al-Qa’ida also means reestablishing the Muslim religion in its rightful place.  Beyond the sharing of humiliation and suffering there is the hope that shame can be erased as those who felt shame return to their rightful position.  How can the Muslim accept humiliation and inferiority “when he knows that his nation was created to stand at the center of leadership, at the center of hegemony and rule, at the center of ability and sacrifice?  How can [he] possibly [accept humiliation and inferiority] when he knows that the [divine] rule is that the entire earth must be subject to the religion of Allah—not to the East, not to the West—to no ideology and to no path except for the path of Allah?” (MEMRI 2002).  Justice means triumph over the infidel not simply by shifting the feeling of shame onto him, but also by retrieving the good object he has taken away.


Osama bin Laden exemplifies the individual created for a life of hopeful hate.  During his formative years, both of his parents appeared then disappeared, came sometimes as the good object, sometimes as the bad.  Osama’s mother, Hamida  “clung to the little Osama. When he tried to separate and individuate from her … she reacted with rejection, abandoning him emotionally.”  She then abandoned him physically when she was sent away from Jeddah, returning periodically for short visits.  Osama’s father, Mohammed, “enforced a tough discipline and tyrannized” his sons “with a strict religious and moral code” imposed by “beatings and floggings when [they] ‘misbehaved.’”  But Mohammed also “adored all his children” taking them on sailing and camping trips (Falk 2001).  The repetition of the loss of the good object, its replacement by a bad object, and the return of the good object may have served to organize Osama’s mental life around the idea that what has been lost can be regained if the bad object can be permanently removed from the landscape.  The seeds of hope were thus planted with the seeds of hate.  The lack of any reliable good object and the repeated assault on his sense of himself as worthy of love will have shifted the balance in his emotional life in the direction of hate.  At the same time, the episodic return of the good object served to keep hope alive.  The result was a powerful fusion of hate with hope.


The result of Osama’s early experience was not simply the fusion of hate with hope, however.  Another powerful factor was the formation of a grandiose self-fantasy as a defense against shame and self-hatred.  In his psychobiography, Avner Falk emphasizes Osama’s identification with his narcissistic mother who had been isolated and ostracized by a family that came to refer to her as the slave and to Osama as son of the slave (Falk 2001).  His mother’s narcissism combined with the absence of his father left Osama with an intense identification with a denigrated female self-construct.  The fusion of hate with hope was forged, then, on a foundation of shame and self-hatred, which meant, in this case, that the fusion of hate with hope would also incorporate a defense against shame in the form of a fantasized grandiose self.


The fusion of hate with hope assures that action driven by hate will not be episodic, seemingly senseless, violence, but a part of a connected and organized campaign.  Hopeful hate is, then, hate organized, multiplied, channeled, and driven by a relentless force.  The most dramatic expressions of hate in action result from the attachment of hope to hate.  Groups use hope to mobilize and organize hate.  Indeed, groups subsist on the nutrients provided by their members’ hate.  Not only does the love that binds members of the group through identification also require that hate be directed at those outside, as Freud emphasizes (1961: 56-9), but hate also binds the members of the group together.  Hate binds the group together when the needed love is not to be had in the here and now but in the hoped for future.  


Yet, the future to which I have just alluded is not one whose distance from the present can be measured in the usual way, in units of real time.  This is because the fusion of hope with hate means that hate gains strength from hope, so that, without hope, hate becomes only a pale reflection of itself, the sort of pale reflection of hate we found on the Navajo reservation.  In his essay on group life, Wilfred Bion points out that "only by remaining a hope does hope persist" (1961, pp. 151-2).  This means that hope achieved is hope lost, and, therefore, when hate is attached to hope, hope’s object must never be attained.  For, if it is, hate remains, but now without hope.  Under these conditions, hope is not the antidote to hate, but the nutrient that keeps hate alive.

Hate, Hope, and Faith

A hopeful attitude is one of expectation about the future, one in which the future holds the promise of desire fulfilled.  Our unhappiness at our failure to gratify our desire is muted by the fantasy of gratification.  This fantasy is made that much more effective an antidote for misery when we combine it with expectation.  Hope offers the prospect that fantasy will become real, or at least it seems to, thereby making the fantasy something more than a fantasy, the thought of gratification something more than a wish. 


Hope transfers gratification into the future.  Yet, while hope is an attitude we have about the future, it is also a continuation of an experience of frustration from the past.  To hope for is to wish for with the added element of expectation.  Thus hope is also the memory of frustration.  So, to keep hope alive is to keep the memory of frustration and disappointment alive.


Since hope only persists by remaining a hope, we can keep hope alive only so far as the hoped for object is and remains unattainable.  We may see in this a defect in the world, one that must be fixed if hope is to be fulfilled.  Hope, then, drives our struggle against the evil that has taken over in our world.  But the defect is not in the world but in hope's object.  Hope persists when we take the unattainable for our object, when nothing that is or could be in reality will gratify our desire.  To give up hope means to give up the idealized object, which is to betray our ideals.   Hope is a way of saying that gratification is only in fantasy, not in reality, in the sweet hereafter not in the world we live in.


Wishing applies where an outcome cannot be assured by will, but requires the intervention of a higher power.  This higher power must choose to grant the wish.  In so doing, that power selects us for special attention.  Conceived in this way, what we wish for is to be the object of this special attention.  The wish is that special attention be paid to our wants, which is to say to our selves.   In this way, the wish seeks a relationship with the power capable of satisfying all want.  


As Anna Potamianou points out, the connection just considered involves hope in fantasies of omnipotence, since in hope nothing is impossible.  Rather than accept the loss of the object through the mourning process, hope expresses the continued link with that object.  But, our recourse to hope expresses the fact that the object has proven unreliable in the past.  This unreliability makes our connection with the object a danger in that it makes us vulnerable to disappointment.  The omnipotent object may gratify, but it may not, and the hopeful attitude expresses both the wish for gratification and the likelihood of frustration.  With hope, especially in the form of "hopeful waiting," the desired object is neither given up nor attained.  Rather, a "compromise is accomplished whereby hope eternalizes the desire, which, however, is not fulfilled" (Potamianou 1997: 58).  Thus, the hope for the object also keeps that object at a safe distance. 


The connection of hope to a grandiose fantasy also assures it must never be fulfilled, since any fulfillment that binds desire to reality cannot live up to the fantasy.  Since gratification means the connection with an all-powerful object, reality must inevitably fall short.  And to avoid the inevitable disappointment, we replace gratification with hope.  Here again, the absence of mourning is essential, since the alternative to the replacement of gratification with hope is to accept the loss of omnipotence, and of the omnipotent object.  Because of this, giving up hope need not lead to despair, since it can also lead to the emergence of desire for a real gratification in the world as it is and can be (Potamianou 1997: 59).


It may seem odd to characterize the attitude of the hate group toward its objective as one of hope since hate carries a conviction lacking in those who merely hope, and prompts action rather than the passive waiting the term hope suggests.  The transformation of passivity into action begins with the transformation of hope into faith, which is accomplished by dispelling the element of doubt implied in the attitude of hope.  What we doubt is that the good object will return.  To cope with doubt is to cope with the experience of loss, which means that our faith must be in proportion to our doubt.  If faith is a defense against doubt, and therefore against knowing loss, the experience that fuels our hate is also the experience that fuels our faith.  Thus, we mobilize hate against our capacity to doubt.
  

The transformation of hope into faith does not fully answer the question of action since faith can also express itself in the passive attitude we associate with hope.   Where hate plays a major role, action is vital since only action can release aggression onto an external object.  But, if faith means having no doubt that the good object will, indeed, return, then why must those who have faith act?  How do they come to take justice into their own hands?

Those who take justice into their own hands do so to express their identification with a higher power that is also the repository of their faith and hope.  This higher power is the externalization of a grandiose self.  Identification with the grandiose self means that those who hate are now the higher power in which they place their faith and have no doubt.  Thus the hate movement comes into being and hate comes to be fully organized when hate is fused with hope, when the purging of doubt transforms hope into faith, and when identification with the higher power in which we have invested our hope makes us responsible for achieving justice and creating a world suitable for hope’s object.  

***

For some, hope sustains life during dark moments when attaining what we most desire has fallen outside our control.  Some cannot allow themselves to hope because hope brings with it the prospect of a disappointment too painful to bear.  For some, hope organizes life because it takes the place of gratification and in that way prevents disappointment.   When hope substitutes for a gratification whose attainment offers more to fear than desire, it is likely that hate will substitute for love, and the attachment of hope to hate will find fertile soil.  
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