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Introduction: 
From Erida to Eirene


Hatred is one of the most complex experiences people can have. It requires little imagination to recognize expressions of hate around you and, perhaps, also inside you. Occasionally, following the evening news is enough to realize how hatred also causes major cross-border conflicts between peoples or groups within a country. IS, Boko Haram, Syria, Myanmar, and the Israeli–Palestinian conflict are just a few current examples of this. Furthermore, hate appears to wither relationships between individuals. Family stories indicate how easily material banalities can give rise to long-lasting hatred and conflicts between brothers and sisters. The negative effects of bullying at school and at work are reflected in the pain of the victims. In addition, in recent years, the availability of the internet and social media simplifies remote hate. Hate has many faces and seems to be everywhere, that much is clear.

To symbolize the general human nature of hatred, we introduce the term ‘Erida complex.’ By this term, we refer to every person’s ability to experience hatred and potential to engage in hatred should the circumstances require it. We derive this term from Greek mythology, which portrays the goddess Erida as the goddess of hate. In this book, we derive the term ‘Eridaic,’ a neologism, to refer to the intentions and actions that are closely related to hatred.

The most important consequence of confrontation with hatred is the degeneration of relationships between people into deserts, as philosopher Hannah Arendt puts it in her work ‘Was ist Politik?’ (1993). Erida does her job. Hate turns a community into a less and less fertile oasis in which people cannot develop together. Dry ground that forms between people — the desert — leads to fear of others, of strangers, of the new. That is why people prefer to build bulkheads up rather than look for opportunities to develop a strong community together. That choice deludes them into thinking that they are safe. Hate is also at the root of most major conflicts between peoples with devastating consequences. 

Opposite Erida, the symbol of hatred, we place Eirene, the Greek goddess of peace. Erida must not have the last word. Whoever is open to that, can observe many ‘eirenic’ initiatives both to prevent hatred (for example, anti-bullying programs) and to tackle its consequences in a constructive way (for example, restorative approaches on a small and large scale). That people end up in situations in which they suffer injustice and feelings of hatred from others is often unavoidable. How they deal with that hatred, however, is a choice. Hate does not have to be fate. Whether one contributes with hate to the desertification of relationships or opts for an eirenic approach is the freedom that every person has. That freedom makes hatred powerless.

In this book we refer to the paradox of hate. It is a powerful destructive force and, at the same time, it is powerless against people making the positive choice to transcend it and develop relationships that are a source of peace. In this book, we opt for a nuanced and broad approach to the complex phenomenon of hate. To do this, it is necessary to correctly understand the phenomenon, which is why we start with an investigation into the essence of hate. The questions ‘What is hate?’ and ‘Where is hate expressed?’ constitute the core of the first chapter. Then, we analyze the factors and processes that provide an insight into the ‘why’ of hate. The road that someone follows from experiencing feelings of hate and, possibly, hateful behavior, with radical consequences as a result, is the theme of the third chapter. We call that ‘the way of Erida.’ Not only the victim and hater are involved but also the bystanders and the community. Hate affects everyone. In three consecutive chapters, we subsequently describe different levels of Eridaic behavior — hatred between individuals, between groups and between nations. Opposite the road of Erida is the eirenic road — the road to peace. That is why, in the last chapter, we look for the possibilities to constructively deal with hate and to promote peace so that the ground between people remains an oasis, i.e., fertile.

 

 




Chapter 1 
Roots of Hatred


‘Hate is a pressing burden; he causes the heart to sink deep into the chest and lies heavy as a tombstone on all joys.’

—Goethe


1. Hate — A Complex Dynamic


For centuries writers and poets, and also psychologists and philosophers, have been fascinated by the phenomenon of hatred. In accordance with their backgrounds, they focus on different aspects of hate and use different perspectives. To the simple question ‘What is hate?’, obtaining a clear answer is, therefore, not possible. We develop a nuanced definition in this chapter, which takes into account a wide range of factors and processes, both on a personal and on a broad, societal level. An analysis of many definitions1 teaches us that hate is a process that contains three components — namely, a feeling, a conviction, and a behavior.


1.1 Hate as a process


Hate is first and foremost a process. It is much more than just a characteristic. The person—hater or hate victim—is both the subject and direct object, depending on whether or not a real, threatening experience (of himself or others) leads to negative feelings (anger, jealousy, aversion, etc.) that might incite a person to act.

Hate usually keeps a person in its grasp for a long time, sometimes for life. It is dynamic and can possibly develop further—become more intense and violent, more visible, involve more parties, etc. Paul Ekman mentions that hate is a persistent, intense antipathy, accompanied by horror and contempt as a result of suffering2. Hate gnaws and takes over a hater, so that he becomes obsessed with the hated person or group. The hate victim, too, risks being involved with hate for a long time. For example, a permanent confrontation with a perpetrator of a hate crime can lead to negative consequences for a victim. In that case, the victim hates the perpetrator more and more (e.g., a drunk driver drives a car, a child dies, the driver is barely punished and subsequently shows up in the village acting cheerfully as if nothing happened). The media can also keep hatred alive by repeatedly giving attention to a hating person or group.

In major hate-driven conflicts, those in power can use all kinds of resources to ensure that what once ignited the hatred of their followers is not extinguished. A very traditional means to keep a group together is to always confront it with a hate message through songs, slogans, and banners. To be effective, these means must appeal to the emotions of the people for whom they are intended. At the political level, propaganda, scare tactics, defamation campaigns, and indoctrination are known means. Then, there are also emotional languages, images and symbols (e.g., a clenched boxing glove). Currently social media and cyber life are of great importance. We return to this in more detail in the fourth chapter. 

Doing nothing does not extinguish hate. If the underlying problem is not solved, hate continues to simmer and influence people’s perceptions. ‘The sticking to hatred is like holding a hot piece of coal with the intention to throw it at someone; you are the one who burns himself’ (Buddha).


1.2 A combination of feelings, beliefs and behavior


What do people feel when they say ‘I hate this or that person or group’? Hate is always caught in a tangle of feelings. It does not stand alone but is always connected with other feelings, such as anger, anger, suspicion, aversion, etc. ‘When I think of that man, I immediately feel angry again and at the same time I experience a disgust, a strong aversion to him for what he did to me; also the fear of ever meeting him again’ (an imagined example of a victim of rape). 

Hate is always accompanied by a belief or an idea about the objects of said hatred; for example, ‘Islam is a hate religion’ or ‘Walloons are lazy people.’ A belief is a subjective representation (of an aspect) of reality. Beliefs help people give meaning to or explain their own experiences or events. Of course, beliefs can originate from a totally wrong assumption—for example, the belief that the other is inferior, unreliable, a threat, or has bad intentions. Colin Crouch3 warns of the consequences of these kinds of beliefs: ‘If you are full of emotions and hatred, you no longer need facts or truth.’

Robert and Karin Sternberg4 states that a hating person feels obliged or entitled through his beliefs to devalue, despise, or hate the other person and knock him down. The conviction of one’s own moral correctness is accompanied by the conviction of the moral inferiority of the other. Every conviction can further degenerate into an ‘ism’—eventually evolving into a dogmatic belief when a person identifies to an excessive degree with his conviction. Dogmatic beliefs are dangerous when they are accompanied by a negative attitude towards others linked to destructive practices against them. A recent horrible example is the Islamic State (IS), which considers itself the only true form of Islam. That is why IS members believe that they are allowed to kill all non-true believers. Other examples of dangerous dogmatism in history include the Inquisition, the Crusades, and McCarthyism in America. Senator McCarthy wanted to cleanse America of communist beliefs through persecuting and suspecting many people. Incidentally, personal beliefs are not necessarily always clear even to the person himself. They can unconsciously invade the mind. Quasi-unnoticed, they can change the person’s perceptions, feelings, and behaviors, which is why hatred can be present in people in a dormant state of consciousness, the causes hardly clear to the person himself5.

The third component of hate is behavior. However, we must clarify that this is only a possible component because hate does not always or necessarily lead to externally visible negative behavior towards others. For instance, one can fantasize that one is doing something to another person without actually putting those fantasies into action. 


1.3 Individual and social


Hate is always both an individual and a social phenomenon.6 It is happening on the one hand, in a person— through their feelings, thinking, and behavior. On the other hand, others are also involved. Hate can be directed against a concrete person or against a group, even one with which a person has no prior relationship or experience. It can also be focused on something as abstract as an ideology, life itself, or humanity as a whole.

Hate does not develop in a vacuum. It always concerns social interactions between people — someone who feels like a victim and someone who causes this feeling. However, there is more to it. Hate is also socially constructed. This means that the social environment plays an important role in the development of hate. How someone defines and experiences his or her own situation depends on the beliefs and words that a culture uses to observe and interpret certain phenomena. Moreover, the social context determines which feelings are acceptable or not. In addition, opinions about other people and groups are social constructs that help determine whether and how someone develops hate. Seeing hatred only as an individual phenomenon or a form of individual violence would, therefore, be reductive7 and stand in the way of good understanding.

It narrows our understanding to approach hatred as a pathological phenomenon. In principle, anyone could hate. A lot of hatred manifests itself in people who are not disturbed in any way. In many cultures and at many times, hate is not uncommon. It may, for example, be an alternative mechanism for the suppression of people and groups. That is why it is necessary to look behind individual hate actions to understand the social and cultural context in which they occur.

In conclusion, we define hate here as a complex, negative, and constant emotional process that is accompanied by beliefs that devalue the other (person or group with which one may or may not have prior personal experience). Furthermore, in this process the hating person distances oneself from the other, eventually resulting in intended, real, or fictional violent behavior.


2. From hate to crime


It makes sense to distinguish between forms of hatred that are negative for a victim without being a crime and real hate crimes. Many psychologists and experts state that there is no generally applicable definition of a hate crime8. This has to do with great cultural differences in countries, with different social norms that apply with different political interests. For example, the grounds for discrimination are not the same everywhere. In some countries, discriminations based on gender and disability are well-founded reasons for charges and penalties, while other countries go much further and also accept religion, political beliefs, and sexual orientation to be grounds for discrimination. Some hate crimes, e.g., serious forms of bullying, are often understood as forms of youthful behavior that society does not take seriously. Other hate crimes go far beyond the suffering that they cause to a victim because, for example, they disrupt an entire nation or country. Terrorism is such an example. A hate crime differs from any other crime because it is a crime for the sake of hatred, where hate is the driving factor, and also because the consequences for victims differ.

In order to achieve some clarity, we describe a hate crime as a form of criminal behavior that is motivated by negative views or attitudes towards (characteristics of) a person or a group. The first factor is that an offender does not accept a victim for being different. This does not necessarily have to be the result of personal experiences. Views, culturally acquired through education and formation, often play an important role. The laws in many countries regard some elements of diversity as grounds for discrimination—hence, also as the basis of a hate crime. Other factors, such as embarrassment, are not sufficient grounds for the law to regard them as discrimination. This theme is discussed in more detail in the fourth chapter. In addition, a hate crime can, of course, also be motivated by something that a victim owns and an offender does not. Envy, resulting from a possession, a success, or a position that a victim has and an offender does not, is an important source of hate. Another source is frustration. This can arise from negative experiences between offenders and victims, or between offenders and people who have a relationship with or are similar to the victims.


3. The Erida complex


To emphasize the general human nature of hatred, we propose the term ‘Erida complex’9. The Erida complex refers to the possibility that exists in every person to experience hatred and even to conduct hate behavior, should the circumstances require it. The term is derived from Greek mythology, which portrays Erida as the goddess of hate. The origin of this goddess is unclear. Some sources mention her as the sister and companion of Ares, the god of war. Others see her as the daughter of Eris. Still others state that the names Eris and Erida belong to the same goddess. 

Erida’s greatest pleasure was to cause trouble. Her anger was never fully satisfied. She had a golden apple that shone so much that everyone wanted to own it. When she threw the apple between friends, their friendship was instantly over; when she threw it between her enemies, wars began. By an act of Erida, for example, the Trojan War started. The story goes that Zeus organized a wedding for Peleus, the young king of Thessaly, and Thetis, the beautiful leader of the sea nymphs. All the gods and goddesses were invited to the wedding except Erida. She was furious and threw one of her golden controversies into the crowd of guests and shouted: ‘The most beautiful of the goddesses may have it!’ Hera, Athena, and Aphrodite hurried to pick up the apple, each thinking they were the most beautiful one. Of course, they ended up arguing with each other about who deserved the apple. The wedding party broke off and the goddesses went back to Mount Olympus, angry and still arguing. In another story, supreme god Zeus sent her to the camp of the Achaeans in order to plant hatred in their hearts while they slept. When the soldiers woke up in the morning, they only heard words of hatred and felt the urge to fight.


4. The many-sided face of hate


Hate comes in many forms—some very visible, others hidden or even invisible. Sometimes it is about relational issues between two people, sometimes it is about groups in relation to each other or parts of society. Certain forms of hatred are so commonplace that most people would not even consider them hate anymore. Consider, for example, the sexist jokes and statements about women or destructive language that some politicians use against one another, about which the media make no critical comments. Other forms manifest in such a damaging manner that almost everyone would define them as hate (e.g., assassination attacks based on a belief or lack thereof). In short, the phenomenon is very complex and, at the same time, it is present everywhere. Hence, it is necessary to first create order in that chaos through a short schematic representation of how hatred is expressed. Later on, we zoom in on some striking forms of hate in consecutive chapters.

To constitute a form of hatred, a behavior must meet the three criteria from our definition: negative beliefs about the victim, intentionally violent real or fictional behavior against the victim, and emotions. The pyramid of hate, shown in Figure 1, gives a hierarchical order of these forms of hate.10
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Figure 1. Pyramid of Hate (source: Overcoming hate)


4.1 Types of Everyday Habits


Everyday human traffic shows all kinds of hatred. A few of these seem, in the eyes of many people, banal and are certainly not designated as hate. For the victims, such so-called ‘banal’ hate speech can have a significant meaning. Yet, they often do not dare to discuss those experiences with others—for example, out of the fear of coming across as over-sensitive.

The first form of such ‘everyday’ hatred has to do with communication with and about the victim: bullying, mocking, ridiculing, gossip, tactless humor, or insensitive comments that should be considered humor. In this group, only bullying receives significant attention nowadays in upbringing, education, and business. Prior to this, a number of tragic suicide cases by victims of bullying had to occur in order for this to receive media attention.

Excluding people socially is a second form of generally unremarkable hate behavior. This can take many forms: ignoring people, not giving someone a say, not inviting someone to an event, not admitting someone to a group of friends, etc. The perpetrators use blame for certain behavior characteristics of the victim: he is weird, he is different from us, he does not fit in the group, he is a bastard, etc. 

Hazing is a phenomenon that is often partly inspired by hatred. Hazing or baptism is about a ritual, often not subtle and sometimes downright harmful, conducted to accept someone as a new member of a group. Bullying and humiliation of the newcomer appears to be the order of the day. The undertone among those who lead the hazing is often one of outrage at the newcomers. Hazing is a practice that still exists in many social groups, such as gangs, sports teams, schools, and military units. The initiation rites can range from relatively benign jokes to behavioral patterns that count as abuse or criminal misconduct. It can involve both physical and psychological as well as sexual abuse and, therefore, also criminal offenses.


4.2 Prejudices


The deliberate use of prejudices, which devalue a person or group and have negative consequences for victims, is a common form of hate. A prejudice is an opinion that does not correspond to the facts. That opinion is generally not based on personal experiences and its basis lacks knowledge or, even, has wrong reasoning. There are many types of prejudices. We discuss a few of them here.

Stigmatization

To describe someone with negative labels in order to devalue and damage him or her as a person is usually a subtle process, which could cause the stigmatized person to identify with that label. ‘The master says that I am a stupid child, so I must be stupid.’ ‘Mama says she’s sad because I am a naughty child, so I must be a naughty child.’ For someone to identify with a label, it is necessary for others to have more than just a label to stick onto them—they must also treat the person according to that label. The so-called ‘stupid child’ is no longer allowed to answer questions in class. The mom constantly reminds the child that they cannot be naughty. It is still important to state that the label does not necessarily have to conform to the truth to have negative consequences. The stigma really goes deep for a person when not only the original labeling person uses the label but when others appropriate that label to stigmatize them. The result can be social expulsion. The labeling person’s behavior is sometimes dictated by the process of projection. It is a psychological defense mechanism by which the labeling person attributes their own weaknesses to the other. For example: ‘I am stingy and because I don’t like that feature, I attribute that stinginess to someone else. Further, I label him or her for it and put that person in a negative light.’

In essence, all forms of dogmatism and fundamentalism risk devaluing people that do not share one’s own convictions. In Nazi Germany, this led to the Jews literally having to attach a star to their clothing to be recognizable as Jewish. Stigmatizing is a technique that the most authoritarian regimes handle to humiliate their enemies or people who think differently.

Xenophobia

Assigning negative characteristics to people we don’t know is the definition of xenophobia: it is a fear of strangers. It doesn’t matter who those strangers are: migrants, refugees, people with different customs, religious or philosophical views, etc. Resulting from a fear of the unknown or, more specifically, from a fear that strangers will threaten their own situation, fearful people attribute negative characteristics to those strangers. It is a mechanism that, for example, extreme right-wing political parties use with verve. The success of such parties makes it clear that people can easily take over negative labels even though they themselves might have no personal experience with people of foreign origin.

Often, the devaluation of others is accompanied by the conviction of the added value of one’s own group and by upgrading one’s own qualities—which is ethnocentrism. A strong sense of belonging to one’s own group, such as one’s own tribe, is also called tribalism. This is accompanied by a collective resistance to strangers who do not belong to one’s own group.

Chauvinism

We also want to mention chauvinism here. The term originates from a French soldier, Nicolas Chauvin. His absolute loyalty to Napoleon was regularly mocked in French folk theatre of the early nineteenth century, giving him a semi-mythical status. The term refers to a phenomenon of an exaggerated awareness of one’s own strengths and qualities. Often, that insight realizes that there is a reason to feel superior to other groups. For instance, male chauvinism represents men as superior to women. Political chauvinism finds one’s own state better than other states. Nationalism is also to be regarded as a form of chauvinism. Hannah Arendt says that: 

Chauvinism is an almost natural product or the national concept in so far as it springs directly from the old idea of the ‘national mission’...A nation’s mission might be interpreted exactly as bringing its light to other, less fortunate peoples that, for whatever reason, have miraculously been left by history without a national mission. As long as this concept remained in the rather vague realm of national or equally nationalistic pride, it frequently resulted in a high sense of responsibility for the welfare of backward people.11

According to Arendt, a problem arises when chauvinism develops into an ideology that justifies the subjugation of other peoples.

Scapegoats

The phenomenon of the scapegoat must also be given attention. Making someone a scapegoat means that, based on alleged behavior, a person is held responsible for a generally negative event and, therefore, he deserves punishment or disadvantage. Thus, for example, people of another origin are declared as the cause of one‘s own lesser situation (they come to threaten our prosperity, they take my work, etc.) and then they are declared persona non grata (their children may not play with my children, may not come to my son’s birthday party, etc.).

Often, it is internal tension that leads a group to declare one of its (weaker) members as a scapegoat. He would then be the cause of existing problems and others can avoid blaming themselves. For instance, tensions might exist in a family. One of the children, the one with the more deviant behavior (rebellion, being rude, not keeping to agreements, mental disorder) would, for example, get the scapegoat label simply because he causes difficulties in the family. The other members of the family feel free of guilt and as if the problems are not their fault.

The problem is that, in most situations, the scapegoat holds up a mirror to the other members of a group about what is unpleasant for them. To declare the deviant person to be a scapegoat invalidates his message and saves the others from experiencing negative feelings. With the removal of the scapegoat from the group, the process is not over because the internal problems are not solved. The most often seen sequel is, then, for the group to designate a new scapegoat. That phenomenon also occurs at a broad social level. For example, if the economy is running poorly and people feel it in their wallets, then they easily blame the foreigners who come and take away their work— ‘the foreigners who come to benefit at our expense,’ etc. That process escalates when political parties and government coalitions adopt that rhetoric and take all kinds of restrictive and even inhumane measures on that basis, which is what happened in Europe during the refugee crisis of 2015–2016.

The scapegoat phenomenon is an important theme in the work of the French philosopher René Girard. He sees scapegoats both in the top layer of society (countless rulers, kings, and emperors have been killed by a furious mob—not always with a good reason) and in the groups who did not conform to the norm (Jews often suffered from this) and with people with striking features (the humpback). On the basis of the study of many myths, Girard comes to his scapegoat theory—people tend to imitate each other and, therefore, also do the same things12. The urge to imitate Girard calls ‘mimesis.’ When humans want the same thing and are not able to achieve it, this inevitably leads to envy and struggle. The result is that society degenerates into a situation of disorder and lack of clarity. People place blame for the chaos onto a scapegoat they persecute. The scapegoat can be a loner but also a group. Although he is innocent, he is not so in the eyes of the persecutors. They get rid of the scapegoat or kill him coldly. However, when a situation of chaos arises again, the group remembers how order was restored the previous time and proceeds to persecute a scapegoat again. The scapegoat phenomenon appears to be a process that repeats itself over and over again in communities. Girard sees the great breakthrough in the Gospels because they reveal the scapegoat mechanism. They clearly show that the persecuted is innocent and that the persecutors do not know what they are doing.

Nativism

Nativism is a strong form of anti-immigration, involving the original residents from a country or territory who claim privileged status over people that have come from elsewhere. This is accompanied by enmity towards those newcomers with the argument that they would be of less interest. Often, nativism occurs when the original inhabitants feel threatened by the number or culture of the migrants. Thus, the United States of America experienced a form of nativism from the original North American Indians, who considered the Whites to be a threat to their culture. Afterwards an anti-Catholic nativism developed at the end of the nineteenth century (anti-Catholicism), when the protestant Americans saw themselves threatened due to an influx of large groups of Irish Catholics. Later on, anti-German and anti-Chinese nativism arose in America. Closer to home, in France, Algerian migration was at the basis of Le Pen‘s nativism and his Front National Party.


4.3. Discrimination


Discrimination is the distinction made between people based on certain characteristics leading to different treatment. Discrimination often hides a form of hatred towards the discriminated. Discrimination results from beliefs that deal negatively with people who do not meet the set criteria. The criteria that groups use to discriminate against others are many, including:

— sex

— age

— sexual orientation

— ethnicity

— nationality

— social economic status

— regional location

— external features such as hair length and clothing

— body type

— physical or mental disability

— religious and philosophical beliefs

— political convictions

We limit ourselves here to this list because these forms of discrimination are further discussed in the chapter on interpersonal forms of hate. We would like to elaborate on forms of discrimination exerted by those in power, which is known as institutional discrimination. We discuss segregation and apartheid, eugenics, racial quotas, and the caste system.

Segregation 

Segregation is when the government separates certain people on the basis of laws or regulations.13 Blacks, for example, could not go to the same schools as Whites in the US and South Africa. 

Apartheid

Apartheid was the official system of racial segregation that was in operation between 1948 and 1990 in South Africa and current Namibia. The African word ‘apartheid’ means ‘being different.’ It is used as loan word, untranslated, in many other languages. The first known use of the word in this sense is in a 1919 speech by Jan Smuts, who was the prime minister of South Africa at the time. The purpose of apartheid was to maintain White dominance, which is why the government had to separate the local population. Many apartheid laws were introduced from 1948 and legalized racial discrimination, such as: 

— 1949: Marriage between a White person and a Black person was forbidden.

— 1950: Sexual intercourse between Whites and colored people (half-breeds, who were situated just a little higher on the social ladder than Blacks) was forbidden.

— The introduction of home countries: places designated by Whites in which Blacks were allowed to settle (the Black majority, 80%, received 13% of the total land area). This is the so-called ‘Great Apartheid.’

— Non-White people (Blacks, colored people, Asians) received a work ban in urban areas.

— Introduction of the law against communism, which was actually a prohibition of any form of opposition to the government.

— 1953: The establishment of a separate education system, generally of poor quality, for Blacks. Each variety received its own public facilities (with those of the Whites being the best, of course).

— 1956: Whites were given priority on the labor market and they were the only ones eligible for good jobs.

Eugenics

Governments or rulers repeatedly have had programs developed with which they try to control the genetic composition of a population. In 1907, the United States of America adopted eugenic legislation.14 Under the banner of that legislation, more than 64,000 people were sterilized. A positive report about the results of the sterilizations in California (where, by far, the most sterilizations were carried out) demonstrated, according to the Nazis, that an extensive sterilization program would be practicable and humane. The Nazis themselves forced more than 450,000 people, such as the handicapped, to be sterilized so that they could no longer reproduce. Based on a so-called euthanasia policy, they also killed tens of thousands of people with physical limitations. The claim that Jews would be inferior to the Aryan race was a sufficient reason for killing them too. They also established so-called ‘Lebensborn institutions’ with the sole aim to bring as many Aryan babies as possible into the world. China was also unquestionably active with eugenics. In 1994, China introduced the ‘Mother’s infant healthcare law.’ That law made screening on ‘genetic diseases of a serious nature’ mandatory before marriage. If such a disease was diagnosed, the person in question was not allowed to marry or had to commit to the use of contraceptives or sterilization.

Race quotas

A race quota is a number that shows how many people of a certain race (usually not White) may participate in an organization or institution (e.g., school). It can be intended as a form of positive discrimination that ensures that enough people belong to an organization or institution. However, there is a lot of discussion about whether these quotas are useful. South Africa is the best example. Black people were admitted only sparingly15. In Brazil, a riot arose when, in 2009, the government wanted to connect university access to racial quotas. Most students at public universities belonged to the middle and upper classes. According to a UNESCO study, hardly 6% of Black people aged 18 to 24 went to university in Brazil16. The bill from Lula’s government wanted to correct that situation with quotas for Black and native Brazilians in technical schools and universities from the public network. The quotas were related to the population composition in every state. For example, in the northeastern state of Bahía, where the majority were Black, relatively more Black students could enroll in a university than in a less Black southern state. The opponents called the quota ‘a form of reverse racism.’ 113 intellectuals, academics, and artists spoke out against the quotas because they would disadvantage the non-Black poor.

Caste systems

The caste system is a division of society into groups. Castes find their origins in Hinduism. It is a form of social hierarchy that is based on origin and occupation. Someone born in a low caste can never go to another caste17. India, in particular, is known for its caste system. In addition, a series of other countries have a caste system, including Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Bali, Japan, Somalia, and Yemen. The castes in India are18:

—	Brahmins: the priestly and learned class

—	Kshatriyas: the warriors and rulers

—	Vaishyas: farmers and traders

—	Shudras: the citizens and workers

—	Then, there are the pariahs, the untouchables (Dalits)—none of whom belong to a caste. They form a so-called outside caste that must do the dirty work in society. They are not allowed to touch anyone from another caste with their hand. In South Asia, this is a group of about 260 million people19. Children (child labor) and women (sexual abuse), in particular, suffer the most under this system.


4.4 Violence 


In addition to hidden hatred, there are also all kinds of examples of violence that are linked to hate. We distinguish here individual violence, collective violence, and abuse of power or institutional violence. We think of abuse, murder, and vandalism. Although we discuss this violence in two separate chapters, we want to provide some additional clarification here.

Group Rape

With group rape, several men abuse one or more girls sexually. Group rape in countries such as India and Pakistan has recently received some media attention.20 Warring groups, such as IS, would also be systematic guilty of group rapes. Perhaps the phenomenon occurs everywhere. In 2012, 232 girls and women in Belgium were victims of group rape21. With those violent practices, men confirm their dominant position over women, the powerful against the vulnerable22.

Wilding

Wilding means behaving antisocially in an unpredictable way. An example would be a gang that goes in search of sex, loot, and pleasure at night by means of violence. It is, therefore, a slang term that refers to the practice of plundering in groups, terrorizing with swagger and bullying strangers. The term was launched by the media in 1989 following the murder of a jogger Trisha Meili in Central Park, New York.

Hate groups

Another form of violence is so-called ‘hate groups.’ These are groups that very consciously propagate hate against people with certain characteristics. At the same time, they commit violence against people with those characteristics. Extreme right-wing organizations, White domination organizations, motorcycle gangs and neo-Nazi associations are just a few examples. We devote a separate chapter to this phenomenon.

Witch hunt

The term ‘witch hunt’ has a double meaning. Historically, it is the persecution of initially women, usually old, poor, and single, who were accused of witchcraft. Afterwards, men, children, and dignitaries also were accused of witchcraft. That meant that they were suspected of using supernatural means, such as making a pact with the devil to harm other people — e.g., a child dying or the outbreak of the plague. From the fifth to the end of the seventeenth century, an estimated 40,000 to 100,000 women were killed due to alleged witchcraft. In the second half of the seventeenth century, the mentality changed. This also changed the views on witchcraft and the treatment of suspected witches. Witch persecution is still a current practice in Africa and Asia. In a figurative sense, a witch hunt today means persecuting people who have a different opinion or behave in a different way. An example of that is the suspicion during the Cold War of people with alleged communist sympathies under the impetus of the American senator Joseph McCarthy. The term is still used regularly to draw attention to a problem. Recently, the media headlined, among other things, a ‘Witch Hunt for Civil Servants’23, ‘Chief of the Police Organizes Witch Hunt for Young People with Joint,‘24 and ‘Russia: The Witch Hunt of President Putin.’25

Abuse of power

When the government or powerful groups in society use violence to destroy people or groups they hate, this is called abuse of power or institutional violence. The death squads in South America are strong examples of this. These are groups of paramilitaries who sow terror by torturing and killing. They often have, among their members, people from army and police circles. Death squads often act through commission or with the approval of governments or armed opposition groups. Companies sometimes appear to use them to compete with their competitors or to threaten union members. They often have imaginative names: the Black Hand, the Secret Anti-Communist Army, etc. Death squads occur in a large number of countries, including Colombia, Guatemala, Brazil, Algeria, and the Philippines.26 They are armed groups that carry out so-called purification actions. El Salvador is one sad example.27 El Salvador knew death squads during the civil war from 1980 to 1992, which hunted alleged supporters of the guerrilla and left-wing activists. The Sombra Negra (Black Shadow), for instance, was an armed group that turned out to be partly made up of police officers. The civil war claimed 75,000 victims. In other countries in Central and South America, illegal armed groups also go after alleged criminals. In Guatemala, human rights organizations have been pointing out this issue since 2007. They accuse the police and the judiciary of not prosecuting the perpetrators. In the North Brazilian Pernambuco state, it was estimated that 70% of the murders in the state were the work of death squads in 2007. Often there are also police officers or former police officers involved in those ‘cleansing actions.’ 

Crimes against humanity

Crimes against humanity exemplify cruelty and inhumanity. These are governments that systematically commit violence on a defined group of people. In other words—they are directed against the human dignity and not against humanity as a whole.28 Rüter29 characterizes a crime against humanity as a government-led or tolerated, more or less systematic persecution based on race, religion, political conviction, and the like, insofar as this persecution leads to the degradation of legal assets such as life, physical integrity, and freedom. IS’ practices are an example of crimes against humanity. They concern mass slaughter of ethnic and religious groups, beheadings, sexual slavery, and forced pregnancy. The IS has men, women, and children beheaded, executed, and stoned in public places, towns, and villages in northeastern Syria. The bodies of the victims are often hung on crosses for three days and their heads impaled on posts as a ‘warning’ to the population about what awaits them as it does not follow the dictates of the armed group. At least that is the conclusion of a Commission of Inquiry into Crimes in Syria, established by the United Nations.30


4.5 Genocide and eradication


The worst form of violence based on hatred is, undoubtedly, genocide, where haters kill large groups of people for possessing certain characteristics. Examples of this are the genocide in Armenia, the genocide in Rwanda and the genocide of the Jews during the Second World War. A current example is IS. This form of hate is discussed in detail in the sixth chapter. 


 




Chapter 2 
Why People Hate


‘And if only one decent German existed, he would be worth protecting from the whole barbaric gang and for that one decent German one should not cast out his hatred over a whole people.’	

—Etty Hillesum, March 15, 194131

Whoever has to deal with hatred, as a victim, as a spectator, or as a witness, wants to understand what is happening. Sometimes the answer seems obvious—e.g., if someone takes revenge after being treated badly for a long time. Very often the explanation is less obvious. Why bully some student at school, a child with a disability, when he or she did nothing wrong? Why hate some foreigner groups in the population with whom they have no experience and who they are not troubled by? What drives people to genocide? 

Why do people hate? A simple question but without a simple answer. The reader cannot expect simple answers in this book. This theme is too complex and too important. It is enough to take a look at social media to realize what damage simplism may cause. Simplism, also the trademark of some public figures, does nothing to clarify—it usually dries up the relationships between people. Hannah Arendt speaks about the ‘desertification’ of what is happening between people.32 The reader must also be warned. Even though we try to formulate a nuanced answer to the above ‘why’ question, our answers are colored and incomplete. Colored by our own experiences and by the lenses through which we look at reality. Moreover, we cannot help but always interpret what we perceive. The objective, generally applicable answer is not available. This chapter, therefore, wants to clarify some elements behind the veil. It cannot pretend to explain hate in its entirety or all forms of it. We focus both on what plays out in people themselves as well as on the level of society in which the confrontation between a hater and a victim takes place. Both levels interact. The social, political, and economic situation in which people live, for example, influences the extent to which they feel satisfied or not regarding their basic needs. On the other hand, individual experiences and opinions determine the way in which people shape their social life. People are, therefore, not only the plaything of their social environment. We do not want to fall into determinism, a conviction that actions against hate would not make sense. For example, people can learn to stand critically against a society that tries to influence the way they think and act. They can try to contrast their own ideas and answers. This naturally requires critical awareness, insight, and more than mediocre courage.


1. Opinions


Opinions that people cherish, called ‘cognitions’ in psychology, are an important puzzle piece in understanding hate. The question is whether opinions and beliefs are the same. Yet, there is a difference in nuance. An opinion is an idea about characteristics of people or about a connection between things or people—e.g., Belgians are hard workers or Dutch people are happier than Belgians. People accept these characteristics or relationships as if they were facts without much feeling or emotion. Often, people don‘t really think about their opinions either. Of course, opinions can be wrong. They don’t even have to be based on personal experience. They can be learned through education or from the media. They can also just be adopted from someone. A belief or conviction has something more powerful. The person is sure and wants to defend them too. A belief is more than a factual finding. It possesses an emotional charge, which indicates that a belief is really important for someone. Maybe it is rooted in an experience or in an ideology or philosophy. Someone who says ‘I am convinced’ says something more powerful than the one who says ‘my opinion is...’ For the sake of convenience, we use the more general term ‘opinion’ in this chapter.


1.1 Prejudices


Psychologists study how opinions, especially those in the form of prejudices, arise. Gordon Allport33 clarifies the role of prejudice in the development of hate. According to him, prejudice consists of an antipathy for a person or group based on an incorrect and rigid generalization. It is, thus, both a certain attitude and an opinion. It is important to note that the hating person does not necessarily have to have concrete experiences with a hated person or group. According to Allport, hatred itself is essentially a feeling of extreme aversion and an aggressive impulse towards a person or group. The question is: where do these prejudices come from? Different elements play a role. We limit ourselves here to the ‘we–they mechanism.’ This mechanism is important in the creation and the survival of prejudices. People seem to organize their world based on simple principles by, among other things, making a distinction between their own group, the in-group, and the others, the out-group. A recent term is ‘othering,’ making it clear that the other is not one of us34. Tajfel and Turner conducted meaningful research in this area.35 They state, among other things, that it is advantageous to belong to a group that cherishes high self-esteem. Consequently, the group then considers itself important. People seek that positive self-identity by convincing themselves that their group is valuable and is different from other, inferior groups. Therefore, the members are proud of their membership in those groups and of their social identity.

Staub36 clarifies that the we–they mechanism can be a condition for hate. Those who think in contradictions, perceive and experience members of the out-group through the lens of negative stereotypes. The in-group devalues the others because they are different. Devaluation of people is not hate in itself but is one of the sources from which hatred can develop. That risk increases if the others are seen as a threat to their own group. The result is that one attacks or disadvantages the other group under the guise of protecting themselves. The hate behavior then appears to be legitimate. Those others deserve their fate or treatment because of their negative characteristics or their threatening nature. 
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