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The Affirmative see themselves as heroes crusading against evil – Fighting the good fight – Their infatuation with war and its prevention is inherently dangerous and makes their impacts inevitable.
Hillman, ’04
(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Post–Jungian Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 17-22 , [Abhik])

Halt! Is war abnormal? I find it normal in that it is with us every day and never seems to go away. After World War II subsided and the big conflicts that followed it (India, Korea, Algeria, Biafra, Vietnam, Israel/ Egypt), war went right on. Since 1975 the globe has been engaged in wars in Haiti, Grenada, the Falklands, Peru, Panama, Colombia, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Guatemala; in Lebanon, Palestine, Israel, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait; in Uganda, Rwanda, Mozambique, Angola, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Congo, Eritrea, Chad, Mauritania, Somalia, Algeria (again), Sudan; in Afghanistan, Myanmar, India/Pakistan, Kashmir, Sri Lanka, the Philippines, Cambodia, East Timor, Sumatra, Iran; in Bosnia, Croatia, Kosovo, Ireland, Chechnya, Georgia, Romania, Basque/Spain ... You may know of others; still others only the participants know. Some on this list are still going on as I write, while new ones break out as you read. Some of them are sudden eruptions like the Falklands, and the sheep graze again. Others in places like Algeria and the Sudan and Palestine belong to the normal round, utterly normative for defining daily life. This normal round of warfare has been going on as far back as memory stretches. During the five thousand six hundred years of written history, fourteen thousand six hundred wars have been recorded. Two or three wars each year of human history. Edward Creasy's Fifteen Decisive Battles (1851) and Victor Davis Hanson's Carnage and Culture have taught us that the turning points of Western civilization occur in battles and their "killing sprees": Salamis and Carthage, Tours and Lepanto, Constantinople, Waterloo, Midway, Stalingrad. Which you choose as the top fifteen depends on your own criteria, but the point is carried-the ultimate determination of historical fate depends on battle whose outcome, we have also been taught, depends upon an invisible genius, a leader, a hero, who, at a critical moment, or in prior indefatigable preparation, "saves the day." In him a transcendent spirit is manifested. The battle and its personified epitome, this victor, this genius, become salvational representations in our secular history. Laurels for halo. The statues in our parks, the names of our grand avenues, and the holidays we celebrate--and not only in Western societies-commemorate the salvational aspect of battle.  Neglected in Creasy and Hanson are the thousands of indecisive ones, fought with equal valor, yet which ended inconclusively or yielded no victory for the ultimate victor of the war. Centuries of nameless bodies in unheralded fields. Unsung heroes; died in vain; lost cause. The ferocity of battle may have little to do with its outcome and the outcome little to do with the outcome of the war. Italy, a "victor" of World War I, suffered more than half a million deaths in the fierce Isonzo campaign whose fruit was only a disastrous defeat. At Verdun a million French and German casualties accomplished nothing for either side. "The bones of perhaps 170,000 French soldiers lie in the massive ossuary of Douaumont above Verdun."17 Speaking of bones, more than a million bushels of men and horses were harvested from the battlefields of Napoleon's wars (Austerlitz, Leipzig, Waterloo, and others), shipped to England, ground into bone meal by normal workers at normal jobs. 18 To declare war "normal" does not eliminate the pathologies of behavior, the enormities of devastation, the unbearable pain suffered in bodies and souls. Nor does the idea that war is normal justify it. Brutalities such as slavery, cruel punishment, abuse of young children, corporal mutilation remain reprehensible, yet find acceptance in the body politic and may even be incorporated into its laws. Though "war is normal" shocks our morality and wounds our idealism, it stands solidly as a statement of fact. "War" is becoming more normalized every day. Trade war, gender war, Net war, information war. But war against cancer, war against crime, against drugs, poverty, and other ills of society have nothing to do with the actualities of war. These civil wars, wars within civilian society, mobilize resources in the name of a heroic victory over an insidious enemy. These wars are noble, good guys against bad and no one gets hurt. This way of normalizing war has whitewashed the word and brainwashed us, so that we forget its terrible images. Then, whenever the possibility of actual war approaches with its reality of violent death-dealing combat, the idea of war has been normalized into nothing more than putting more cops on the street, more rats in the lab, and tax rebates for urban renewal. I base the statement "war is normal" on two factors we have already seen: its constancy throughout history and its ubiquity over the globe. These two factors require another more basic: acceptability. Wars could not happen unless there were those willing to help them happen. Conscripts, slaves, indentured soldiers, unwilling draftees to the contrary, there are always masses ready to answer the call to arms, to join up, get in the fight. There are always leaders rushing to take the plunge. Every nation has its hawks. Moreover, resisters, dissenters, pacifists, objectors, and deserters rarely are able to bring war to a halt. The saying, "Someday they'll give a war and no one will come," remains a fond wish. War drives everything else off the front page.
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The affirmative’s failure to comprehend humanities lust for war makes the process of threat construction inevitable – We’ll eventually imagine another enemy that needs to be confronted because the loss of the enemy creates an existential gap in our very existence.
Hillman, ’04
(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Post–Jungian Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 24-27 , [Abhik])

The enemy provides the constellating image in the individual and is necessary to the state in order to collect individuals into a cohesive warring body. Rene Girard's Violence and the Sacred elaborates this single point extensively: the emotional foundation of a unified society derives from "violent unanimity," the collective destruction of a sacrificial victim, scapegoat, or enemy upon whom all together, without exception or dissent, turn on and eliminate. Thereby, the inherent conflicts within a community that can lead to internal violence become exteriorized and ritualized onto an enemy. Once an enemy has been found or invented, named, and excoriated, the "unanimous violence" without dissent, i.e., patriotism and the preemptive strikes of preventative war, become opportune consequents. The state becomes the only guarantor of self-preservation. If war begins in the state, the state begins in enmity. Thirteen colonies; a variety of geographies, religions, languages, laws, economies, but a common enemy.  For all the utopian nobility of the Declaration of Independence, the text actually presents a long list of grievances against the enemy of them all, the king. Mind you now: there may not actually be an 
enemy! All along we are speaking of the idea of an enemy, a phantom enemy. It is not the enemy that is essential to war and that forces wars upon us, but the imagination. Imagination is the driving force, especially when imagination has been preconditioned by the media, education, and religion, and fed with aggressive boosterism and pathetic pieties by the state's need for enemies. The imagined phantom swells and clouds the horizon, we cannot see beyond enmity. The archetypal idea gains a face. Once the enemy is imagined, one is already in a state of war. Once the enemy has been named, war has already been declared and the actual declaration becomes inconsequential, only legalistic. The invasion of Iraq began before the invasion of Iraq; it had already begun when that nation was named among the axis of evil. Enmity forms its images in many shapes-the nameless women to be raped, the fortress to be razed, the rich houses to be pillaged and plundered, the monstrous predator, ogre, or evil empire to be eliminated. An element of fantasy creates the rationality of war. Like the heart, war has its reasons that reason does not comprehend. These exfoliate and harden into paranoid perceptions that invent "the enemy," distorting intelligence with rumor and speculation and providing justifications for the violent procedures of war and harsh measures of depersonalization at home in the name of security. Tracking down the body of a young Vietcong freshly killed in a firefight, Philip Caputo writes: "There was nothing on him, no photographs, no letters or identification . . . it was fine with me. I wanted this boy to remain anonymous; I wanted to think of him, not as a dead human being, with a name, age, and family, but as a dead enemy."27 A dead enemy, however, leaves an existential gap; no one there to fight. Because the enemy is so essential to war, if one party gives in to defeat, the victor also loses his raison d'etre. He has nothing more to do, no justification for his existence. Therefore, rites of triumph to ease the despair of the victors whose exaltation does not last. Celebrations, parades, dancing, awarding ribbons and medals, or a rampage against civilians and collaborators to keep an enemy present. As the war against Nazi Germany drew to a close, Patton grew gloomy; he expected "a tremendous letdown,"  28  but soon found a new enemy in Communist Russia: "savages," "Mongols" ... In short, the aims of war are none other than its own continuation, for which an enemy is required. With the defeat of the Confederates in 1865, who could next serve as enemy for Union troops and their generals? General Sherman urged Grant to exterminate the Sioux, including the children, and General Sheridan famously declared "the only good Indian is a dead Indian." General Custer, hero of the Shenandoah campaigns, was already out West in 1866 and smashing the Cheyenne in 1868. Like war, the fantasy of the enemy has no limit, so that a dead Indian meant also a dead buffalo. Some six hundred eighty thousand were shot down-one man could take a hundred a day-between 1871 and 1874, and nearly eleven million pounds of buffalo bone were shipped from the killing fields, according to Roe's analyses of the records. If the enemy is evil, then any means used to oppose evil are ipso facto good. If the enemy is a predator (consider the monster films, the dinosaur films, the gangster films), then kill any which way you can. If the enemy is an obstacle standing in the way of yourself preservation, self-establishment, or self-aggrandizement, then knock it down and blow it apart. Carthage must be destroyed; Tokyo firebombed. Alexander ordered the leveling of every single structure in Persepolis; Christians defaced all the statues of the Egyptian gods they could get their hands on. Protestant Christians in England even destroyed Catholic images of Mary and Jesus. The Taliban blew up the giant Buddhist images carved in the rock of Bamian. Israelis bulldozed West Bank houses and gardens. These are not exceptional, deviate instances. So why does Sontag say, "We can't imagine how normal [war] becomes"? All that happens in it, during it, after it, is always the same, regular, to be expected, predictable in general, conforming to its own standards, meeting its norms. S.o.P. The imagination can be gradually inducted into the battlefield and can follow that creeping desensitization of civilian, outsider mentality ('Journalist, and aid worker and independent observer"), that process from the intolerable through the barely endurable to the merely normal.
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The alternative is to go to war for wars’ sake – Anything absent confronting our sadistic love of war will fail – We must not go to war for peace but to understand the madness of its love – Anything less than the alternative ensures wars inevitable recur making extinction inevitable
Hillman, ’04

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 1-10, [Abhik])

We can never prevent war or speak sensibly of peace and disarmament unless we enter this love of war. Unless we move our imaginations into the martial state of soul, we cannot comprehend its pull. This means "going to war"; and this book aims to, induct our minds into military service. We are not going to war "in the name of peace" as deceitful rhetoric so often declares, but rather for war's own sake: to understand the madness of its love. Our civilian disdain and pacifist horror-all the legitimate and deep-felt aversion to everything to do with the military and the warrior-must be set aside. This is because the first principle of psychological method holds that any phenomenon to be understood must be sympathetically imagined. No syndrome can be truly dislodged from its cursed condition unless we first move imagination into its heart. War is first of all a psychological task, perhaps first of all psychological tasks because it threatens your life and mine directly, and the existence of all living beings. The bell tolls for thee, and all. Nothing can escape thermonuclear rage, and if the burning and its aftermath are unimaginable, their cause, war, is not. War is also a psychological task because philosophy and theology, the fields supposed to do the heavy thinking for our species, have neglected war's overriding importance. "War is the father of all," said Heraclitus at the beginnings of Western thought, which Emmanuel Levinas restates in recent Western thought as "being reveals itself as war." l If it is a primordial component of being, then war fathers the very structure of existence and our thinking about it: our ideas of the universe, of religion, of ethics; war determines the thought patterns of Aristotle's logic of opposites, Kant's antinomies, Darwin's natural selection, Marx's struggle of classes, and even Freud's repression of the id by the ego and superego. We think in warlike terms, feel ourselves at war with ourselves, and unknowingly believe predation, territorial defense, conquest, and the interminable battle of opposing forces are the ground rules of existence. Yet, for all this, has ever a major Western philosopher-with the great exception 'of Thomas Hobbes, whose Leviathan was published three and a half centuries ago-delivered a full-scale assault on the topic, or given it  the primary importance war deserves in the hierarchy of themes? Immanuel Kant came to it late (1795) with a brief essay written when he was past seventy and after he had published his main works. He states the theme of this chapter in a few words much like Hobbes: "The state of peace among men living side by side is not the natural state; the natural state is one of war." Though war is the primary human condition, his focus is upon "perpetual peace" which is the title of his essay. About peace philosophers and theologians have much to 
say, and we shall take up peace in our stride. Fallen from the higher mind's central contemplation, war tends to be examined piecemeal by specialists, or set aside as "history" where it then becomes a subchapter called "military history" in the hands of scholars and reporters dedicated to the record of facts . Or its study is placed outside the mainstream, isolated in policy institutions (often at war themselves with rival institutions). The magic of their thinking transmutes killing into "taking out," bloodshed into "body counts," and the chaos of battle into "scenarios," "game theory;' "cost benefits;' as weapons become "toys" and bombs "smart." Especially needed is not more specialist inquiry into past wars and future wars, but rather an archetypal psychology-the myths, philosophy, and theology of war's deepest mind. That is the purpose of this book. There are, of course, many excellent studies of aggression, predation, genetic competition, and violence; works on pack, mob, and crowd behavior; on conflict resolution; on class struggle, revolution, and tyranny; on genocide and war crimes; on sacrifice, warrior cults, opposing tribal moieties; on geopolitical strategies, the technology of weaponry, and texts detailing the practice and theory of waging wars in general and the analysis by fine minds of particular wars; and lastly, always lastly, on the terrible effects of war on its remnants. Military historians, war reporters long in the field, and major commanders in their memoirs of wars from whom I have learned and respectfully cite in the pages that follow have offered their heartfelt knowledge.1ndividual intellectuals and excellent modern writers, among them Freud, Einstein, Simone Weil, Virginia Woolf, Hannah Arendt, Robert J. Lifton, Susan Griffin, Jonathan Schell, Barbara Tuchman, and Paul Fussell, have brought their intelligence to the nature of war, as have great artists from Goya, say, to Brecht. Nonetheless, Ropp's wide-ranging survey of the idea of war concludes: "The voluminous works of contemporary military intellectuals contain no new ideas of the origins of war .... In this situation a 'satisfactory' scientific view of war is as remote as ever."2 From another more psychological perspective, Susan Sontag concludes similarly: "We truly can't imagine what it was like. We can't imagine how dreadful, how terrifying war is-and how normal it becomes. Can't understand, can't imagine. That's what every soldier, and every journalist and aid worker and independent observer who has put in time under fire and had the luck to elude the death that struck down others nearby, stubbornly feels. And they are right."3 But, here, she is wrong. "Can't understand, can't imagine" is unacceptable. It gets us off the hook, admitting defeat before we have even begun. Lifton has said the task in our times is to "imagine the real."4 Robert McNamara, secretary of defense during much of the Vietnam War, looking back, writes: "we can now understand these catastrophes for what they were: essentially the products of a failure of imagination." Surprise and its consequents, panic and terror, are due to "the poverty of expectations-the failure of imagination," according to another secretary of defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 5 When comparing the surprise at Pearl Harbor with that of the Twin Towers, the director of the National Security Agency, Michael Hayden, said, "perhaps it was more a failure of imagination this time than last."6 Failure of imagination is another way of describing "persistence in error," which Barbara Tuchman says leads nations and their leaders down the road to disaster on "the march of folly,"7 as she calls her study of wars from Troy to Vietnam. The origin of these disasters lies in the unimaginative mind-set of "political and bureaucratic life that subdues the functioning intellect in favor of "working the levers."8 Working the levers of duty, following the hierarchy of command without imagining anything beyond the narrowness of facts reduced to yet narrower numbers, precisely describes Franz Stangl, who ran the Treblinka death camp,9 and also describes what Hannah Arendt defines as evil, drawing her paradigmatic example from the failure of intellect and imagination in Adolf Eichmann. If we want war's horror to be abated so that life may go on, it is necessary to understand and imagine. We humans are the species privileged in regard to understanding. Only we have the faculty and the scope for comprehending the planet's quandaries. Perhaps that is what we are here for: to bring
1NC – Hillman K [4/5]

 appreciative understanding to the phenomena that have no need to understand themselves. It may even be a moral obligation to try to comprehend war. That famous phrase of William James, "the moral equivalent of war," with which he meant the mobilization of moral effort, today means the effort of imagination proposed by Lifton and ducked by Sontag. The failure to understand may be because our imaginations are impaired and our modes of comprehension need a paradigm shift. If the ponderous object war does not yield to our tool, then we have to put down that tool and search for another. The frustration may not lie simply in the obduracy of war-that it is essentially un-understandable, unimaginable. Is it war's fault that we have not grasped its meanings? We have to investigate the faultiness of our tool: why can't our method of understanding understand? Answer: according to Einstein, problems cannot be solved at the same level of thinking that created them. You would expect that the war-wise, the masters of war, like Sun Tzu, Mao Tse-tung, Machiavelli, and Clausewitz, would have come to conclusions about war beyond advice for its conduct. For them, however, it is a matter of practical science. "The elements of the art of war are first, measurement of space; second, estimation of quantities; third, calculations; fourth, comparisons; and fifth, chances of victory." 10 Long before there were glimmerings of modern scientific method, that mind-set was already applied to war. The empirical mind-set is timeless, archetypal. It starts from the given-war is here, is now, so what's to do? Speculations about its underlying reason, and why or what it is in the first place, distract from the huge task of how to bring war to victory. "No theorist, and no commander," writes Clausewitz, "should bother himself with psychological and philosophical sophistries."l1 Even though the rational science of war admits the obvious, that in "military affairs reality is surprisingly elusive,"12 it omits from its calculations the elusive-and often determining-factors such as fighting spirit, weather, personal proclivities of the generals, political pressures, health of participants, poor intelligence, technological breakdowns, misinterpreted orders, residues in memory of similar events. War is the playground of the incalculable. "As flies to wanton boys, are we to the Gods, / They kill us for their sport" (Lear 4.1.39). A key to understanding war is given by the normality of its surprisingly elusive unreason. War demands a leap of imagination as extraordinary and fantastic as the phenomenon itself. Our usual categories are not large enough, reducing war's meaning to explaining its causes. Tolstoy mocked the idea of discovering the causes of war. In his postscript to War and Peace, widely considered the most imaginative and fullest study of war ever attempted, he concludes: "Why did millions of people begin to kill one another? Who told them to do it? It would seem that it was clear to each of them that this could not benefit any of them, but would be worse for them all. Why did they do it? Endless retrospective conjectures can be made, and are made, of the causes of this senseless event, but the immense number of these explanations, and their concurrence in one purpose, only proves that the causes were innumerable and that not one of them deserves to be called the cause."13 For Tolstoy war was governed by something like a collective force beyond individual human will. The task, then, is to imagine the nature of this collective force. War's terrifying prospect brings us to a crucial moment in the history of the mind, a moment when imagination becomes the method of choice, and the sympathetic psychologizing learned in a century of consulting rooms takes precedence over the outdated privileging of scientific objectivity. As a psychologist I learned long ago that I could not explain my patients' behavior, nor anyone's, including my own. There were reasons enough: traumas, shames and miseries, defects in character, birth order within the family, physiology-endless causes that I imagined were explanations. But these possible causes gave little 
understanding that seemed to depend on something else, reasons of another sort. Later on, I learned that this division that baffled me in practice--explaining and the method of science on the one hand and, on the other, understanding and the approach of psychology had already been made clear by German thinkers from Nietzsche and Dilthey through Husser, Heidegger, Jaspers, and Gadamer. Ancestor to them all was the Neopolitan genius, Giambattista Vico, who invented a "new science" (the title of his book of 1725) in revolt against unsatisfactory explanations of human affairs that rested on Newton's and Descartes' kind of thinking. Vico thinks like a depth psychologist. Like Freud, he seeks to get below conventional constructs into hidden layers and distant happenings. Causal reasoning comes late on the stage, says Vico. The basic layer of the mind is poetic, mythic, expressed by universali fantastici, which I translate as archetypal patterns of imagination. Thematics are his interest, whether in law or in language or in literature-the recurring themes, the everlasting, ubiquitous, emotional, unavoidable patterns and forces that play through any human life and human society, the forces we must bow to and are best generalized as archetypal. To grasp the underlying pressures that move human affairs we have to dig deep, performing an archeology in the mind to lay bare the mythic themes that abide through time, timelessly. War is one of these timeless forces. The instrument of this dig is penetration: continuing to move forward with insight to gain understanding. "Understanding is never a completed static state of mind," writes the profound philosopher Alfred North Whitehead. "It always bears the character of the process of penetration ... when we realize ourselves as engaged in a process of penetration, we have a fuller self-knowledge." He continues: "If civilization is to survive, the expansion of understanding is a prime necessity."14 And how does understanding grow? "The sense of penetration ... has to do with the growth of understanding."15 War asks for this kind of penetration, else its horrors remain unintelligible and abnormal. We have to go to deep thinkers with penetrating minds, and these may not be the experts on war with wide experience or those who breed their theories in think tanks. The fact that philosophers have not put war in the center of their works may be less a sin than a blessing, since what philosophy offers best to this inquiry is less a completed theory than the invitation to enjoy hard thinking and free imagining. The ways philosophers' minds work, their
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 ways of thinking are more valuable to the student than the conclusions of their thought. Archetypal patterns of imagination, the universali fantastici, embrace both rational and irrational events, both normal and abnormal. These distinctions fade as we penetrate into the great universals of experience. Worship; sexual love; violence; death, disposal, and mourning; initiation; the hearth; ancestors and descendents; the making of art-and war, are timeless themes of human existence given meaning by myths. Or, to put it otherwise: myths are the norms of the unreasonable. That recognition is the greatest of all achievements of the Greek mind, singling out that culture from all others. The Greeks perfected tragedy, which shows directly the mythic governance of human affairs within states, within families, within individuals. Only the Greeks could articulate tragedy to this pitch and therefore their imagination is most relevant for the tragedy with which we are here engaged: war. This means that to understand war we have to get at its myths, recognize that war is a mythical happening, that those in the midst of it are removed to a mythical state of being, that their return from it seems rationally inexplicable, and that the love of war tells of a love of the gods, the gods of war; and that no other account political, historical, sociological, psychoanalytical-can penetrate (which is why war remains "un-imaginable" and "un-understood") to the depths of inhuman cruelty, horror, and tragedy and to the heights of mystical transhuman sublimity. Most other accounts treat war without myth, without the gods, as if they were dead and gone. 
Yet where else in human experience, except in the throes of ardor-that strange coupling of love with war-do we find ourselves transported to a mythical condition and the gods most real? Before wars begin until their last skirmish, a heavy, fateful feeling of necessity overhangs war; no way out. This is the effect of myth. Human thought and action is subject to sudden interventions of fortune and accident-the stray bullet, the lost order; "for the want of a nail, the shoe was lost ... " This unpredictability is attested to throughout history. Therefore, a rational science of war can only go so far, only to the edge of understanding. At that point a leap of imagination is called for, a leap into myth. The explanations given by scientific thinking are indeed required for the conduct of war. It can calculate and explain the causes of artillery misses and logistic failures, and it certainly can build precisely efficient weapons. But how can it take us into battle or toward grasping war? We cannot understand the Civil War by pointing to its immediate cause--the firing on Fort Sumter in South Carolina in 1861-nor by its proximate cause--the election of Lincoln in the autumn of 1860--nor by a list of underlying causes, i.e., the passions that riled the union: secession, abolition, the economics of cotton, the expansion westward, power contest in the Senate ... ad infinitum. Nor will a compilation of the factors of that war's complexity yield what we seek. Even the total sum of every explanation you can muster will not provide meaning to the horrific, drawn-out, repetitive butchery of battle after battle of that four-year-long war. Same for Vietnam, for the Napoleonic wars. The missing link in the chain of causes is the one that ties them to understanding. Patton's emotional eruption-"I love it. God help me I do love it so"-leads us closer than an entire network of explanations. Now we are in a better position to agree with Ropp's conclusion (quoted above) that a ''satisfactory'' scientific view of war is as remote as ever." It will remain remote forever because the meaning of war is beyond the assemblage of its data and causal explanation. This dour conclusion promotes an unfortunate belief: because war cannot be explained, it cannot be understood.

_____________

2NC Extensions

2NC – Link Extension
The affirmative views war as a bane on a peaceful human existence – The affirmative fails to recognize that war is the norm and peace is an aberration. They affirm a whitewashed version of war because they have been brainwashed by the American media. Society’s wars against poverty and drugs have indoctrinated the affirmative to believe they can simply solve war by deploying more troops overseas – That’s the first 1NC Hillman Ev
The affirmative has fallen trap to the state’s ploys and believes that every enemy the media has constructed must be destroyed. They view the state’s security concerns and its pursuit of war as rational rather than as an irrational infatuation with the very concept of battle – That’s the second piece of Hillman Ev
They depict the world in terms of a search for objective truth instead of a myth.  Guarantees that the perm can’t solve because it relies on a methodology which misses the subtleties of war – That’s the last piece of Hillman Ev
2NC – Impact Extension
Criticism turns and outweighs case – The affirmative makes extinction through future wars inevitable and destroys value to life through their creation of peace – 
A. Endless Threat Construction – In the squo war’s inevitable – Since the dawn of recorded history two or three wars have been recorded each year all over the globe because our psyche is in love of war – The affirmative romanticizes  war and views themselves as the Allied powers out to topple the Axis of Evil. This mindset ensures we continually seek out enemies to confront – Eventually we will meet our demise in an exchange of nuclear weapons that never should have happened in the first place.
B. No Value to Life – We have become so infatuated with war that peace in the international sphere creates an existential gap in humanity that makes us lose our value to life because the victor no longer has a justification for their existence – This makes the 1AC impacts inevitable. In a world where people no longer value their own existence they give up the will to live. 
2NC – Alternative Extension 
The Alternative solves the case and criticism – Only engaging our love for war will allow us to confront the Psyche’s infatuation with war – That’s Hillman

The alternative forces the population to sympathetically imagine themselves going to war and face the true horrors of warfare. No syndrome of humanity can be dislodged unless we move imagination into its heart. We embrace the wars of Ares, on the outskirts of the battlefield. The affirmative engages in the wars of Apollo, impersonal combat that will result in nuclear annihilation.  It’s no coincidence that our country has been at war since its birth.
__________

2NC Blocks

2NC – A2: Perm [1/2]

1. Impossible – Make them explain how it is possible to withdraw our troops from overseas for the purpose of avoiding war and simultaneously imagine go to war simply for war’s sake.
2. It’s severance – The 1AC starts from the premise that war is bad and must be eliminated, view the 1NC as an impact turn to that framing.  Severing representations means reject the [perm/team]  A. Prevents us from getting stable offense – If we don’t know what they’ll be tied to defending, it makes the 1NC impossible because the 2AC will make it irrelevant. B. Framework proves this is worse than severance of the plan.

3. Peace destroys value to life – Independent DISAD to the perm 

Hillman, ’04

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 35-36, [Abhik])

The upshot of this excursion into peace is simple enough: it is more true to life to consider war more normal than peace. Not only does "peace" too quickly translate into "security," and a security purchased at the price of liberty. Something more sinister also is justified by peace which de Tocqueville superbly describes as a "new kind of servitude" where a "supreme power covers the surface of society with a network of small, complicated rules, minute and uniform, through which the most original minds and the most energetic characters cannot penetrate to rise above the crowd. The will of man is not shattered but softened, bent and guided; men are seldom forced by it to act, but they are constantly restrained from acting. Such a power does not destroy, but it prevents existence; it does not tyrannize, but it compresses, enervates, extinguishes and stupefies a people, till each nation is reduced to be nothing better than a flock of timid and industrial animals, of which government is the shepherd."47 War must stay on our minds, its weight press us into thinking and imagining. Machiavelli is right: "A prince ... should have no other aim or thought, nor take up any other things for his study, but war; [he] ought ... never to let his thoughts stray from the exercise of war; and in peace he ought to practise it more than in war."48 Otherwise, "psychic numbing," the term Lifton conceived for the paralysis of the mind and blunted feelings in everyday life. 49 Peace in our contemporary society is characterized both by the tranquillity of soporific and sophomoric teddy-bearism and by the frantic overload of stimuli. This ever-shifting involvement from one set of stimuli and engagements to the next Lifton calls Protean after the Greek sea-god who defended himself by taking on a different form from moment to moment, never still long enough to be apprehended. The Protean defense mechanism is like surfing, like multiple tasking, like attention deficit, hyperactivity. The prince, as generous metaphor for responsible citizen and concerned member of the polis, will keep a focused mind, a mind undistracted by the multiple diversions of peace, and a psyche neither numbed nor in denial. And he will maintain this clarity not merely by meditating or praying to benefit his own "mental health," but for the common good and the defense of the community. Hence, the prince "ought never let his thoughts stray from ... war."

2NC – A2: Perm [2/2]

4. Modern warfare exchanges the battlefield for distant command centers where the enemy can be eliminated with the push of a button – Using tactical nuclear weapons to disintegrate the enemy and their families – This doesn’t engage our desire to fight – Instead of hating war we should embrace it, the war’s of Ares, hand to hand combat out on the battlefield – Means the world of the affirmative and the permutation will always be worse than the alternative
Hillman, ’04 

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 90-92 , [Abhik])

Why dwell on this archaic god of war when war has moved on, when the entire action of battle has radically changed? Napoleon, Grant, Eisenhower, and Patton too, belong to another era. The fleets of dreadnoughts at Jutland, and the hand-to-hand death struggles at the front-all memories and movies. War is now either devastatingly high-tech and executed by skilled experts with their fingertips, or so small-scale that war is fought by a single person with a bomb under her blouse or a sneaky kid leaving a school bag at a bus stop. "When the Khmer Rouge marched into Phnom Penh .. . the first troops were teenagers. Young girls, young boys, some under fourteen years old, bearing very heavy portable rocket launchers. The girls wore hand grenades around their waists and across their chests like necklaces." 100 "I was ten years old when a Viet Minh convinced me to go to a secret school. . .. At night they took me into a cemetery, behind a grave mound where two people can sit unnoticed .... Sometimes they only train a child for one or two months before they send him somewhere with a hand grenade-inside the city or a marketplace."101 No more battle rage; cool. Different styles of war under the aegis of different gods with different styles of imagination. Instead of Mars/ Ares, the strategies and political indoctrination of Athene, wars of words and leaflets, winning the hearts and minds, conversion to reason, and the long-term planning of countermeasures to the long-term planning of hijackers and plotters. Instead of Mars, Hermes: invisible and instantaneous Internet communications, undercover infiltration, code-breaking, jamming, surveillance with night vision, hearing through walls, bribes, gifts, rewards, and financial laundering. Yet more threatening is the imagination of Apollo, "the fardarter," as he was called, who killed with arrows shot through the air: the imagination of distancing. Weapons far from the front, the front itself dissolved as war moves upward into the air, to satellites, outer space, transformed by the Apollonic imagination into nuclear visions brighter than a thousand suns. Where the wars of Mars pit armies against armies on battlefields outside the city, acknowledge "open cities" preserved from attack, the Apollonic style makes war against cities, against civilians, against civilization-cafes, embassies, office towers-against water lines and power lines. Children in schools mere collateral damage. Meanwhile, the technician sits in his shelter at the control panel and with the push of an orderly series of buttons fires missiles that  can take out a town hundreds of miles away. He does not know the name of the place, the people, or see the flames. He has commendably done his duty, obeyed orders exactly, even though he is less an actual combatant than the civilians he has killed. Apollonic distancing. Apollo, remember, could not consummate his relations.  He chased but failed in closeness. The increasing distance between central command and actual engagement is not overcome by speedy communication. The feeling of distance between headquarters and front, between officers and men,  that plagues armies with contempt and murderous hatred is reinforced by the Apollonic structure of vertical hierarchy. There is distancing in language with fancy names for special operations, acronyms for war and the places of engagement, and for casualties and death. It would seem Mars has been eclipsed. Yet the ground must still be held under the soldier's boot. The dead must still be buried. No matter the distance, the abstract language, the covert operations, explosions still blast, firefights erupt in close quarters, house to house, street by street, roadblock, check-point, river bank, thicket. War comes down to ground. Beyond the violent occasions of martial action, the god is also there, and essentially so, in the will to fight, the love of war, the rush to win and the rush of winning. And the fanatic's sacrifice. Mars is the fire that tempers the men and melds them into a deployable team. His is the vision of war as the last resort that is the final life-or death determinant, or deterrent, within all strategies, subterfuges, and nuclearism. The impetuous passion of Mars makes war happen in the flesh and blood of history. If war were left only to Apollo or Hermes or Athene, war games, war plans, and maneuvers of the mind would be enough.
2NC – A2: Framework
1. Our interpretation is that the judge should vote based on the best world to imagine.  This means the aff can claim advantages based on the judges intellectual endorsement of the plan and we will claim impacts based on the judge imagining war.  Prefer it – 

A. Extend Hillman – The imagination is the only way to confront the underlying motives behind war.  Their framework doesn’t help to understand the fundamental question of why war happens, means they are doomed to repeat the same mistakes of the past.  Prefer this evidence because it’s specific to the use of imagination in the context of war.
B. Extend Hillman – This link turns all the reasons focus on policy is key to affecting change in the world – Policies like the war on drugs, the war on terror and the war in Iraq are not based on simple academic debates but on a culture which is obsessed with the beauty of war.  Only cultural criticism can affect change because it accesses the underlying structures which cause war.

C. Extend Hillman – Even if policies for war are made by the government; they are ultimately constructed by a group of individuals.  Means only our framework solves their education claims because it allows for understanding of the individual motivations which create policy actions.

2. Only through the use of myth rather than the modern analysis that occurs in policy institutions can we understand why wars occur.

Hillman, ’04

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 2-4, [Abhik])

Yet, for all this, has ever a major Western philosopher-with the great exception 'of Thomas Hobbes, whose Leviathan was published three and a half centuries ago-delivered a full- About peace philosophers and theologians have much to say, and we shall take up peace in our stride. Fallen from the higher mind's central contemplation, war tends to be examined piecemeal by specialists, or set aside as "history" where it then becomes a subchapter called "military history" in the hands of scholars and reporters dedicated to the record of facts . Or its study is placed outside the mainstream, isolated in policy institutions (often at war themselves with rival institutions). The magic of their thinking transmutes killing into "taking out," bloodshed into "body counts," and the chaos of battle into "scenarios," "game theory;' "cost benefits;' as weapons become "toys" and bombs "smart." Especially needed is not more specialist inquiry into past wars and future wars, but rather an archetypal psychology-the myths, philosophy, and theology of war's deepest mind. That is the purpose of this book. There are, of course, many excellent studies of aggression, predation, genetic competition, and violence; works on pack, mob, and crowd behavior; on conflict resolution; on class struggle, revolution, and tyranny; on genocide and war crimes; on sacrifice, warrior cults, opposing tribal moieties; on geopolitical strategies, the technology of weaponry, and texts detailing the practice and theory of waging wars in general and the analysis by fine minds of particular wars; and lastly, always lastly, on the terrible effects of war on its remnants. Military historians, war reporters long in the field, and major commanders in their memoirs of wars from whom I have learned and respectfully cite in the pages that follow have offered their heartfelt knowledge.1ndividual intellectuals and excellent modern writers, among them Freud, Einstein, Simone Weil, Virginia Woolf, Hannah Arendt, Robert J. Lifton, Susan Griffin, Jonathan Schell, Barbara Tuchman, and Paul Fussell, have brought their intelligence to the nature of war, as have great artists from Goya, say, to Brecht. Nonetheless, Ropp's wide-ranging survey of the idea of war concludes: "The voluminous works of contemporary military intellectuals contain no new ideas of the origins of war .... In this situation a 'satisfactory' scientific view of war is as remote as ever."2 From another more psychological perspective, Susan Sontag concludes similarly: "We truly can't imagine what it was like. We can't imagine how dreadful, how terrifying war is-and how normal it becomes. Can't understand, can't imagine. That's what every soldier, and every journalist and aid worker and independent observer who has put in time under fire and had the luck to elude the death that struck down others nearby, stubbornly feels. And they are right."3 But, here, she is wrong. "Can't understand, can't imagine" is unacceptable. It gets us off the hook, admitting defeat before we have even begun. Lifton has said the task in our times is to "imagine the real."4 Robert McNamara, secretary of defense during much of the Vietnam War, looking back, writes: "we can now understand these catastrophes for what they were: essentially the products of a failure of imagination." Surprise and its consequents, panic and terror, are due to "the poverty of expectations-the failure of imagination," according to another secretary of defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 5 When comparing the surprise at Pearl Harbor with that of the Twin Towers, the director of the National Security Agency, Michael Hayden, said, "perhaps it was more a failure of imagination this time than last."6 Failure of imagination is another way of describing "persistence in error," which Barbara Tuchman says leads nations and their leaders down the road to disaster on "the march of folly,"7 as she calls her study of wars from Troy to Vietnam. The origin of these disasters lies in the unimaginative mind-set of "political and bureaucratic life that subdues the functioning intellect in favor of "working the levers."8 Working the levers of duty, following the hierarchy of command without imagining anything beyond the narrowness of facts reduced to yet narrower numbers, precisely describes Franz Stangl, who ran the Treblinka death camp,9 and also describes what Hannah Arendt defines as evil, drawing her paradigmatic example from the failure of intellect and imagination in Adolf Eichmann. If we want war's horror to be abated so that life may go on, it is necessary to understand and imagine. 
2NC – A2: We Solve War
1. Wrong – They don’t solve war, they just open up the space for the creation of another enemy, just as Patton turned to the Russians after defeating the Germans and the Union set out to slaughter the Native Americans after defeating the Confederacy, a new threat will pop up that America must crusade against to eliminate – That’s the second piece of Hillman Ev from the 1NC.
2. Even if they do solve war in the short term, the peace they create causes us to lose our value to life, means that humanities continued existence in the world of the affirmative is irrelevant and they can no longer access any of their impact calculus.
2NC – A2: War → Extinction
1. Extinction is only possible in the world of the affirmative.  War is inevitable in their world because humanities’ infatuated with it, even if they resolve one instance of warfare they can’t solve for all of them.
2. Nuclear warfare is impossible with a negative ballot – We affirm the wars of the god Ares – This means we only fight warriors outside the cities, the enemies that we know and that we love to fight because we are only fighting war for wars sake instead of for peace.  The world of the affirmative makes nuclear warfare inevitable because they repress violence to achieve peace.  This is the root cause of the horrors of modern and nuclear warfare.
2NC – A2: Alternative → Violence
Engaging in war is the only way to see value and solidarity within life, their vision of the world makes none of it worth saving

Hillman, ’04

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 36-38)

War must stay on our minds, its weight press us into thinking and imagining. Machiavelli is right: "A prince . . . should have no other aim or thought, nor take up any other things for his study; but war; [he] ought . . . never to let his thoughts stray from the exercise of war; and in peace he ought to practice it more than in war."48 Otherwise, "psychic numbing," the term Lifton conceived for the paralysis of die mind and blunted feelings in everyday life.4'' Peace in our contemporary society is characterized both by the tranquility of soporific and sophomoric teddy-bearism and by the frantic overload of stimuli. This ever-shifting involvement from one set of stimuli and engagements to the next Lifton calls Protean after the Greek sea-god who defended himself by taking on a different form from moment to moment, never still long enough to be apprehended. The Protean defense mechanism is like surfing, like multiple tasking, like attention deficit, hyperactivity. The prince, as generous metaphor for responsible citizen and concerned member of the polls, will keep a focused mind, a mind undistracted by the multiple diversions of peace; and a psyche neither numbed nor in denial. And he will maintain this clarity not merely by meditating or praying to benefit his own "mental health," but for the common good and the defense of the community. Hence, the prince "ought never let his thoughts stray from...war." At best, the assumption that war is normal does not enervate and stupefy a people. At worst, it promotes Hobbes's anarchy, placing the people "in continual! feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short." Everyone the enemy of everyone. But—only if Hobbes is taken literally. He may also be understood psychologically so that the anarchic state of "Warre" awakens the citizen from the psychic numbing fostered by peace. Then "solitary" does not mean the lonely isolation of heroic individualism in competition with all others. Rather, "solitary" would mean the single focus of the soul which is one's invisible and indivisible companion. We are solitaries each with our own dying, and from this comes our values of courage and dignity and honor, those qualities of character that sometimes appear only under the ruthless conditions of battle. Solitary, as Camus wrote in a late ironic work, may be indistinguishable from solidarity—steadfastness, side by side with one's soul. The other four terms in Hobbes's famous dictum describing war also reshape their meanings. "Brutish" affirms the strength of our animal natures: "poore" restricts our human hubris. We simply do not have the means for the rampant exaggeration that pushes too far and asks too much, humbly recognizing as did Lear on die heath and the soldier in the trench that "man is no more but such a poor, bare, forked animal" (3.4.113). "Nasty" invites inspections of oneself and every other as the enemy, to plumb for shadows of ugliness, to sharpen street smarts, to perceive below the smiles and shibboleths that maintain the peaceful sheepish flock, worshipping the lamb of innocence. "Nasty" is the tiger who educates the lamb. And finally "short": war does not permit the childishness that looks forward to a long life wrapped in the security of expectancy statistics. "Short" states that there is no security in the human condition; "short" exposes all of us to the arbitrary carelessness of the gods, without insurance: and that the length of life expectancy is not the measure of life. Life is better measured by the intensity and greatness of our expectations, because life is "short." When these stark truths are steadily before us what comes to our hearts and habits is not more brutish Hastiness only, but frequent instances of civility, decency, fairness, and kindness, because the soul recognizes these virtues to be supremely important when limned against the normalcy of "Warre." This surprising fact, though seldom and imperfect, has been witnessed in reports from concentration camps, combat soldiers, prisoners of war, and others under extremes of duress where the conditions of the day were solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. These civilized virtues arise as from the underworld of death rather than as preached moralities to be imposed from above. Kant finds war serving a purpose in advancing history toward civilization, and he uses words such as courage and nobility. Freud writes (in the midst of the Great War, 1915), "It might be said that we owe the fairest flowers of our love-life to the reaction against the hostile impulse which we divine in our breasts."5' He goes on to say; "war is not to be abolished; so long as the conditions of existence among nations ate so varied, and the repulsions between peoples so intense, there will be, must be, wars." The question then arises: "Is it not we who must give in, who must adapt ourselves . . . would it not be better to give death the place in actuality and in our thoughts which properly belongs to it?"
2NC – A2: Utilitarianism/Consequentialism Good

We’re the only ones able to access your impact framework

A. War’s recur in the squo because of our infatuation with war – This makes extinction inevitable – Only the alternative can repair the psyche and allow us to move on from its sick love. We’re the only ones that can access a terminal extinction impact in this debate.

B. No Value to Life means they can’t access their own framework – Peace voids humanity of the justification for its very existence – In a world where people no longer value their own existence they give up the will to live. Utilitarianism is a moral philosophy that dictates enactment of policies in the pursuit of the greatest good for the greatest number. If people no longer care for their existence saving lives is no longer inherently good.

2NC – A2: Realism
1. No link or impact – Make them articulate how IR theory is relevant to the kritik.

2. Prefer our specific alternative solvency evidence – Hillman says the only reason that wars occur in the squo is because we’re infatuated with the idea of war. Once the psyche sympathetically imagines the wars of Ares we will realize how horrible wars truly are and prevent their recurrence. 

3. Realism fails – Only through the use of myth rather than the modern analysis that occurs in policy institutions can we understand why wars occur.
Hillman, ’04

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 2-4, [Abhik])

Yet, for all this, has ever a major Western philosopher-with the great exception 'of Thomas Hobbes, whose Leviathan was published three and a half centuries ago-delivered a full- About peace philosophers and theologians have much to say, and we shall take up peace in our stride. Fallen from the higher mind's central contemplation, war tends to be examined piecemeal by specialists, or set aside as "history" where it then becomes a subchapter called "military history" in the hands of scholars and reporters dedicated to the record of facts . Or its study is placed outside the mainstream, isolated in policy institutions (often at war themselves with rival institutions). The magic of their thinking transmutes killing into "taking out," bloodshed into "body counts," and the chaos of battle into "scenarios," "game theory;' "cost benefits;' as weapons become "toys" and bombs "smart." Especially needed is not more specialist inquiry into past wars and future wars, but rather an archetypal psychology-the myths, philosophy, and theology of war's deepest mind. That is the purpose of this book. There are, of course, many excellent studies of aggression, predation, genetic competition, and violence; works on pack, mob, and crowd behavior; on conflict resolution; on class struggle, revolution, and tyranny; on genocide and war crimes; on sacrifice, warrior cults, opposing tribal moieties; on geopolitical strategies, the technology of weaponry, and texts detailing the practice and theory of waging wars in general and the analysis by fine minds of particular wars; and lastly, always lastly, on the terrible effects of war on its remnants. Military historians, war reporters long in the field, and major commanders in their memoirs of wars from whom I have learned and respectfully cite in the pages that follow have offered their heartfelt knowledge.1ndividual intellectuals and excellent modern writers, among them Freud, Einstein, Simone Weil, Virginia Woolf, Hannah Arendt, Robert J. Lifton, Susan Griffin, Jonathan Schell, Barbara Tuchman, and Paul Fussell, have brought their intelligence to the nature of war, as have great artists from Goya, say, to Brecht. Nonetheless, Ropp's wide-ranging survey of the idea of war concludes: "The voluminous works of contemporary military intellectuals contain no new ideas of the origins of war .... In this situation a 'satisfactory' scientific view of war is as remote as ever."2 From another more psychological perspective, Susan Sontag concludes similarly: "We truly can't imagine what it was like. We can't imagine how dreadful, how terrifying war is-and how normal it becomes. Can't understand, can't imagine. That's what every soldier, and every journalist and aid worker and independent observer who has put in time under fire and had the luck to elude the death that struck down others nearby, stubbornly feels. And they are right."3 But, here, she is wrong. "Can't understand, can't imagine" is unacceptable. It gets us off the hook, admitting defeat before we have even begun. Lifton has said the task in our times is to "imagine the real."4 Robert McNamara, secretary of defense during much of the Vietnam War, looking back, writes: "we can now understand these catastrophes for what they were: essentially the products of a failure of imagination." Surprise and its consequents, panic and terror, are due to "the poverty of expectations-the failure of imagination," according to another secretary of defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 5 When comparing the surprise at Pearl Harbor with that of the Twin Towers, the director of the National Security Agency, Michael Hayden, said, "perhaps it was more a failure of imagination this time than last."6 Failure of imagination is another way of describing "persistence in error," which Barbara Tuchman says leads nations and their leaders down the road to disaster on "the march of folly,"7 as she calls her study of wars from Troy to Vietnam. The origin of these disasters lies in the unimaginative mind-set of "political and bureaucratic life that subdues the functioning intellect in favor of "working the levers."8 Working the levers of duty, following the hierarchy of command without imagining anything beyond the narrowness of facts reduced to yet narrower numbers, precisely describes Franz Stangl, who ran the Treblinka death camp,9 and also describes what Hannah Arendt defines as evil, drawing her paradigmatic example from the failure of intellect and imagination in Adolf Eichmann. If we want war's horror to be abated so that life may go on, it is necessary to understand and imagine. We humans are the species privileged in regard to understanding. Only we have the faculty and the scope for comprehending the planet's quandaries. Perhaps that is what we are here for: to bring appreciative understanding to the phenomena that have no need to understand themselves.

4. War is foremost a psychological task – War fathers our ideas of the universe because we unknowingly believe that the battle of opposing forces are the ground rules for existence. All of humanities’ thought patterns involve conflict – Frued’s repression of the id by the ego and superego, Marx’s struggle of classes and Aristotle’s logic of opposites. Proves that only sympathetically imagining war can solve it – That’s the 1NC alt ev.

2NC – A2: Prefer Our Specific Impact Scenarios 
1. Not good enough – Our criticism of Humanities’ love of war holds true for all circumstances. Even if they win they have qualified evidence talking about war erupting in _____________ it doesn’t get them anywhere. 

A. We don’t need a specific link – Almost all of our wars have occurred because events have been blown out of proportion by the media and the public. Their scenario is just mere threat construction.
B. We still access our value to life claims – It doesn’t matter who we are fighting as long as we’re fighting to fulfill our lust for battle.

C. Their authors don’t assume psychological reasons for why war occurs and have repeatedly failed at explaining why conflicts occur
Hillman, ’04

(James Hillman, Retired Director of the Jung Institute, Founder of Archetypical Psychology, Internationally Renowned Psychologist, Former Professor at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago, “A Terrible Love of War,” Published by the Penguin Press,  Pg. 2-4, [Abhik])

Yet, for all this, has ever a major Western philosopher-with the great exception 'of Thomas Hobbes, whose Leviathan was published three and a half centuries ago-delivered a full- About peace philosophers and theologians have much to say, and we shall take up peace in our stride. Fallen from the higher mind's central contemplation, war tends to be examined piecemeal by specialists, or set aside as "history" where it then becomes a subchapter called "military history" in the hands of scholars and reporters dedicated to the record of facts . Or its study is placed outside the mainstream, isolated in policy institutions (often at war themselves with rival institutions). The magic of their thinking transmutes killing into "taking out," bloodshed into "body counts," and the chaos of battle into "scenarios," "game theory;' "cost benefits;' as weapons become "toys" and bombs "smart." Especially needed is not more specialist inquiry into past wars and future wars, but rather an archetypal psychology-the myths, philosophy, and theology of war's deepest mind. That is the purpose of this book. There are, of course, many excellent studies of aggression, predation, genetic competition, and violence; works on pack, mob, and crowd behavior; on conflict resolution; on class struggle, revolution, and tyranny; on genocide and war crimes; on sacrifice, warrior cults, opposing tribal moieties; on geopolitical strategies, the technology of weaponry, and texts detailing the practice and theory of waging wars in general and the analysis by fine minds of particular wars; and lastly, always lastly, on the terrible effects of war on its remnants. Military historians, war reporters long in the field, and major commanders in their memoirs of wars from whom I have learned and respectfully cite in the pages that follow have offered their heartfelt knowledge.1ndividual intellectuals and excellent modern writers, among them Freud, Einstein, Simone Weil, Virginia Woolf, Hannah Arendt, Robert J. Lifton, Susan Griffin, Jonathan Schell, Barbara Tuchman, and Paul Fussell, have brought their intelligence to the nature of war, as have great artists from Goya, say, to Brecht. Nonetheless, Ropp's wide-ranging survey of the idea of war concludes: "The voluminous works of contemporary military intellectuals contain no new ideas of the origins of war .... In this situation a 'satisfactory' scientific view of war is as remote as ever."2 From another more psychological perspective, Susan Sontag concludes similarly: "We truly can't imagine what it was like. We can't imagine how dreadful, how terrifying war is-and how normal it becomes. Can't understand, can't imagine. That's what every soldier, and every journalist and aid worker and independent observer who has put in time under fire and had the luck to elude the death that struck down others nearby, stubbornly feels. And they are right."3 But, here, she is wrong. "Can't understand, can't imagine" is unacceptable. It gets us off the hook, admitting defeat before we have even begun. Lifton has said the task in our times is to "imagine the real."4 Robert McNamara, secretary of defense during much of the Vietnam War, looking back, writes: "we can now understand these catastrophes for what they were: essentially the products of a failure of imagination." Surprise and its consequents, panic and terror, are due to "the poverty of expectations-the failure of imagination," according to another secretary of defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 5 When comparing the surprise at Pearl Harbor with that of the Twin Towers, the director of the National Security Agency, Michael Hayden, said, "perhaps it was more a failure of imagination this time than last."6 Failure of imagination is another way of describing "persistence in error," which Barbara Tuchman says leads nations and their leaders down the road to disaster on "the march of folly,"7 as she calls her study of wars from Troy to Vietnam. The origin of these disasters lies in the unimaginative mind-set of "political and bureaucratic life that subdues the functioning intellect in favor of "working the levers."8 Working the levers of duty, following the hierarchy of command without imagining anything beyond the narrowness of facts reduced to yet narrower numbers, precisely describes Franz Stangl, who ran the Treblinka death camp,9 and also describes what Hannah Arendt defines as evil, drawing her paradigmatic example from the failure of intellect and imagination in Adolf Eichmann. If we want war's horror to be abated so that life may go on, it is necessary to understand and imagine. We humans are the species privileged in regard to understanding. Only we have the faculty and the scope for comprehending the planet's quandaries. Perhaps that is what we are here for: to bring appreciative understanding to the phenomena that have no need to understand themselves.

D. The reason this war is happening in the first place is because – 

2NC – A2: Threats Are Real
1. The precondition to any state is a cohesive warring body – The state constructs threats all the time and feeds images of imminent doom to the media to rally the public together – That’s our 1NC Hillman ev. Prefer the specificity of our evidence on this question, Hillman shows through empirical analysis society has always engaged in war and we’re the only ones with any evidence on the question of Humanities psychological addiction to war.
2. Even if their threats are real, the affirmative engages in warfare through its worshipping of Apollo. Modern day military tactics view innocent children and civilians as faceless generations of future terrorists.  This demands them to be calculated, their humanity reduced to their utility in regards to the state.  Wars in the name of peace become inevitable and extinction is only possible in this type of thinking because we have psychically distanced ourselves from real enemies.  Only our alternative personalizes violence through our connection with Ares in which we fight our enemies on the battlefield.
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