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**1NC**

1NC Hillman Kritik - 1
War is not an abnormality to be avoided, it is the normal state of life. Attempting to define it solely in terms of “us versus them” one-shot encounters whitewashes war and makes it impossible to challenge the psychological factors that lead us to cruelty.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 17-22]
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, Irian; 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."!7 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 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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Even if threats are real and conflict is inevitable on an individual level, repressing the psychological factors that create political enemies makes mass destruction inevitable. This is the only internal link to mass destruction.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 24-28]
War certainly does rely upon the individual's repressions and/or aggressions, pleasure in demolition, appetite for the extraordinary and spectacular, mania of autonomy. War harnesses these individual urges and procures their compliance without which there could be no wars; but war is not individual psychology writ large. Individuals certainly fight ruthlessly and kill; families feud and harbor revenge, but this is not war. "Soldiers are not killers."23 Even well trained and well-led infantrymen have a strong "unrealized resistance toward killing"24 which tactically impedes the strategy of every engagement. Only a polis (city, state, society) can war: "The only source of war is politics," said Clausewitz.25 "Politics is the womb in which war develops."26 For war to emerge from this womb, for the individual to muster aggressions and appetites, there must be an enemy. The enemy is the midwife of war. 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 compaigns, 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 your self-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 love war. Only be starting from a psychological examination of the subconscious desires that drive us to conflict can we confront the root causes of violence. Any literal description of war as a series of facts prevents real criticism and makes error replication inevitable.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 1-4]
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 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 
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[Hillman continues, no text deleted]
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. 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.
**Framework**

Psychiatry Solves
Psychiatry is a prerequisite to their framework of causal reasoning – human imagination and the “soul” are primary motivators that must be interrogated. Any other method makes crueler forms of warfare inevitable.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 7-9]

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 jantastici, which 1 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 ways of thinking are more valuable to the student than the conclusions of their thought. Archetypal patterns of imagination, the universali jantastici, 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?

Method is Key

Hillman’s critique using Jungian psychology is uniquely key to understanding issues of the “soul” and remembering the causations

Robbins NO DATE [Brent Dean Robbins, Assistant Professor at Point Park University in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and holds a doctorate in clinical psychology from Duquesne University, d/a: 7/25/10, http://mythosandlogos.com/Hillman.html, Last Updated: July 22nd, 2008]
James Hillman's Archetypal Psychology is inspired by Carl Jung, yet Hillman, in the spirit of Jung himself, moves beyond him to develop a rich, complex, and poetic basis for a psychology of psyche as "soul." Hillman's writings are of the most innovative, provocative and insightful of any psychologist this century, including Freud himself. What makes Hillman's work so important is its emphasis on psychology as a way of seeing, a way of imaging, a way of envisioning being human. His work is truly originary and involves a radical "re-visioning" of psychology as a human science. Hillman's roots are mostly classical, but in the service of retrieving what has been lost to psychology and, thus, in the service of psychology's future disclosure of "psyche" or "soul." The power of Hillman's thought, however, has more to do with how he approaches phenomena rather than what he has to say about it. Soul-making is a method, a way of seeing, and this cannot be forgotten. Hillman's roots include Renaissance Humanism, the early Greeks, existentialism and phenomenology. His thought is rhetorical in the best sense of the word; thus, imaginative, literary, poetic, metaphorical, ingenius, and persuasive. If nothing else, one cannot read Hillman without being moved.

**Links**

The Plan
Legislating anti-war solutions creates repressions of natural violence and worship of weapons.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 125-7]

The legislative and judicial battles over gun control epitomize larger ones of disarmament in general. Research in this field shows a profound psychological resistance to disarmament, as if firearms are unconditionally necessary to the idea of the nation-state and, in the USA, to the citizen of that particular nation-state. The fond belief (verging on paranoia) that one is solely responsible for one's own salvation and that self-preservation is the first law of nature (Protestant Darwinism) in a mobile, anomic, class-ridden society may provide grounds for American volatility and insecurity, but not enough ground to account for the American idolization of the gun. There must be a myth at work. It is as if the gods have combined to manufacture the guns, are in the guns, as if the guns have become gods themselves. The spear that stood at a Roman altar to Mars was not a symbol; it was the god. When Ulysses and his son hide the weapons from the crowd of suitors with whom they soon do battle, Ulysses reminds his son of the magnetic power in the weapon, "since iron all of itself works on a man and attracts him."35 Human beings love their weapons, crafting them with the skills of Hephaistos and the beauty of Aphrodite for the purposes of Ares. Consider how many different kinds of blades, edges, points, metals, and temperings are fashioned on the variety of knives, swords, spears, sabers, dirks, battle-axes, stilettos, rapiers, tridents, daggers, cutlasses, scimitars, lances, poinards, pikes, halberds . . . that have been lovingly honed with the aim of killing. We, keep them as revered objects, display old battle tanks and cannon in front of town courthouses, convert battleships and submarines into museums through which tourists stream on Sundays, build gun cabinets in our homes, trade weapons at Sotheby's. How foolish to believe we can enforce licensing and regulation. No society can truly suppress Venus. As emblem of both death and love, of fear and care, the sublime weapon du jour is no longer the sword over the mantelpiece or the flintlock behind the grandfather clock. It is the handgun in the drawer of the bedside table. Along with sex toys and condoms, the handgun belongs as much to Venus as to Mars. And if to Venus, then to Venus we shall have to turn for "gun control," since only that god who brings a disorder can carry it away. Venus victrix states a fact: Venus will out. She will be victorious and she cannot be suppressed. Prostitution is the oldest profession and blue laws have never been able anywhere to extinguish the redlight district. When suppression does rule for a while under fanatic puritan literalism, the goddess goes to compensatory extremes. She returns as a witch in Salem or in epidemics of hysteria afflicting entire convents. The Taliban keep girlie magazines. She infiltrates the Net with pornography and the free-marketing of children for pedophiles. Or she unleashes sadoerotic cruelties in revenge for her suppression in prisons, schools, and offices.

Peace as Absence of War

Describing war as a one-shot event that can be avoided creates repression of the real desires for violence that make conflict inevitable.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 29-34]

The name of this void of forgetfulness is peace, whose short first definition is: "the absence of war." More fully, the Oxford English Dictionary describes peace: "Freedom from, or cessation of, war or hostilities; a state of a nation or community in which it is not at war with another." Further, peace means: "Freedom from disturbance or perturbation, especially as a condition of an individual; quiet, tranquility." When Neville Chamberlain and his umbrella returned from Munich in 1938 after utterly failing to grasp the nature of Hitler, he told the British people he had achieved peace in our time and that now everyone should "go home and get a nice quiet sleep."35 These pages are thick with death in order to disturb the peace. The worst of war is that it ends in peace, that is, it absents itself from remembrance, a syndrome Chris Hedges calls "collective or blanket amnesia,"36 beyond understanding, beyond imagining. "Peace is visible already," writes Marguerite Duras. "It's like a great darkness falling, it's the beginning of forgetting."37 I will not march for peace, nor will I pray for it, because it falsifies all it touches. It is a cover-up, a curse. Peace is simply a bad word. "Peace," said Plato, "is really only a name."38 Even if states should "cease from fighting," wrote Hobbes, "It is not to be called peace; but rather a breathing time."39 Truce, yes; cease-fire, yes; surrender, victory, mediation, brinkmanship, standoff-these words have content, but peace is darkness falling. When peace follows war, the villages and towns erect memorials with tributes to the honor of the fallen, sculptures of victory, angels of compassion, and local names cut in granite. We pass by these strange structures like obstacles to traffic. Even the immediate presence of war's aftermath, the rubble of London, the rubble of Frankfurt, the desolation through Russia, the Ukraine, become unremarkable to its citizens in the anesthesia of peace. The survivors themselves enter a state of unperturbed quiescence; they don't want to talk about it. The dictionary's definition, an exemplary of denial, fails the word, peace. Written by scholars in tranquillity, the definition fixates and perpetuates the denial. If peace is merely an absence of, a freedom from, it is both an emptiness and a repression. A psychologist must ask how is the emptiness filled, since nature abhors a vacuum; and how does the repressed return, since it must? The emptiness left by repressing war from the definition of peace bloats it with idealizations-another classic defense mechanism. Fantasies of rest, of calm security, life as "normal," eternal peace, heavenly peace, the peace of love that transcends understanding; peace as ease (shalvah in the Hebrew Bible) and completeness (shalom). The peace of naivete, of ignorance disguised as innocence. Longings for peace become both simplistic and utopian with programs for universal love, disarmament, and an Aquarian federation of nations, or retrograde to the status quo ante of Norman Rockwell's apple pie. These are the options of psychic numbing that "peace" offers and which must have so offended Jesus that he declared for a sword. 40

**Implications**

Value to Life

Experiencing war through imagination creates value to otherwise meaningless existences.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 10-11]

I expect this book to pull us out of this predicament, that something so powerful and so usual cannot find adequate measure. A psychology that is philosophical, a philosophy that is psychological, ought to be able to fathom its darkness. War begs for meaning, and amazingly also gives meaning, a meaning found in the midst of its chaos. Men who survive battle come back and say it was the most meaningful time of their lives, transcendent to all other meanings. Major books have collected these accounts and are dedicated to this theme. Despite the wasting confusion, accidental senselessness, and the numbing dread, meaning appears among those engaged, meaning without explanation, without full understanding, yet lasting a lifetime. After World War II a Frenchwoman said to J. Glenn Gray, "You know that I do not love war or want it to return. But at least it made me feel alive, as I have not felt alive before or since."16   The step into the mind of war is a change of pace. Abrupt. Disturbing. The civil world and its civilities left behind. It is as if we are under orders to get on with it swiftly. The very style of writing accommodates to its subject, submitting to what the Renaissance writers knew as the "rhetoric of speed" whose patron was Mars, god of war. His metal is iron which likes fire, and rusts when set aside in reflection; iron makes a poor mirror.

Value to Life

Hillman’s idea of the soul is a prerequisite to all meaning in life

Drob, no date [Dr. Sanford Drob is a Core Faculty Member in the Clinical Psychology doctorate program of Fielding Graduate University. He holds doctorates in psychology and philosophy and for many years served as the Director of Psychological Assessment at NYU-Bellevue Medical Center, where he continues to be on the clinical faculty.  Dr. Sanford Drob is available for psychological testing, psychoeducational assessments and forensic psychological assessments. “The Depth of the Soul: James Hillman’s Vision of Psychology.” d/a: 7/26/10, http://www.newkabbalah.com/hil2.html] 

For Hillman, the soul generally lays hidden behind our routines, dogmas and fixed beliefs. Soul, according to Hillman is most apt to emerge in those chaotic, "pathological", moments when we experience the disintegration of our beliefs, values, and security. For it is in such moments that that our imagery, emotions, desires and values are heightened and we have the fullest awareness of the psyche in its essential form. Here, Hillman provides us with a psychological application of the Kabbalistic act of Birur, the extrication of the inner divine self, the spark of divine light that lays hidden within the human personality. For Hillman, the very point of deconstructing our fixed ideas in psychology and elsewhere is to provide us with the conditions for the revelation of psyche itself.  Hillman says five more things about the nature of the soul: the soul (1) makes all meaning possible, (2) turns events into experiences, (3) involves a deepening of experience, (4) is communicated in love, and (5) has a special relation with death (Hillman, 1977, p. xvi, Hillman, 1976, pp. 44-47). For Hillman, as a result of these five characteristics, the soul is the "imaginative possibility of our nature", a possibility that is realized in reflective speculation, dream, image, and fantasy. Death is significant for soul because possibility (and hence imagination) derives from an existential recognition of one's finitude: what is finite can imagine possibilities, some of which will be realized, others of which (owing to death) will not (Hillman 1992, p. xvi, 1989, p. 21).  For Hillman, the ultimate psychological value, indeed the ultimate value in general, is a realization and deepening of the soul in its widest possible sense. Hillman's goal, which can be described as "mystical" amounts to a radical departure from not only the medical model of psychoanalysis but also from those humanistic models which, having rejected the metaphor of "cure," continue to entertain notions of self-improvement, self-actualization, well-being, understanding or enlightenment as goals for treatment or therapy (Moore, 1991). For Hillman the goal of psychology is the deepening of meaning and experience per se; any other goal, whether it be medical cure, humanistic self-actualization, or spiritual enlightenment, is bound to distract us from our primary human task as the bearers of meaning and significance. Hillman's views are almost quietistic, and they approach those strands within Jewish mysticism, particularly in Hasidism, where devekut, or cleaving to the God within, is the ultimate value. However, more generally, his view is one in which every arena of human endeavor is to be imbued with meaning and significance, and here is close to the Kabbalist's affirmation that all human acts provide an opportunity for the respiritualization and repair of the world. 

More Destructive War

The Alternative’s conception of War as natural creates a respect for the enemy that makes fighting virtuous and minimal. The aff’s claim that then “solve war” makes the enemy an extinguishable evil, and this justifies far worse atrocities than combat.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 201-205]

There remains the wish at the end of every war that this not happen again, that war must fmd its stopping point before it ever again begins. We know from what we have read of the history of war and the nature of battle that this wish is only a wish, that war is at the foundation of being, as are death and love, beauty and terror, which find magnification in war; and we know that our thought and our law build upon war as do the beliefs which nourish its ceaseless continuation. What is then to do? We cannot dismiss the wish for war's end, nor can it be satisfied, nor perhaps ought it be satisfied. The wish to stop war is like any genuine psychological problem: it cannot be satisfied, it will not be repressed, nor will it go away of its own accord. The final sentence of Jeremy Black's thorough study, Why Wars Happen, concludes: "The techniques of diplomatic management can help some crises, but others reflect a willingness, sometimes desire, to kill and be killed that cannot be ignored." Ares is ever-present; he belongs in the scheme of things. A method of classical therapy turned for a cure of a problem to the problem itself. The power that brings a disease is the very one that can take it away. Similis similibus curantur is the old motto: cure by means of sirnilars (rather than by means of opposites). Since Ares/ Mars puts war in our midst, we ask the same source for relief. For clues to how Ares might help, we look to the oldest text describing the specific characteristics of the different gods and goddesses, conventionally called the Homeric Hymns, although their attribution to a person named Homer is but a useful simplification. What matters is not their author(s) but their content. In the content of the "Hymn to Ares" we catch a glimpse of ways to "cure" war. THE HYMN TO ARES Ares, superior force, Ares, chariot rider, Ares wears gold helmet, Ares has mighty heart, Ares, shield-bearer, Ares, guardian oj city, Ares has armor oj bronze, Ares has poweiful arms, Ares never gets tired, Ares, hard with spear,  Ares, rampart of Olympos, Ares, father of Victory who herself delights in war, Ares, helper of Justice, Ares overcomes other side, Ares leader of most just men, Ares carries staff of manhood, Ares turns his fiery bright cycle among the Seven-signed tracks of the aether, where flaming chargers bear him forever over the third orbit! Hear me, helper of mankind, dispenser of youth 5 sweet courage, beam down from up there / your gentle light on our lives, and your martial power, so that I can shake cff cruel cowardice from my head, and diminish that deceptive rush of my spirit, and restrain that shrill voice in my heart that provokes me to enter the chilling din of battle. You, happy god, give me courage, let me linger in the sqfo laws of peace, and thus escape from battles with enemies and the fate of a violent death . (translated by CHARLES BOER) Some basic lessons can be gleaned from this hymn since it directly responds to the wish to escape from battles and violent death. First: honor the phenomenon, even if it be the dreaded god of war. Give praise and thanks to Ares who is called, without a trace of irony, "helper of mankind." As we said at the start of this book, the first psychological step in coming to terms with any phenomenon- no matter how much you may hate it-requires imagination and understanding, some of which is offered by this hymn in its catalog of specifics. So, second, understand what Ares offers, where he helps. He defends the city, civilization itself, as shield bearer on the ramparts. He stands and fights for justice, gives courage, has a mighty heart, is tireless, and "hard with spear," driving home a point with superior force. Also, as Kant explains, the martial spirit constructs civilization by promoting internal dissension between conflicting parties. "The means nature employs to accomplish, the development of all faculties is the antagonism of men in society; since this antagonism becomes, in the end, the cause of a lawful order of this society." "Man wills concord; but nature better knows what is good for the species: she wills discord."39 This appreciation is written by perhaps the most humane and gentle philosopher who ever thought his way into the heart of things. War defends civilization, not because a war is claimed to be a just war, or a justified war. The just cause lies not in the end-overcoming evil, repelling barbarians, protecting the innocent-but in the way the entry into war and the conduct of the war maintain the steadfast virtues, the "gentle light" shone on them by Ares. If you look to Mars for help, it is well to be courageously honest; to be in mind of civilization, its history, its frailty, its culture; to know more about justice than merely what the law says; and to make your points in support of war, not with repetitious jabs and insinuations but with straight, hard argument. Why not expect those who lead nations to war in the name of helping mankind to read further than the machinations of Machiavelli and Mao, and to study the oracular phrases describing the archetype of war itself? As "rampart of Olympos," Ares, third, defends the other gods and goddesses. They are not imagined to be enemies, rivals, opposites. His is the archetypal tolerance of polytheism-each god, each goddess entails another. They are all enfolded together in the great bed of myth, and their tolerance is essential to their natures. When, however, the martial spirit is confined within any single-minded belief, the result is domination, intolerance, and suppression of other ways of being, and we suffer the horror of war from which we seek escape.
**Alternative**

Imagination Solves

Our Alternative creates cultural visions of war that channel violent energy into beauty and creativity. This prevents arbitrary enemy creation and solves the worst aspects of warfare.
HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 213-4]

Aesthetic intensity offers an equivalent of war by providing an obdurate enemy-the image, the material, the ideal-to attack, subdue, and convert. Venusian passion also offers the erotics, the sacrifice, a devotion but without doctrine, and a band of comrades dedicated to the same search for the sublime. As war is beyond reason, and religious faith is beyond reason, so too must be the aesthetic parallel to war. Although these romantic and heroic notions of aesthetic endeavor compel the individual and draw him or her into do-or-die emotions, civilization which mobilizes wars is not moved by the same aesthetic passion. Art-making is on the sidelines, an inessential diversion; Venus reduced to cheerleading propaganda to boost the real thing: war. Rather than cordoning off the magical power of making cultural beauty, civilization can find demonstrative modes of realizing the passionate Venus. When both accidental and intentional catastrophes hover over our heads, over the planet itself, we must imagine other ways for civilization to normalize martial fury, give valid place to the autonomous inhuman, and open to the sublime. Is civilization so dedicated to repression that it fears an outbreak of culture? Imagine a nation whose first line of defense is each citizen's aesthetic investment in some cultural form. Then civilization's wasteful "stress" converts into cultural intensity. All the diabolic inventiveness, the intolerant obsession and drive to conquer compelled toward culture. Would war lose some of its magic? Culture generates from excesses of imagination which Mars's narrow focus on its notion of victory completely occludes. If we cannot let private fantasy play with far-fetched ideas in search of parallels to the passion of war, civilization remains delivered over to the suppressive regularity of the usual which it worships as "order." In sum, the aesthetic passion of Venus can disrupt war's source in peacetime monotony "in which nothing happens" (as Gray found), which affords no true "meaning" (as Hedges says), and promotes "psychic numbing" (which Lifton fears). Aesthetic passion provides multiple fields for engagements with the inhuman and sublime certainly less catastrophic than the fields of battle.

Debating Solves

Imagining and debating the realities of nuclear war are critical to unravel the psychological hold they have on us.

CHERNUS, 85 [Ira, Associate Professor of Religious Studies at University of Colorado, “Imagining the 'Unimaginable'” Security Dialogue, 16:79]

Is this possible’? Does our lengthy analysis yield any prescriptions for action? The most obvious implication is the need to face our fantasies honestly and recognize them for what they are. This is not easy; in fact, it is so difficult that most of us will risk imminent annihilation to avoid it. Yet once we realize the price to be paid, there may be no alternative. It is certainly easier if this recognition is shared with others, in full awareness that our fantasies are not unique private aberrations. Rather they are individual variations on a universal set of themes, the common property of all humanity.  Facing the unconscious together, we can begin to explore its labyrinthine paths. This process was well underway, of course, before the nuclear age. But now it takes on a new direction and new urgency. Particular attention must be paid to images that render nuclear war acceptable, even desirable. These images are pervasive and deeply rooted; it may take strenuous efforts even to notice them, much less eliminate them. As a first step, we can listen to ourselves and others talk about nuclear war. How often are images and figurative words used when more neutral terms would suffice? How often, for example, do we say ’If they drop the big one’, or ’If it all blows up’ rather than simply ’If there is a nuclear war?” We can focus on the pictures these words conjure up in our minds and the emotional responses they trigger. Discussing these issues with others, we can bring hidden feelings and attitudes out of the unconscious closet into the public light, where they belong. Once mythic fantasies are laid out openly, defined and described, their hold over perceptions of reality is weakened. Confusions between imagination and reality begin to clear up.

Psychiatry Solves
The Alternative to the plan is to reject the affirmatives idea of the practicality of war and psychologically encircle war allowing for a fuller understanding of the unconscious aspiration to enter war in the first place.
BALDWIN, 4[Robert, Finishing Line Press, the author of Lightness and Dark, d/a: 7/26/10, http://www.bloomsburyreview.com/Archives/2004/Terrible%20Love%20of%20War.pdf]
Hillman suggests that when a martial spirit is confined within any single-minded belief (think President Bush’s fixation on Iraq without credible evidence of weapons of mass destruction or Osama bin Laden’s fixation on destroying the West), the result is intolerance, domination, and war. Consider this frightening parallel between Nazi Germany and Attorney General Ashcroft’s attacks on those who dissent against the war: “The people can always be brought to the bidding of the leaders,” said Hermann Göring at his trial at Nuremberg. “This is easy. All you have to do is tell them they are being attacked and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing the country to danger. It works the same in every country. The cure offered by Hillman (not entirely persuasive, although certainly a step in the right direction) is a form of courageous tolerance—a courage as strong as that necessary to rush into combat—so that the same force that impels us to war might be harnessed to prevent it. Such courage, however, requires the strength to face the charge of cowardice and conduct akin to desertion of one’s own country. A case in point: Presidential candidate Kerry voted for the resolution authorizing the second Iraq war. Now, like many others, he says he was misled. He probably was. A veteran of combat himself, he could not see through the fog to find a barrier of restraint to stop the war before it started. Who, in the face of the perceived enemy, will risk being characterized as Chamberlain appeasing Hitler? Politicians prefer to emulate Churchill, warning of a dire threat. When it comes to al Qaeda, no one suggests inaction, which might allow an allegation of weakness. In the end, Hillman may help us understand the terrible love of war, but he can offer only difficult, if not impossible, means to restrain it. There is no practical solution to war because war is not a problem for the practical mind, which is more suited to the conduct of war than to its obviation or conclusion. War belongs to our souls as an archetypal truth of the cosmos. It is a human accomplishment and an inhuman horror, and a love that no other love has been able to overcome. To this terrible truth we may awaken, and in awakening give all our passionate intensity to subverting war’s enactment, encouraged by the courage of culture, even in dark ages, to withstand war. ... We may understand it better, delay it longer, and work to wean war from its support in hypocritical religion. 

**2NC**

A/T: We Solve War

Technical descriptions can’t explain the roots of war, which makes continual and cruel violence inevitable. Even if the aff puts off fighting today, they guarantee more fighting tomorrow.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 9-10]

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 186D--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.

A/T: War is Human Nature

Attempting to identify a cause of war in nature or belief misses the key factor of enemy creation. Psychological interrogation is necessary to avoid arbitrary human calculations that make “enemies” expendable.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 23-24]

Ingrained or acquired? Individual person's aggressive instinct or social group's aggrandizing claims? The various contesting assertions about the origins of war can be reduced to two basic positions. On the one side, theories of psychoanalysis that take human nature back to early loss of love objects and to the birth trauma; theories of animal biology (inborn release mechanisms of fight-or-flight; theories of determining genes pushing to get what they want). On the other side, war is a product of the internal structure of groups, their belief systems, their territorial claims, their exogamous fertility requirements, and the collective psyche of the crowd as such. In both cases, whether human drive or societal necessity, war requires an imagined enemy. "Warre," writes Hobbes, is that condition "where every man is Enemy to every other man," and Clausewitz insists that "the enemy must always be kept in mind." The idea of otherness or alterity that currently dominates thinking about gender and race and ecology is too abstract to unleash the dogs of war. Can you imagine a war without first imagining an enemy? Whether the focus be upon prey, sacrificial victim, evil spirit, or object of desire, enmity mobilizes the energy. The figure of the enemy nourishes the passions of fear, hatred, rage, revenge, destruction, and lust, providing the supercharged strength that makes the battlefield possible.

A/T: You Don’t Actually Go to War

We don’t need to physically go to war to imagine it. War is already present in our souls.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 39]

A nagging question still persists. Could the state of war become normal were it not in tune with something in the human soul, a force, a factor other than aggression and self-preservation, other than group bonding? It is as if a recognition occurs: "so this is it." This is Hell; the Kingdom of Death; the ultimate truth below all else. This is terror, this is a love more than my life, this is panic and madness. I know war already before I have gone to it. The psyche normalizes because it is archetypally in tune a priori, prior to the event; the event, like love in a flash, like the response to beauty, like taking the newborn to the breast, or when the temper boils at an instance of injustice. Perhaps we do come into the world knowing it all and that war is in us-not because of a fighting instinct, but in our soul's knowledge of the cosmos of which war is a foundation. The great realities are given; life displays and confirms them. If war is present to the archetypal imagination, we don't need wars to know them.

A/T: Case Outweighs

The Aff’s impact calculus betrays their reliance on a numerical approach to war. This depersonalizes the enemy and makes mass destruction possible.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 51-2]

As we reconstruct tribal battles of prehistoric humankind or read of wars of heroic and chivalric times, numbers were far less relevant. The quantity of combatants and the amounts of weapons were far less significant than their quality: fighting spirit, well-made arrows, wily and ferocious leaders, huge strength of champions or ability with horse or sword. There may have been cruelty, and perhaps coercion in the clash of combat, but certainly not impersonalization. The thinking of modern warfare (until the advent of the lone teenage girl with a bomb under her blouse) operates in the "Reign of Quantity;” demonstrating a materialistic ontology which reduces qualities to numbers-measurement, calculation, computation, simply" counting off," and dog tags with blood type and serial number. It is not merely the industrialization of warfare and the large population involved, but the ontology of numerical thinking, of science itself, that produces the impersonalization which creates a new kind of deliberate cruelty in the precisely calculated bombing of the unnamed by the unnamed. Those who have endured artillery bombardment, ships' guns shelling the shore, air strikes, say nothing is worse than the concussive whistling and screaming from nowhere, aimed at no one, relentless and repeating. This is the military-industrial complex incarnated into the titanic war machine. Machines, Lewis Mumford shows, are logical, purposeful organizations such as built the pyramids in Egypt thousands of years before the steam engines. Only secondarily do machines require levers and pulleys and wheels; first is the systematic functioning of their cohesive parts. War turns humans into parts, spare parts.

A/T: Hillman isn’t talking about nuclear war
The aff doesn’t understand what “nuclear war” is. Psychological examinations of catastrophe are more accurate and useful.

CHERNUS, 85 [Ira, Associate Professor of Religious Studies at University of Colorado, “Imagining the 'Unimaginable'” Security Dialogue, 16:79]

It is dangerous to call nuclear war ’unthinkable’ and ’unimaginable’. These words anesthetize us; they let us lie to ourselves. In fact, we have been thinking about and imagining nuclear war ever since Hiroshima. We delude ourselves so easily, though, because most of our thoughts and images are unconscious. In the face of impending catastrophe we are, as George Kennan says, like men (and women) in a dream.2 Kennan’s metaphor deserves to be taken more literally than he may have meant it. In dreams, thoughts are transformed into concrete images and the unconscious has free play, unencumbered by the demands of external reality. In thinking about nuclear war, ideas turn quickly into images, but there is no reality against which they can be tested. Nuclear war is a totally unprecedented phenomenon. External reality offers nothing even remotely analogous to guide conscious thought. Where, then, do the images come from’? All we know for certain about nuclear war is its immense scale, immense power, and immense destructiveness. When we face the immense, our minds revert to the modes of childhood and dream thinking - symbolism, fantasy, archetype, myth. These ways of relating to the towering and over-powering are as old as each of us individually and as old as the human race. Their home is in the unconscious; they can shape our lives in the most subtly invisible ways. As we confront ’the MX debate’ or ’the window of vulnerability’, or any of the nuclear issues of the day, what we see and hear is a volatile mixture - a pinch of conscious reasoning in a large dose of unconscious imagining. Fantasy has free rein. There are, it is true, bits and pieces of the reality of nuclear destruction now available to the public. But these are so sketchy as to be meaningless, until we put them together. Like archaeologists, we must take a few fragments and reconstruct the whole pot, filling in the missing pieces with imagination. Moreover, the reality offered by scientific research is constantly changing; last year’s ’proven facts’ are this year’s ’optimistic best-case scenario’. The truly significant research finding is the impossibility of foreseeing the results of nuclear war. The variables are unprecedented and therefore unpredictable. And even if science could build a stable facsimile of what nuclear would look like, only imagination could tell us what we really want to know: What would it feel like? The key to the nuclear dilemma - humanity’s baffling refusal to pull back from the brink - lies largely in the realm of myth and fantasy.

A/T: Hillman isn’t talking about nuclear war

Depicting nuclear war as totalizing and all-ending numbs us toward life in the nuclear age and makes death desirable. Only through imagination can we come to terms with the realities of nuclear war.

CHERNUS, 85 [Ira, Associate Professor of Religious Studies at University of Colorado, “Imagining the 'Unimaginable'” Security Dialogue, 16:79]

’Psychic numbing’ is a concept first developed by Robert Lifton, a pioneer in exploring the psychological dimensions of the nuclear age.6 Lifton asks why humanity, faced with its imminent extinction, lives as if it were oblivious. The apathy, he suggests, stems from our refusal to think about or imagine nuclear war. But this is just one piece of a larger problem. As life in the nuclear age becomes an absurd ’as if’ affair, death becomes absurd too. When we had to reckon only with the terror of ’plain old death’, we eased our fears with images of the continuity of life - through children, personal immortality, our works, or the on-going rhythm of nature and life itself. These images were integral parts of our cultural stock of symbols and myths. Now, however, death is unconsciously equated with nuclear annihilation, the instantaneous cessation of absolutely everything. ’Plain old death’ seems, by comparison, a consummation devoutly to be wished. The disappearance of images of continuity creates a numbed apathy which can justly be called ’death in life’. Those who are already dead in life can hardly be expected to muster the energy needed for political struggle, even if they consciously recognize the danger they face. Repressed images of nuclear war compound the problem that Lifton describes. The mind cannot isolate nuclear war and say, as it were, ’These shall be repressed while other images are given free play’. Nuclear fantasies form part of an immensely complex network; they are just one of many windows into the world of the unconscious. Images of death and the continuity of life, as expressed in myth and symbol, are another such window. If two windows are closed. might the rest be shut too? Indeed, many observers of the psychology of modernity find a pervasive loss of contact with the unconscious. The demise of publicly shared mythology is one facet of this process. The declining appreciation of private imagination is another. Educators must urge a re-discovery of fantasy, even when talking about pre-schoolers. 7 Philosophers must argue for its value to adult culture.8 Psychologists warn of the individual and social illness that suppressed fantasies breed.9 Yet these voices raised in defense of the unconscious remain something of a fringe element; and this too is testimony to the closing of all the windows on this strange but fertile world. The fertility of the unconscious is a crucial issue. Not only images of the continuity of life, but all images of future possibility and change, have their roots in the fantasy life of the unconscious. The cost of repression is thus compounded by a loss of possibility. Even those who escape the return of the repressed in the form of political projection pay the price; when they seek a new future, free from the dangers of literalized myth, the wellsprings of change are dried up. Life becomes stuck, static, hopeless - a replica of the grave. Death in life begins with the disabling of the unconscious, and the unconscious feels it most acutely. While we consciously fear the horror of nuclear war, the unconscious may not see a great deal of difference between the pre-war and post-war worlds.

**A/T: Perm**

Maintaining Calculative Focus Fails
Traditional depictions of war preclude imagining a confrontation with violence by focusing on calculations and the need for immediate victory.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 4-7]

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 war? 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." 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."!3 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.

Value to Life

The affirmative’s construction of a war to be avoided creates pacified citizens that only find meaning through bureaucratic state structures. This destroys value to life.

HILLMAN, 4 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; A Terrible Love of War, p. 35-37]

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 tranquil- . lity 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.

Drive to Action

Constantly demanding action prevents cautiously approaching psychological drives.

HILLMAN, 2 [James, Ph.D., former Director of Studies at Jung Institute, cofounder of Dallas Institute for Humanities and Culture, has taught at Yale, Syracuse and the University of Chicago; “THE VIRTUES OF CAUTION,” July/Aug, d/a: 7/25/10, http://www.resurgence.org/magazine/article1269-the-virtues-of-caution.html]
Moral philosophy holds that long-term ends, no matter how noble, can never justify the short-term means, but that the ends must show their nobility in each moment of the means. The precautionary principle has something to offer here for resolving this dilemma of correlating means and ends. That they correlate only too well in predatory corporate economics is visible the world over: exploitation of mineral resources (ends) correlates with the means of ravaged Earth, oppressed indigenous peoples, destruction of ecological balance, deterioration of culture. But how is it possible to correlate means and ends in a positive way?  By slowing and questioning the most evidently efficient means, precaution invites innovations and experiment. An invitation to Hermes with his mercurial mind to try out previously unimagined ways of arriving at the same ends and in accord with those ends. The necessity caused by caution actually becomes the mother of invention.  AS A PSYCHOLOGIST I need to offer psychological grounds for caution beyond the reasonable advantages and mythical implications. Three such grounds are particularly noteworthy.  First, the Hippocratic maxim: primum nihil nocere. Before all else, above all, first, do no harm, harm nothing. Before any action or plan for action consider first the downside before the upside. Explore the risks rather than the benefits. Expenditures on research shall focus on worst-case scenarios, and extend the notion of ‘harm’ fully.  The Hippocratic maxim suggests two thoughts, at least. First, that intervention in the ways of the world, despite the delusions that heroic goodness brings to its ambitions, always invites a shadow. Yin accompanies Yang, always and everywhere. Weigh the consequences of what might lie in the dark of your helping urge, your bright vision. Second, this maxim implies that the Earth has its own virtues and forces: nature may be acting in ways that our lack of caution does not let us see. Hippocratic caution brings with it a background in ancient animism, a respect for the dignity and power of phenomena, inviting a listening ear into phenomena, beyond cost benefits and risk assessments, so as to discover their values, their intentions beyond ours, so that we might work with them, even follow their lead, for their sake as well as ours.

Nuclear Outbreak
The perm relies on the notion that we can make war safer by running from it, which represses our destructive tendencies and brings them out in nuclear warfare.
CHERNUS, 91 [Ira, Associate Professor of Religious Studies at University of Colorado, Nuclear Madness: on Religion and Psychology in the Nuclear Age, p 92-93]

Perhaps the greatest danger of the "safe Bomb" fantasy is that precisely because it represses our former fantasies of annihilation and omnipotence it insures their continued hold upon us. Hillman agrees with most depth psychologists that repressed thoughts, emotions, and images will inevitably return. But he stresses that, when repressed through literalism, they will return literally, in "ungainly, obsessive, literalistic ways, affecting consciousness with precisely the qualities it strives to, exclude."" This principle plays a central role in shaping our nuclear images. When we deny the call of irrational death for a place in our imaginal life, we find ourselves bedazzled by compelling obsessions with irrational death-and killing-as physical realities. Always bent on domination, living in a world of constant challenge, and taking every conflict on the level of literal physical concreteness, we are inevitably fascinated by images of physical power, aggression, and destruction. Even when we pursue policies to control destructive technologies, we are held by nuclear images and technologies in an apparently mysterious grip. Even when political realities as well as rhetoric seem to dictate dissolving our nuclear arsenals, real progress toward that goal is agonizingly slow. Even when declaratory policy finds no reasonable use for the weapons, actual policy may plan to use them as traditional instruments of war. Hillman's theorizing helps to clear up the mystery: the shadow side, he contends, returns in its most ungainly literal form as the indispensable tool for virtuously repressing the shadow side. No matter how well intentioned our "safe Bomb" ideologies may be, these attempts to repress the shadow side are inevitably self-defeating because they actually preserve the shadow they hope to dispel. In light of declaratory policy, nuclear holocaust may occur only as an apparent accident, countering all the world's best intentions to avert it. Or, in light of the actual policy pursued in some military quarters, it may appear to be the most moral act of all, in a perverse conclusion to the heroic ego's perversely self-righteous morality. Regardless of declaratory or actual policies, however, holocaust remains a very real possibility because we have psychologically negated the Bomb's living actuality.

**Aff**
Literal Descriptions Good
Focusing on literal wars is critical to learn useful lessons from them. War itself is not the worst evil; mishandling the practical execution of wars is. 
HANSON, 7 [Victor Davis, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, “Why Study War?” Summer, d/a: 7/26/10, http://www.city-journal.org/html/17_3_military_history.html]
The academic neglect of war is even more acute today. Military history as a discipline has atrophied, with very few professorships, journal articles, or degree programs. In 2004, Edward Coffman, a retired military history professor who taught at the University of Wisconsin, reviewed the faculties of the top 25 history departments, as ranked by U.S. News and World Report. He found that of over 1,000 professors, only 21 identified war as a specialty. When war does show up on university syllabi, it’s often about the race, class, and gender of combatants and wartime civilians. So a class on the Civil War will focus on the Underground Railroad and Reconstruction, not on Chancellorsville and Gettysburg. One on World War II might emphasize Japanese internment, Rosie the Riveter, and the horror of Hiroshima, not Guadalcanal and Midway. A survey of the Vietnam War will devote lots of time to the inequities of the draft, media coverage, and the antiwar movement at home, and scant the air and artillery barrages at Khe Sanh.  Those who want to study war in the traditional way face intense academic suspicion, as Margaret Atwood’s poem “The Loneliness of the Military Historian” suggests:      Confess: it’s my profession     that alarms you.     This is why few people ask me to dinner,     though Lord knows I don’t go out of my         way to be scary.   Historians of war must derive perverse pleasure, their critics suspect, from reading about carnage and suffering. Why not figure out instead how to outlaw war forever, as if it were not a tragic, nearly inevitable aspect of human existence? Hence the recent surge of “peace studies” (see “The Peace Racket”).  The university’s aversion to the study of war certainly doesn’t reflect public lack of interest in the subject. Students love old-fashioned war classes on those rare occasions when they’re offered, usually as courses that professors sneak in when the choice of what to teach is left up to them. I taught a number of such classes at California State University, Stanford, and elsewhere. They’d invariably wind up overenrolled, with hordes of students lingering after office hours to offer opinions on the battles of Marathon and Lepanto.  Popular culture, too, displays extraordinary enthusiasm for all things military. There’s a new Military History Channel, and Hollywood churns out a steady supply of blockbuster war movies, from Saving Private Ryan to 300. The post–Ken Burns explosion of interest in the Civil War continues. Historical reenactment societies stage history’s great battles, from the Roman legions’ to the Wehrmacht’s. Barnes and Noble and Borders bookstores boast well-stocked military history sections, with scores of new titles every month. A plethora of websites obsess over strategy and tactics. Hit video games grow ever more realistic in their reconstructions of battles.  The public may feel drawn to military history because it wants to learn about honor and sacrifice, or because of interest in technology—the muzzle velocity of a Tiger Tank’s 88mm cannon, for instance—or because of a pathological need to experience violence, if only vicariously. The importance—and challenge—of the academic study of war is to elevate that popular enthusiasm into a more capacious and serious understanding, one that seeks answers to such questions as: Why do wars break out? How do they end? Why do the winners win and the losers lose? How best to avoid wars or contain their worst effects?  A wartime public illiterate about the conflicts of the past can easily find itself paralyzed in the acrimony of the present. Without standards of historical comparison, it will prove ill equipped to make informed judgments. Neither our politicians nor most of our citizens seem to recall the incompetence and terrible decisions that, in December 1777, December 1941, and November 1950, led to massive American casualties and, for a time, public despair. So it’s no surprise that today so many seem to think that the violence in Iraq is unprecedented in our history. Roughly 3,000 combat dead in Iraq in some four years of fighting is, of course, a terrible thing. And it has provoked national outrage to the point of considering withdrawal and defeat, as we still bicker over up-armored Humvees and proper troop levels. But a previous generation considered Okinawa a stunning American victory, and prepared to follow it with an invasion of the Japanese mainland itself—despite losing, in a little over two months, four times as many Americans as we have lost in Iraq, casualties of faulty intelligence, poor generalship, and suicidal head-on assaults against fortified positions.  It’s not that military history offers cookie-cutter comparisons with the past. Germany’s World War I victory over Russia in under three years and her failure to take France in four apparently misled Hitler into thinking that he could overrun the Soviets in three or four weeks—after all, he had brought down historically tougher France in just six. Similarly, the conquest of the Taliban in eight weeks in 2001, followed by the establishment of constitutional government within a year in Kabul, did not mean that the similarly easy removal of Saddam Hussein in three weeks in 2003 would ensure a working Iraqi democracy within six months. The differences between the countries—cultural, political, geographical, and economic—were too great.  Instead, knowledge of past wars establishes wide parameters of what to expect from new ones. Themes, emotions, and rhetoric remain constant over the centuries, and thus generally predictable. Athens’s disastrous expedition in 415 BC against Sicily, the largest democracy in the Greek world, may not prefigure our war in Iraq. But the story of the Sicilian calamity does instruct us on how consensual societies can clamor for war—yet soon become disheartened and predicate their support on the perceived pulse of the battlefield.  Military history teaches us, contrary to popular belief these days, that wars aren’t necessarily the most costly of human calamities. The first Gulf War took few lives in getting Saddam out of Kuwait; doing nothing in Rwanda allowed savage gangs and militias to murder hundreds of thousands with impunity. Hitler, Mao, Pol Pot, and Stalin killed far more off the battlefield than on it. The 1918 Spanish flu epidemic brought down more people than World War I did. And more Americans—over 3.2 million—lost their lives driving over the last 90 years than died in combat in this nation’s 231-year history. Perhaps what bothers us about wars, though, isn’t just their horrific lethality but also that people choose to wage them—which makes them seem avoidable, unlike a flu virus or a car wreck, and their tolls unduly grievous. Yet military history also reminds us that war sometimes has an eerie utility: as British strategist Basil H. Liddell Hart put it, “War is always a matter of doing evil in the hope that good may come of it.” Wars—or threats of wars—put an end to chattel slavery, Nazism, fascism, Japanese militarism, and Soviet Communism.  Military history is as often the story of appeasement as of warmongering. The destructive military careers of Alexander the Great, Caesar, Napoleon, and Hitler would all have ended early had any of their numerous enemies united when the odds favored them. Western air power stopped Slobodan Milošević’s reign of terror at little cost to NATO forces—but only after a near-decade of inaction and dialogue had made possible the slaughter of tens of thousands. Affluent Western societies have often proved reluctant to use force to prevent greater future violence. “War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things,” observed the British philosopher John Stuart Mill. “The decayed and degraded state of moral and patriotic feeling which thinks that nothing is worth war is much worse.”  Indeed, by ignoring history, the modern age is free to interpret war as a failure of communication, of diplomacy, of talking—as if aggressors don’t know exactly what they’re doing. Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, frustrated by the Bush administration’s intransigence in the War on Terror, flew to Syria, hoping to persuade President Assad to stop funding terror in the Middle East. She assumed that Assad’s belligerence resulted from our aloofness and arrogance rather than from his dictatorship’s interest in destroying democracy in Lebanon and Iraq, before such contagious freedom might in fact destroy him. For a therapeutically inclined generation raised on Oprah and Dr. Phil—and not on the letters of William Tecumseh Sherman and William Shirer’s Berlin Diary—problems between states, like those in our personal lives, should be argued about by equally civilized and peaceful rivals, and so solved without resorting to violence.

Should Avoid Losing Wars
Morals are determined by the victors, so we have to prepare to win wars. The worst atrocities come when we let the tyrants win.
SCHALL, 5[James, professor of government at Georgetown University, “When War Must be the Answer,” Policy Review, Dec/Jan]
We often, and rightly, ponder the horrors of war. Doing so is a growth industry particularly for those who do not choose to fight in them. Soldiers usually know more about the horrors of wars than journalists. They also know more about what it is like to live under a tyrannical system. The uncovering of gulags and concentration camps ought also to cause us to reflect deeply on what happens when unjust regimes acquire and remain in power. 9/11 could have been prevented with but a small use of force had we known that we had an enemy who would utterly surprise us by using passenger planes as weapons of war. A follower of Nietzsche, who thought Platonism and Christianity had failed because both lauded weakness, will see a certain nobility to wars and power for their own dramatic sakes. Like many moderns, Nietzsche did not find any order in the universe except that imposed by his own will. Still, most sensible people can see that to prevent the rise of unlimited power or to remove it, once established, requires the legitimate use of adequate force against it. Often we perform this reflection about war's atrocities in isolation from real situations and without balance, for peace is not simply the absence of war. "No war" can, and not infrequently does, end up meaning the victory of tyranny and the subsequent disarming of any opposition to itself. "No moral use of war" can, by the same logic, result in no freedom, no dignity. We need more serious reflection on what happens, both to ourselves and to others who rely upon us, when we lose wars or when our failure to act causes something worse to happen. Those who cry "peace, peace" often have unacknowledged blood on their hands because they failed to use adequate force when needed; "To the victors go the spoils" is an ancient principle of fact, not rightness. Cowardice has never been considered a virtue. Nor has "turning the other cheek" served as an acceptable excuse for allowing some evil — one we could have stopped except that our theories or fears prevented us from trying — to continue or conquer. Not a few worthy things have been eradicated forever because a war was lost. Eternal vigilance remains the price of liberty and much else that is worthy. In reading ancient history, as we should and for this very reason, we can still meditate with profit on the enormous cultural consequences of a success by Xerxes in Greece had Sparta and Athens not successfully defended them-selves against his armies. Nonetheless, good causes do not always win wars; neither, to say the same thing, do bad causes always lose them. Fortune is difficult to conquer. Nor do its consequences guarantee justice. St. Paul, as Dawson reminds us above, even suggests that wars and the sword punish our wrongdoings. The pope observes that we live in a world in which we want to deny that we commit any wrongs or sins and hence we lack any impetus for correcting them within ourselves. Sins have dire consequences even if we call them virtues, as we often do.  Still, we are not free not to think about this consequence that failure to act can make things worse. Nor can we deny that there is a comparative difference between "bad" things and "terrible" things. We can be as immoral and as inhuman by not acting as by acting. The history of lost wars is as important as the history of victorious ones, perhaps more so. The idea of an absolutely warless world, a world "already made safe for democracy," is more likely, in practice, to be a sign either of utopianism or of madness, and a world in which war is "outlawed" is more likely to mean either that we are no longer in the real world or that the devils and the tyrants — who allow us only to agree with them and do as they say — have finally won. We are naive if we think that formal democratic procedures, lacking any reference to the content of laws, cannot have deleterious effects. A democratic tyranny is quite conceivable, many think likely, and on a global scale. Globalization is not neutral. Not a few of the worst tyrants of history have been very popular and have died peacefully in bed in their old age amidst family and friends.

Impact Calculus
Our impacts outweigh – losing inevitable wars creates far worse impacts than preparing for literal conflict.

SCHALL, 5[James, professor of government at Georgetown University, “When War Must be the Answer,” Policy Review, Dec/Jan]

It may well he true that noncombatant alternatives to war are always available, but there are things worse than war. Not to know what they are is tantamount to losing any real contact with or understanding of human experience or history. Not for nothing was the "history of war" studied by Machiavelli. Many "peaceful" alternatives to war are unhappy ones. One of them consists in being conquered by a hostile power, another in complete civilizational destruction. We read of Muslim and Mongolian armies before whose swords we would not like to fall, knowing that if we do, our culture, religion, and way of life, not to mention many of our lives, would disappear. No one in the decade before the sudden appearance of Mohammedan armies in the seventh century could have imagined the configuration of the world map today, a configuration in many areas due precisely to the permanent conquests of these earlier and later armies. The modern integrity of Europe is unimaginable without two victories over Muslim forces: one at Tours, one at Vienna.

Wargaming Framework – 1
The best framework for debate is a wargame: the role of the judge is to preside over the most educational method of winning the war. Only this interpretation provides useful education, and alternative methods ignore causal relationships.

RUBEL, 6 [Robert, chairman of the Wargaming Department in the Naval War College’s Center for Naval Warfare Studies, “THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF WAR GAMING,” Naval War College Review, 59:2, Spring] 
Anyone who has conducted or has studied actual warfare knows well its massive complexities.1 These complexities do not relieve humans from the responsibility for making decisions—difficult decisions—aimed at navigating their organizations successfully through campaigns, be they in a theater of war or in the halls of the Pentagon. Minds must be prepared beforehand, both in their general, educated functioning and in the specific, sophisticated understanding of conflict and the competitive environments they face. This preparation must be predicated on the internalization of “valid” knowledge about the conflict environment. There are many ways of gaining such knowledge: the study of history and theory, practical experience, and exposure to the results of various kinds of research and analysis. Each of these methods of developing knowledge has its own particular epistemology—formally, a “theory of the nature and grounds of knowledge, especially with reference to its limits and validity,” or more practically, rules by which error is distinguished from truth. War gaming is a distinct and historically significant tool that warriors have used over the centuries to help them understand war in general and the nature of specific upcoming operations. The importance of war gaming demands serious examination of the nature of the knowledge it produces.   Before going farther, it is worthwhile to define exactly what we mean by “war game.” Peter Perla provides as good a definition as any: a war game is “a warfare model or simulation whose operation does not involve the activities of actual military forces, and whose sequence of events affects and is, in turn, affected by the decisions made by players representing the opposing sides.”2 War gaming, rightly considered, is inherently a method of research, regardless of how people apply it. The essence of war gaming is the examination of conflict in an artificial environment. Through such examination, gamers gain new knowledge about the phenomena the game represents. The purpose of a game is immaterial to this central epistemological element. Moreover, the gaining of knowledge is inherent and unavoidable, whatever a game’s object. The real question is whether such knowledge is valid and useful. This question is all the more important because of the growing reliance on gaming techniques in an increasingly complex world. This article will attempt to initiate a professional dialogue on the underlying logic structure of gaming by examining the epistemological foundations of gaming in general and ways in which the knowledge gained from specific games can be judged sound. Perhaps the most compelling reason to conduct such an inquiry is the possibility of insidious error creeping into war games. War gaming, even after centuries of practice, is still more a craft than a discipline, and it is quite possible for rank amateurs, dilettantes, and con artists to produce large, expensive, and apparently successful but worthless or misleading games for unsuspecting sponsors. There is little incentive to apply incisive criticism to games in which heavy investments have been made, and persons or organizations inclined to do so are hampered by lack of an established set of epistemological theory and principle. This does not mean that the majority of games are fatally flawed; it does mean that there is no accepted set of criteria to determine 
Wargaming Framework – 2

[Rubel continues, no text deleted]
whether they are or not. Judgment as to the success and quality of a war game, especially one of high profile and consequence, is too often the result of organizational politics. EPISTEMOLOGY Some elaboration of the meaning of this somewhat esoteric term is essential. To avoid getting sidetracked by philosophical complexities, we can adopt a convention based on current thinking. One widely accepted branch of modern epistemological theory holds that knowledge results from the building of simplified mental models of reality in order to solve problems. The “validity” of a model (or knowledge) emanates from its utility in problem solving.3 This approach seems sufficient for our purposes. Knowledge is a practical human response to the challenges of our environment. Valid knowledge is that which has sufficient practical correspondence to our environment to be useful for problem solving. Readers with knowledge of modeling and simulation will immediately find resonances in this definition with widely used definitions of computer simulation validity—for example, “substantiation that a computerized model within its domain of applicability possesses a satisfactory range of accuracy consistent with the intended application of the model.”4 Thus we are not so much concerned with the validity of knowledge in an absolute sense as with the practical utility of knowledge emanating from a game relative to the projected warfare environment in which it will be applied. Most war games are oriented in some way to the future, either explicitly or inherently; accordingly, the predictive value of knowledge emanating from a game is critical. At this point many veteran gamers will cry foul, as it is widely accepted that war games are not predictive (although there are some who will disagree). To untangle this knot, let us go back to our baseline definition of valid knowledge—that which is useful for problem solving. This presupposes that the environment can to some degree be shaped by decisions. If it were not, war gaming—in fact, any decision-support tool—would be irrelevant. If the environment is malleable, however, there are “right” and “wrong” decisions available to the decision maker.5 Ignorant decision makers would be at the mercy of chance; their decisions would be shots in the dark, or worse. An informed decision maker—one who possesses valid knowledge about the environment and the potential consequences of alternate choices—could do better than that in a future situation. Valid knowledge is predictive to that extent. However, since life in general and war in particular are influenced by thousands of little happenstances that are beyond the control of any single decision maker (a true definition of Clausewitz’s “friction”), “right” decisions do not guarantee success. If they did, war would be formulaic and gaming unnecessary. For that reason, although valid knowledge of the environment is inherently predictive— in that it indicates potentially valid cause-and-effect relationships through which decision makers can bring about their intent—a war game can never be truly predictive. Setting aside, for now, arguments about certain war games in history that have seemed in some way predictive, we are left with the uncomfortable question of what games are good for if they cannot truly predict. Indeed, why do we game at all?
Ext: Wargaming Framing
Maintaining focus on literal circumstances surrounding war is critical to make this debate round educational. Anything we learn otherwise will contribute to losing wars.
RUBEL, 6 [Robert, chairman of the Wargaming Department in the Naval War College’s Center for Naval Warfare Studies, “THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF WAR GAMING,” Naval War College Review, 59:2, Spring] 

Perhaps the best commentary on converting military history into useful knowledge is to be found in the writings of Carl von Clausewitz. Clausewitz regarded history as a real-life laboratory of war, one that can be mined for information useful for preparing the minds of future commanders. His approach was what he called Kritik, or critical analysis: researching the facts, tracing effects back to their causes, and evaluating the means employed.9 This process (which emerges from a close reading of Book Two, chapter 5, of his classic treatise On War) is as valid today as it was in Clausewitz’s time. These three steps constitute more than a method; they establish a criterion for the extraction of valid knowledge from a war game. It is not enough simply to list the facts of what happened in the game; these are meaningless in themselves, because the game was a simulation. We must examine why these events occurred—the combinations of player decisions and umpire determinations that produced them. Clausewitz himself, however, acknowledges the limits of the method: at some point, results must be allowed to speak for themselves. The critic, “having analyzed everything within the range of human calculation and belief, will let the outcome speak for that part whose deep, mysterious operation is never visible.” 10 In other words, war cannot be completely understood in its full complexity; ultimately criticism must recognize that there are factors at work whose functioning can be revealed only by the actual victories or defeats of a commander being studied. This is perfectly reasonable with respect to real warfare. It might also be true for war games, but its usefulness is limited by the fact that they are simulations. For example, a common method of introducing uncertainty into battle-outcome calculations is rolling dice to represent the probabilistic nature of certain phenomena, like sonar or radar detection. Beyond this narrow use of stochastic indeterminacy, game designers frequently aggregate complex interactions of large combat forces with a combination of dice rolls and structured combat-results tables. Here the die simulates the effects of a wide range of variables that are not explicitly modeled. It would be easy enough, lacking any other good explanation of the cause-and-effect relationships between player decisions and outcomes, to sense here the presence of invisible factors. But if such “deep, mysterious” elements exist in war games, they are not those of which Clausewitz speaks. A roll of the dice is simply that. To say it simulates unmodeled portions of reality is going too far. The most one can say is that there are physical forces at play on the die itself that players cannot calculate and therefore cannot predict. This is different from admitting one does not understand all the complexities of a real battlefield. Thus, we cannot approach the results of a war game as a military critic would the outcome of a real battle or campaign. Results of a war game cannot be used to fill in analytical blanks in the way Clausewitz describes, nor can theory or judgment be derived from them in the way historians do from real events. Nevertheless, we can ascribe a certain significance to war-game outcomes. If the game is run according to a specific set of rules and those rules constitute a valid distilled simulation of reality, outcomes of individual “moves” or entire games can yield useful knowledge. To understand when this can be the case, we need to understand the difference between rigidly assessed and freely assessed war games. We describe as “rigidly assessed” those games that proceed strictly according to rules governing movement, detection, and combat. Such games produce situations governed by player decisions, the rules, and combat-results tables (manual or computerized). Assuming the absence of artifacts and within the limitations of dice rolls, we can in such a case ascribe significance to game, or even move, outcomes. The game goes where the rules take it; if the rules and the combat-resolution tables are good representations of reality, the outcome constitutes artificial military history, and one can usefully work backward from outcomes and look for reasons. This would be so whether the game is played by hand around a board or at computer workstations. Inputs are generated, and these, by means of a known system, produce results that cannot be predicted or influenced. The game goes where it goes.
Evolutionary Biology

Evolutionary biology is a better explanation of human behavior than psychology. It’s more comprehensive and provides a root cause of war.

THAYER, 4 [Bradley, Ph.D., associate professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University, Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, international and national security affairs senior analyst at National Institute for Public Policy, Darwin and International Relations, pg. 10-11]
While the discipline of international relations has existed for many years without evolutionary biology, the latter should be incorporated into the discipline because it improves the understanding of warfare, ethnic conflict, decision making, and other issues. Evolution explains how humans evolved during the late Pliocene, Pleistocene, and Holocene epochs, and how human evolution affects human behavior today. All students of human behavior must acknowledge that our species has spent over 99 percent of its evolutionary history largely as hunter-gatherers in those epochs. Darwin’s natural selection argument (and its modifications) coupled with those conditions means that humans evolved behaviors well adapted to radically different evolutionary conditions than many humans – for example, those living in industrial democracies – face today.  We must keep in mind that the period most social scientists think of as human history or civilization, perhaps the last three thousand years, represents only the blink of an eye in human evolution. As evolutionary biologist Paul Ehrlich argues, evolution should be measured in terms of “generation time,” rather than “clock time.” Looking at human history in this way, hunting and gathering was the basic hominid way of life for about 250,000 generations, agriculture has been in practice for about 400 generations, and modern industrial societies have only existed for about 8 generations. Thus Ehrlich finds it reasonable to assume “that to whatever degree humanity has been shaped by genetic evolution, it has largely been to adapt to hunting and gathering – to the lifestyles of our pre-agricultural ancestors.” Thus, to understand completely much of human behavior we must first comprehend how evolution affected humans in the past and continues to affect them in the present. The conditions of 250,000 generations do have an impact on the last 8. Unfortunately, social scientists, rarely recognizing this relationship, have explained human behavior with a limited repertoire of arguments. In this book, I seek to expand the repertoire.  My central argument is that evolutionary biology contributes significantly to theories used in international relations and to the causes of war and ethnic conflict. The benefits of such interdisciplinary scholarship are great, but to gain them requires a precise and ordered discussion of evolutionary theory, an explanation of when it is appropriate to apply evolutionary theory to issues and events studied by social scientists, as well as an analysis of the major – and misplaced – critiques of evolutionary theory. I discuss these issues in chapter 1. 

Realism Inevitable
Humans have evolved to be self-interested, and this drives human and state-behavior.

THAYER, 4 [Bradley, Ph.D., associate professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University, Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, international and national security affairs senior analyst at National Institute for Public Policy, Darwin and International Relations, pg. 10-11]

In chapter 2, I explain how evolutionary theory contributes to the realist theory of international relations and to rational choice analysis. First, realism, like the Darwinian view of the natural world, submits that international relations is a competitive and dangerous realm, where statesmen  [statespeople] must strive to protect the interests of their state through an almost constant appraisal of their state’s power relative to others. In sum, they must behave egoistically, putting the interests of their state before the interests of others or international society. Traditional realist arguments rest principally on one of two discrete ultimate causes, or intellectual foundations of the theory. The first is Reinhold Niebuhr’s argument that humans are evil. The second, anchored in the thought of Thomas Hobbes and Hans Morgenthau, is that humans possess an innate animus dominandi – a drive to dominate. From these foundations, Niebuhr and Morgenthau argue that what is true for the individual is also true of the state: because individuals are evil or possess a drive to dominate, so too do states because their leaders are individuals who have these motivations.  I argue that realists have a much stronger foundation for the realist argument than that used by either Morgenthau or Niebuhr. My intent is to present an alternative ultimate cause of classical realism: evolutionary theory. The use of evolutionary theory allows realism to be scientifically grounded for the first time, because evolution explains egoism. Thus a scientific explanation provides a better foundation for their arguments than either theology or metaphysics. Moreover, evolutionary theory can anchor the branch of realism termed offensive realism and advanced most forcefully by John Mearsheimer. He argues that the anarchy of the international system, the fact that there is no world government, forces leaders of states to strive to maximize their relative power in order to be secure. I argue that theorists of international relations must recognize that human evolution occurred in an anarchic environment and that this explains why leaders act as offensive realism predicts. Humans evolved in anarchic conditions, and the implications of this are profound for theories of human behavior. It is also important to note at this point that my argument does not depend upon “anarchy” as it is traditionally used in the discipline – as the ordering principle of the post-1648 Westphalian state system.  When human evolution is used to ground offensive realism, it immediately becomes a more powerful theory than is currently recognized. It explains more than just state behavior; it begins to explain human behavior. It applies equally to non-state actors, be they individuals, tribes, or organizations. Moreover, it explains this behavior before the creation of the modern state system. Offensive realists do not need an anarchic state system to advance their argument. They only need humans. Thus, their argument applies equally well before or after 1648, whenever humans form groups, be they tribes in Papua New Guinea, conflicting city-states in ancient Greece, organizations like the Catholic Church, or contemporary states in international relations.

Perm Solves
We don’t need to embrace war in every instance as long as we don’t engage in pure pacifism.
CAVARERO, 9 [Adriana, Professor of Political Philosophy at the Università degli studi di Verona, Horrorism: Naming Contemporary Violence, p. 63-4]

At the start of the third millennium, in other words in the era of so-called global war, a prime example of this is a book published in the United States by James Hillman in 2004. It is entitled A Terrible Love of War and is based on the Jungian theory of archetypes. But the book stands out not because of the reference to Jung, or to psychoanalysis in general, but because of the nonchalance with which Hillman recuperates and mixes together the main strands of twentieth-century naturalistic thought on violence to corroborate his thesis. He maintains that war “belongs to our souls as an archetypal truth of the cosmos” and that this archetypal truth is, as the title of his second chapter puts it, “normal.” He proceeds with an analysis of the theme of a horror that remains human even in its atrocious inhumanity, adding that war is sublime and belongs to the sphere of religion. “If war is sublime, we must acknowledge its liberating transcendence and yield to the holiness of its call.” This does not mean, obviously, that Hillman wishes for a perpetual state of war. His aim is rather to get rid of the “pacifist rhetoric” that, in denying the natural – psychic – root of the phenomenon, impedes comprehension of it.
Perm Solves

We can combine a love of war with a love of peace. This is critical to avoid idolizing the warrior and making war inevitable.
STUHR, 8 [John, Arts and Sciences Distinguished Professor of Philosophy and American Studies, and Chair, Department of Philosophy, Emory University; “A Terrible Love of Hope,” The Journal of Speculative Philosophy, 22:4]

If Hillman is right, he is only partly right. We may have a terrible love of war. But we can and do have other loves as well. It is not my only love, but I confess to an unshakable, terrible love of hope, and peace too. Because I do not share Hillman's [End Page 283] Jungian psychological commitments, I am not sure that this love is archetypal or universal. Maybe Paul Simon is right that " everybody loves the sound of a train in the distance," that "the thought that life could be better is woven indelibly into our hearts and our brains."10 Or maybe only some people love this sound, and maybe this thought is woven only precariously into some hearts and bones sometimes. But I am sure that this love of hope and peace has a history and expression equal in duration and depth to those of love of war. I am sure that for every General Patton, quoted by Hillman, who proclaims love of war beyond love of life, there is a General MacArthur, who proclaimed just as strongly, "I have seen war. . . . I hate war." Or there is a General (and President) Eisenhower, who observed in 1953 that war "is not a way of life at all in any true sense" but only "humanity hanging on a cross of iron." Or there is a General Sherman, who said that "war is hell." Or there is a Senator John McCain, who said: "War is wretched beyond description, and only a fool or a fraud could sentimentalize its cruel reality."  And then what, now what? What should a meliorist do? Terrible lovers of hope and peace often have answered this question in one or both of two ways. The first is the way of individual self-transformation. I think of this strategy as an "Inward Bound" program. "War and peace start in the hearts of individuals," Pema Chodron writes.11 The way to peace is the way of turning hearts of war into hearts of peace and nonviolence; hearts open to what Gandhi called the "infinite possibilities of universal love," universal truth, and the God within us all; and hearts in community and communion with one another.12 All we need is love—though, of course, that is a lot, and this way is difficult. It requires that we reject as our ideal the strategic warrior: War will exist, John F. Kennedy said, "until that distant day when the conscientious objector enjoys the same reputation and prestige as the warrior does today."

Hillman is Wrong
Hillman’s argument is incoherent, and justifies the worst atrocities of warfare in the name of extinguishing the innocent. We are not warriors, we are policymakers.

CAVARERO, 9 [Adriana, Professor of Political Philosophy at the Università degli studi di Verona, Horrorism: Naming Contemporary Violence, p. 63-4]

As the reader will easily intuit, while the authors cited (often inappropriately) are highly disparate, it is principally categories deriving from psychoanalysis, the sociology of the sacred, and the anthropology of sacrifice that underpin the articulation of Hillman’s discourse. The theoretical density, as well as the internal problematic of these categories, which in his text are forced to undergo drastic simplification, are transformed into banal clichés. In order to justify war as an unrenounceable and vital experience, Hillman often appeals not just to the authority of his authors but to a so-called common opinion that by now constitutes the vulgate, in the form of the stereotypical and the obvious, of those same authors. An example is the facility with which he takes for granted “our fascination with war films, with weapons of mass destruction, with pictures of blasted bodies and bombs bursting in the air.” To this Hillman adds, on a confessional note, “the fascination, the delight in recounting the dreadful details of butchery and cruelty. Not sublimation, the sublime.” Typical as well in the way it casts a shadow of abnormality – if not pathological stupidity or obtuseness – over those who do not share the fascination with butchery, Hillman’s thesis has its own stringent logic. Once violence is rooted in the natural realm of the impulses or, if one prefers, in the archetypical order of the cosmos, the horror of war cannot fail to transmit its fascination both to everyone’s visual experience and to the literary practice of some. And, even more logically, it is combatants with firsthand experience in the field who savor the full fascination. The words of the soldiers that Hillman diligently reports in his text for the purpose of documenting his theory prove it. Among them, the words of a cinematographic version of General Patton stand out, when, faced with the devastation of battle and kissing a dying officer, he exclaims, “I love it. God help me, I do love it so. I love it more than my life.” Then there is the authentic declaration of a marine who confesses, “The thing I wish I’d seen – I wish I could have seen a grenade go into someone’s body and blow it up.” No one else, though, rivals the laudable capacity to synthesize of the anonymous American soldier who, in describing a bayonet charge, defines it as “awful, horrible, deadly, yet somehow thrilling, exhilarating.”  In the name of a realism grounded in the power of cliché, the entire repertory or war’s horror is thus reduced by Hillman to the realm of enjoyment. “The savage fury of the group, all of whose members are out for one another’s blood,” which the celebrated work of Rene Girard inscribes in the phenomenology of ritual, becomes the trivial wage of the warrior. For that matter the stereotype of the soldier excited by killing has a long and prestigious history. A certain arousal by violence was already characteristic of Homer’s warriors, and the warmongering rhetoric of every age, ennobled by writers and poets, is full of soldiers made happy by death. The events of the twentieth century, and even more those occurring right now, might suggest to the singers and scholars of massacre that they change register. Today it is particularly senseless that the meaning of war and its horror – as well, obviously, as its terror – should still be entrusted to the perspective of the warrior. If it is true, as the historian Giovanni De Luna laments, that “wars, with the violence and cruelty they unleash, appear to have a common ground (killing and getting killed), always the same and impervious to chronology,” it is also true that only warriors, after all, fit this paradigm. The civilian victims, of whom the numbers of dead have soared from the Second World War on, do not share the desire to kill, much less the desire to get killed. Nor does the pleasure of butchery, on which Hillman insists, appear to constitute a possible common ground in this case. You would have to ask the victims of the bombing, cooked by incendiary bombs in the shelters of Dresden, or those whose skin was peeled off by phosphorous bombs in the Vietnamese villages, where the pleasure and excitement was for them. And you would have to put the same question to the children blown up in many parts of the world by antipersonnel mines or to the engaged couple who, falling like marionettes from the Twin Towers in flames, took final flight in New York on the morning of September 11.
War Isn’t Natural
The idea that war is “natural” makes it easier for evil leaders to manipulate facts and create political wars.
STUHR, 8 [John, Arts and Sciences Distinguished Professor of Philosophy and American Studies, and Chair, Department of Philosophy, Emory University; “A Terrible Love of Hope,” The Journal of Speculative Philosophy, 22:4]

These and related experiences, rooted in a love of war, are not merely "natural." Instead, they can be, and are, manufactured and manipulated and deployed. Today we have learned that Hermann Göring was right that it is easy for leaders to drag the people to war: "All you have to do is tell them they are being attacked, and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing the country to danger. It works the same in any country." Accordingly, those who hope for peace must invent democratic practices and institutions that mediate, intervene, and educate for different, fundamentally opposite experiences and policies. The politics of any effective love and hope for peace must be, in the broadest sense of the term, educational.
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