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The anti-war imaginings of the 1AC are another way for sovereignty to create a new, benign warfare justified by the principles of anti-weapons rhetoric. The 1AC reinforces values that become the new basis for humanitarian warfare—our hatred of war makes us use violence even against war itself. Repressing the desire for war only erupts in the delusional use of war, it makes it more violent and dominating. Only by coming to see war as thinkable and by entering into it can we break the delusion of war waged in the name of peace. 
Hillman 04 (James, Psychologist, scholar, international lecturer, originator of post-Jungian archetypal psychology, professor at Yale and the University of Chicago, "The Terrible Love of War", Penguin Press, pg. 201-205, JB)

There remains the wish at the end of every war that this not happen again, that war must find 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 Mfczrs Happen, concludes: "The techniques of diplomatic management can help some crises, but others reflect a willingness, some- times 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 of city, Ares has armor of bronze, Ares has powerful 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 off 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 safe 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 forjustice, gives courage, has a mighty heart, is tire- less, 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 be- comes, 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-over- coming 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. We can find, fourth, a yet more subtle implication in the Homeric ode: it is to Mars we turn to diminish the "deceptive rush" into war. Stopping war once it has begun belongs less to his capacity than preventing war from ever starting. The hymn answers the age-old question: how do wars begin? They begin in the shrill voice in the heart of the people, the press, and the leaders who perceive "enemies" and push for a fight. The deceptive rush and a rush of deceptions promote each other, so that we are deluded by feelings of urgency and cover ourselves with the hypocrisy of noble proclamations . 
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The impact is a loss of self-actualization and association with the soul as humans become hollow beings that can’t relate to the world—and that legitimizes nuclear omnicide

Davis ‘1(Walter A, Professor of English at Ohio State University, Deracination: Historicity, Hiroshima, and the Tragic Imperative. State Univesrity of New York Press, p. 95-96 AM)
It is never enough however. Inner discord remains. A final transference is necessary to “heal” the split psyche. The ego must find a way to marry itself to the maternal, so that all the psychic energy condensed there will be invested in the “son” as the agent-who-acts. Sublime action bears this burden: to give the inner world of psychic turbulence the stamp of one’s independent agency by finding a way to blow the forces that “rage” within out into the world. The destructiveness of the rn/ other must become the aggressivity of the son, seeking identity and jouissance in a deed. All other erotic possibilities must be sacrificed to destructive rage. The phallic ego can only save itself from implosion by “identifying with the aggressor.” The destructive m/other thereby becomes one’s own destructiveness. The result: an irresistible pleasure is now found in every opportunity to destroy. For the superego that such a psyche creates for itself is and can be nothing but the refraction of self-hatred. And since the object of hatred is one’s own inner “nature,” the only way an implosive turning of the subject back upon itself can be avoided is by investing one’s hatred in objects. Only by inflicting pain and suffering, by breathing the spirit of punishment into all occasions, does one banish the spectre of otherness within. The innermost demand of such a psyche is to void selty and the search for a way to give that principle sublime expression. That is what the vaporized people of Hiroshima represent. They are everything small, contemptible, sneaky “Japanese” in the psyche. And as such they must be regarded as an indifferent mass—men, women, children, the old, young, base, excellent, and fair—merged indifferently as one. This is sublime genocide. The other is everything the psyche must treat with manic contempt in order to satisfy the imperatives of the superego. For until such an object is found and subjected to “justice” through the necessary deed, the ego remains within. Genocide is a psychological necessity for one kind of a psyche. As “nuclear unconscious” that motive finds its first ghostly articulation in Kant’s struggle with the sublime.
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The alternative is to EMBRACE WAR, ENTER INTO IT. Pacifist horror must be set aside. We must engage in war, not in the name of peace, but for the sake of war itself. When we gaze across the battlefield, across the carnage, the death and decay and destruction, we recognize the feelings these sights stir inside of us as what they are: a love of war. The question remains: which is better psychologically? Acceptance or repression? Our argument is that repression fails. Instead of fearing weapons, we should recognize our obsession with them; we should enter into our love with them. 

Hillman 04 (James, Psychologist, scholar, international lecturer, originator of post-Jungian archetypal psychology, professor at Yale and the University of Chicago, "The Terrible Love of War", Penguin Press, pg. 125-126, JB)
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. We must try to enter this love of weapons. Rifle as friend, companion, trusty comforter; no teddy bears here. When the ragtag Rebel soldiers lined up for the last time for surrender at Appomattox, they stacked their rifles. Men kissed their guns good-bye, bid them farewell,36 spoke of them as their "wives" on whom they had relied during the long years. "Marry it man! Marry it! Cherish her, she's your very own," quotes Paul Fussell from an epic poem of World War r.31  Curiously, however, and to the dismay of the high commands, men love their guns but for the large part do not use them in combat. Statistics drawn from American inductees in the Second World War are staggering: perhaps only one in four riflemen uses his weapon in battle, and this fact has been found to be generally true through a variety of wars among Western nations with conscripts. One of war's most thoughtful authorities, S. L. A. Marshall, says, "the average man likes to fire a weapon and takes unreluctantly to instruction on the [firing] range,"38 yet in the heat of an engagement he does not shoot. Even matured troops who have been through many engagements follow the pattern. Marshall says this inhibition has many causes-from the paralysis of fear in general, to the fear of revealing one's position, to the main fear, not of being killed, but of killing.39 Ducking for cover to protect oneself comes first, which is why Patton wrote so strongly against hitting the dirt and digging in, and why Marshall entitles his chapter "Fire as the Cure." "'After the first round the fear left me,' wrote a [Union] soldier to his mother after his initial battle."4o "The mere rumor that a fight was in prospect would lift [Union] soldiers from the doldrums, and sustained firing on the picket line would affect a camp like an electric shock."41 Mars is battle rage, an insane red fury in a field of action. Firing the weapon brings Mars immediately into the scene, saving a man from cowering and trembling, from feeling himself a victim, and shakes him from his self-occupied inertia at a loss to himself and to his unit. Since the god is in the gun, the passionate love for these weapons may express less a love of violence than a magical protection against it. Handgun-a fetish or amulet to hold at bay the fear of injury or death, the passivity of inertia, and, in ordinary civilian life, to have in one's hands a charm against the paranoid anxieties that haunt the American psyche. The continent is filled with roaming revenants, giant spirits of destroyed forests, buffalo spirits, slaughtered tribes, drowned valleys behind dams, ghosts of the lynched hanging from trees, miasma hovering over rapacious levelings and extractions, unjust executions named "due process," knifings, abattoirs. The land not only remembers, it is humming with agomes, a pulsing layer of the collective unconscious deposited there by American deeds recorded as American history. "Iron all of itself works on a man." The automatic in my hand brings Mars to my side. God in his heaven may not smile on me or deliver me from the valley of death; he might long ago have forgotten my name and I may not be among the chosen, but so long as my gun is within my reach the ghosts can't get me. 
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Next, our framework—the psyche exists and comes first – it shapes our understanding of the world – everything depends on it 

Jung 06 (Carl G., renowned scholar of psychoanalysis and founder of the Jung Institute, The Undiscovered Self, New American Library, New York, 81-85, AM) 

Separation from his instinctual nature inevitably plunges civilized man into the confict between conscious and unconscious, spirit and nature, knowledge and faith, a split that becomes pathological the moment his consciousness is no longer able to neglect or suppress his instinctual side. The accumulation of individuals who have got into this critical state starts off a mass movement purporting to be the champion of the suppressed. In accordance with the prevailing tendency of consciousness to seek the source of all ills in the outside world, the cry goes up for political and social changes which, it is supposed, would automatically solve the much deeper problem of split personality. Hence it is that whenever this demand is fulfilled, political and social conditions arise which bring the same ills back again in altered form. What then happens is a simple reversal: the underside comes to the top and the shadow takes the place of the light, and since the former is always anarchic and turbulent, the freedom of the “liberated” underdog must suffer Draconian curtailment. All this is unavoidable, because the root of the evil is untouched and merely the counterposition has come to light. The Communist revolution has debased man far lower than democratic collective psychology has done, because it robs him of freedom not only in the social but in the moral and spiritual sense. Aside from the political difhculties, the West has suffered a great psychological disadvantage that made itself unpleasantly felt even in the days of German Nazism: the existence of a dictator allows us to point the linger away from ourselves and at the shadow. He is clearly on the other side of the political frontier, while we are on the side of good and enjoy the possession ofthe right ideals. Did not a well-known statesman recently confess that he had “no imagination in evil"? In the name of the multitude he was here giving expression to the fact that Western man is in danger of losing his shadow altogether, of identifying himself with his active personality and of identifying the world with the abstract picture painted by scientific rationalism. His spiritual and moral opponent, who is just as real as he, no longer dwells in his own breast but beyond the geographical line of division, which no longer represents an outward political barrier but splits off the conscious from the unconscious man more and more menacingly. Thinking and feeling lose their inner polarity, and where religious orientation has grown ineffective, not even a god is at hand to check the sovereign sway of unleashed psychic functions. Our rational philosophy does not bother itself with whether the other person in us, pejoratively described as the "shadow," is in sympathy with our conscious plans and intentions. Evidently it does not know that we carry in ourselves a real shadow whose existence is grounded in our instinctual nature. The dynamism and imagery of the instincts together form an a priori which no man can overlook without the gravest risk to himself. Violation or neglect of instinct has painful consequences of a physiological and psychological nature for whose removal medical help, above all, is required. For more than fifty years we have known, or could have known, that there is an unconscious as a counterbalance to consciousness. Medical psychology has furnished all the necessary empirical and experimental proofs of this. There is an unconscious psy-chic reality which demonstrably influences consciousness and its contents. All this is known, but no practical conclusions have been drawn from it. We still go on thinking and acting as before, as if we were simplex and.,_not duplex. Accordingly, We imagine ourselves to be innocuous, reasonable and humane. We do not think of distrusting our motives or of asking ourselves how the inner man feels about the things we do in the outside world. But actually it is frivolous, superficial and unreasonable of us, as well as psychically unhygienic, to overlook the reaction and standpoint of the unconscious. ‘One can regard one’s stomach or heart as unimportant and worthy of contempt, but that does not prevent overeating or overexertion from having consequences that affect the whole man. Yet we think that psychic mistakes and their consequences can be got rid of with mere words, for “psychic” means less than air to most people. All the same, nobody can deny that without the psyche there would be no world at all, and still less, a human world. Virtually everything depends on the human soul and its functions. It attacks of wild animals nor by natural catastrophes nor by the danger of world-wide epidemics but simply and solely by the psychic changes in man. It needs only an almost imperceptible disturbance of equilibrium in a few of our rulers’ heads to plunge the world into blood, Ere and radioactivity. The technical means necessary for this are present on both sides. And certain conscious deliberations, uncontrolled by any inner opponent, can be indulged in all too easily, as we have seen already from the example of one "Leader.” The consciousness of modern man still clings so much to outward objects that he makes them exclusively responsible, as if it were on them that the decision depended. That the psychic state of certain individuals could emancipate itself for once from the behavior of objects is something that is considered far too little, although irrationalities of this sort are observed every day and can happen to everyone.
***Links
Link—General

The 1AC is an example of how their imaginations actually play out. We make the world through our imaginations, which we use to suppress or justify archetypal desires. The case is just a sympathetic narrative meant to soothe troublesome aspects of the psyche. If we want to truly understand our relationship to the phenomenon of warfare we must use our imagination to aesthetisize war; to realize the romanticism of battle, to acknowledge our love affair with violence. 
Hillman 04 (James, Psychologist, scholar, international lecturer, originator of post-Jungian archetypal psychology, professor at Yale and the University of Chicago, "The Terrible Love of War", Penguin Press, pg. 212-214, JB)


The old saying, "The pen is mightier than the sword," is not true, a writer's delusion. Ask Lorca or Ovid, Giordano Bruno or Walter Benjamin, or the multitude of murdered intellectuals in the last century alone from Stalinist Russia to Pol Pot's Cambodia. Yet that old saying does attempt to make an equivalence, and it recognizes that culture is a martial art, requiring tirelessness, the hard point of the spear into the bowels of philistinism, and the courage to hold back the temptation to deceive. Not art objects made in response to war-All Quiet on the Western Front; the 1812 Overture; Guernica. Not art objects at all; but rather concentration upon their making. Natura naturans, as philosophers call nature's process of creating, rather than natura naturata, the made, finished product. The making invites martial metaphors: slogging through and sticking it out; cutting, breaking, tearing, rending; suffering wounds and defeat; uncontrollable rage at obstacles. Intermittent sleep. Images, shapes, lines pop up out of darkness as to pickets on night watch . The verge of madness . The loss of self on the continued ad- venture into no-man's-land. 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 ded- icated to repression that it fears an outbreak of culture? Imagine a nation whose first line of defense is each citizen's aesthetic invest- ment 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.

Repression of war through imagination of its practical solution is like going to sleep, detaching from our present condition, peace security and reason stand in the way of understanding war, and thus connecting with the world, war cannot go away, there is no solution, the aff’s imagination is a detachment from the world 

Hillman 04 (James, Psychologist, scholar, international lecturer, originator of post-Jungian archetypal psychology, professor at Yale and the University of Chicago, "The Terrible Love of War", Penguin Press, pg. 214-217, JB)
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 and yet sing. We may understand it better, delay it longer, and work to wean war from its support in hypocritical 
religion. But war itself shall remain until the gods themselves go away. This last chapter has been contending that religion does 
[Hillman continues]

not want war to stop, nor does belief want a psychological awakening. You can believe your way out of war's realities, believe yourself to sleep. You can make believe you have found a practical solution to war by choosing one of the three propositions stated in the foregoing chapters: If war is normal, then it has been and will always be no matter what we do. If war is inhuman, then we must counter it with humane structures of love and reason. If war is sublime, we must acknowledge its liberating tran- scendence and yield to the holiness of its call.  The practical consequences drawn from anyone of these propositions prevent awakening to the real. The real, the truth of war, is the insoluble perplexity presented by all three chapters together, obliging the mind to engross itself in war as such, to imagine and understand philosophically, psychologically, theologically. "To streamline the theories of war by artificially eliminating contradictions is dysfunctional, unrealistic, and counterproductive," concludes Handel at the end of his exhaustive study of Sun Tzu and Clausewitz.46 By imagining the real and standing in the conflict of its complexity, in willing suspension of the practical urge, we may awaken. Ever since Heraclitus and Socrates, the awakening of the deepest mind continues to be the main purpose and pleasure of psychological inquiry. Psychological inquiry makes peculiar demands. The validity of its understanding depends on the exposition of the case and on the exposure of the inquirer. This book bowed to that requirement by I means of personal excursions revealing remnants of the author's history and the torsions they left. The movement back into the skewed subjectivity behind the eye of the objective observer is an interiorization of awareness, a method discovered by Freud in personal psychoanalysis and since extended to cultural analysis by postmodern criticism. Revelation of the gods comes not only from outside and above but from within the perspectives of the observer. The person in a psychoanalysis can deny awareness by projections onto others outside. Far more comfortable to see the mote in the other's eye than the beam in one's own (Luke 6:41). Similarly an entire culture can prefer blindness to itself allowing it to rest assured in its worldview. The more clearly it sees and judge’s, and confirms its judgments by what it sees in other peoples and religions, the more it is exterior to itself, and asleep. The comfort of sleep cushioned by the teddy bear of innocence is precisely what war awakens us from, and to. So, this book has  tried to emulate the god of war's startle and shout. It has taken deliberate aim at our culture's monotheistic psychology and the Christianity which upholds it, rather than trying to make its case in the examples of others we cannot interiorize, or in generalities about all wars everywhere and of every kind. Other wars with other-named gods among other peoples are no less terrible, but ours are ours. Our book of war cannot deny its own context, that religious context which is interior to both the culture and the author. I have tried to expose the unacknowledged force of Ares/Mars within Christianity ever since its origins. The historical and psychological truth must be acknowledged, else the hypocrisy in the depths of Christianity keep its believers ignorant of the wrath of the Lamb in which they place their trust. Only a contrite awakening to Christianity's hypocrisy in regard to peace and war could release a new dispensation, a new reformation to rid monotheistic religion of its roots in war and the roots of war in monotheistic religion. The bugle blows . Wake up, said Paul Revere; and Marx to the workers of the world: "You have nothing to lose but your chains." "Awake, awake, put on strength," exclaimed Isaiah (51:9). "You gotta get up, you gotta get up ..." Wake up, said Plato; we are all in a cave watching shadows on the will, believing them to be reality. But Socrates was put to sleep by the civilized keepers of the cave. What use one more wake-up call? Reveille has been trumpeted from every pulpit and politician's platform and after each catastrophe year after year. Complacency, apathy, sloth, diffidence, resignation are also shadows on the wall because these are the illusions the alarmists rile against. Behind them is the real satanic seducer: avidya, as the Hindus call willful ignorance, arrogant stupidity; the coward's retreat from awareness. The call to wake up goes by un- heard, and so "most men lead lives of quiet desperation" (Thoreau). Why? Simply because they believe simply. Most men, the huge majority, in fact all of us, are dyed-in-the-wool Christians, fully immersed in hope. We are unconsciously converts to the hopeful illusion. But hope itself converts into what it covers, its ever- faithful nighttime companion, despair, and we have been instructed, deceitfully, in only the upper half of this truth: Look up; a new day is coming!   "Surely  some  revelation  is at hand,"  said Yeats  in his  great  prophetic poem "The Second Coming," only to conclude: "The  darkness drops again." The future of religion is the future of illusion, wrote Freud. New day? New wars. More self-righteous killing, more gut-wrenching fear, more earth despoiled in the name of the nation, the leader, the cause, the god. And more prayers. Wars will go on; they will not cease and they will not change. The dead will fall as ever. At least we can imagine and therefore understand- not all of it, but enough to step away from delusions of hope and love and peace and reason.

Link—Intervention

America’s wrong psychological understanding of war forces us use violence to try to stop it.

Hillman 1990 (Former director of the Jung institute, “Blue Fire” pg 182-3 HDG) 
Our American consciousness has extreme difficulty with Mars. Our founding documents and legends portray the inherent nonmartial bias of our civilian democracy. You can see this in the Second, Third and Fourth constitutional amendments which severely re strict military power in the civilian domain. You can see this in the stories of the Massachusetts Minutemen versus European mercenar ies and redcoats, and in the Green Mountain boys and the soldiers of the Swamp Fox—civilians all. And you can see it in the casual individualistic Texans at San Jacinto versus the Mexican officers trained in the European mold. Compared with our background in Europe, Americans are idealistic: war has no place. It should not be. War is not glorious, triumphal, creative as to a warrior class in Europe from Rome and the Normans through the Crusades even to the Battle of Britain. We may be a violent people but not a warlike people—and our hatred of war makes us use violence against even war itself. Wanting to put a stop to it was a major cause of the Los Alamos project and Tru man’s decision to bomb Hiroshima and Nagasaki, a bomb to “save lives,” a bomb to end bombs, like the idea of a war to end all wars. “The object of war,” it says on General Sherman’s statue in Wash ington, “is a more perfect peace.” Our so-called double-speak about armaments as “peacemakers” reflects truly how we think. War is bad, exterminate war and keep peace violently: punitive expeditions, preemptive strikes, send in the Marines. More firepower means surer peace. We enact the blind god’s blindness (Mars Caecus as the Ro mans called him, and Mars insanus, furibundus, omnipotens), like General Grant in the wilderness, like the bombing of Dresden, overkill as a way to end war. The rhetoric of Mars in war journals, poems and recollections speaks of attachment to specific earthly places, comrades, things. The transcendent is in the concrete particular. Hemingway writes Psychoanalysis in the Street ¡83 that after World War I: “abstract words such as glory, honor, cour age . . . were obscene beside the concrete names of villages, the numbers of roads, the names of rivers, the regiments and dates.” How rare for anyone to know the date of Alamogordo (or even where it is), the date of Hiroshima, of the first hydrogen bomb explosion, or the names of people or places or units engaged. Gone in abstraction. Glenn Gray writes: “Any fighting unit must have a limited and specific objective. A physical goal—a piece of earth to defend, a machine-gun nest to destroy, a strong point to annihilate— more likely evokes a sense of comradeship.” Martial psychology turns events into images: physical, bounded, named. Hurtgen Forest, Vimy Ridge, Iwo Jima. A beach, a bridge, a railroad crossing: battle places become iconic and sacred, physical images claiming the utmost human love, worth more than my life. Oite different is the transcendent experience of the nuclear fireball. The emotion is stupefaction at destruction itself rather than a heightened regard for the destroyed. Nuclear devastation is not merely a deafening cannonade or firebombing carried to a further degree. It is different in kind: archetypally different. It evokes the apocalyptic transformation of the world into fire, earth ascending in a pillar of cloud, an epiphanic fire revealing the inmost spirit of all things, as in the Buddha’s fire sermon: All things, O priests, are on fire the mind is on fire, ideas are on fire . . . mind consciousness is on fire. Or like that passage from the Bbagavad Gita which came to Oppen heimer when he saw the atomic blast: If the radiance of a thousand suns Were burst at once into the sky That would be like the splendour of the Mighty One. The nuclear imagination leaves the human behind for the worst sin of all: fascination by the spirit. Superbia.

Link—Love/War Distinction
The affirmative’s separation of Love and War into distinct monolithic categorizes misunderstands the true nature of connection between these domains 

Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, p.107-9, JB)
Great idols of war are supposedly given to Venusian pleasure, Caesar and Napoleon for instance, and Nelson too. Cleopatra, Josephine, and Lady Hamilton are essential to the heroes' legends. Great novels of war seem to call on Venus for their aesthetic satisfaction: A Farewell to Arms, For Whom the Bell Tolls, War and Peace. The Trojan War arises from the seduction of beauty. Caesar's accounts mention the impedimenta of camp followers. Elizabethan verse employs swordplay and battle as major tropes for the thrust and parry and final conquest of lovers tangled in the hay. Love lyrics speak of "killing" beauty, "slain" by beauty, of heart-stopping beauty much as American teenagers were wont to use the description of "dropdead" for a gorgeous boy or girl who took your breath away. Even when Mars and Venus make conflicting claims they remain paired, as in Carmen: a soldier's duty deserted for his body's passion-and it can be vice versa: the body's passion deserted for the call of duty. Insuperable alternatives are simply another mode of pairing: ~'Make Love, Not War." Relief and recreation of the combat soldier-from battle to brothel to battle again. Understanding the pair as opposites is too easy. Even should we sophisticate opposition into its various logics-contrasts, contraries, contradictories, complements, alternatives, polarities, reciprocals--or bring them together as coterminous and corelevant with each other, they remain distinct identities without inherent connection. We still have not got to the internal necessity of the coupling of Love and War. Perhaps, our habitual mind-set can't think otherwise. We are schooled to believe that understanding results from definitions, each item clear and distinct. We have such hard-edge minds that we escape their narrow confines by falling happily, religiously, for fanciful scientific descriptions of fuzzy sets, indeterminacy and uncertainty, black holes, warps and waves and chaos. Perhaps our Western Christian literalism takes each thing by its word and for what it is and not something else (Mars is war and Venus is love and never the twain can merge). We seem able to think only in accord with our beliefs, atomistically, monotheistically, each thing to itself with a distinct identity, so locked into Leibniz's self-enclosed monads and Aristotle's logic of either! or that we are unable to follow Hermes into the bed of the image. That bed, that image, belongs in the house of Hephaistos, in a mythical construct in a mythical cosmos of a polytheistic imagination. "Never, believe me, do the Gods appear alone;' wrote Schiller during the German Romantic revival of the ancient myths, "never alone," from which Edgar Wind draws the principle "that it is a mistake to worship one god alone."6 Our present plain style of single-minded unambiguity fails to grasp the "mutual entailment" (Wind) of mythical configurations. We prefer to imagine them each standing like statues in a museum, quite separated, with descriptive labels explaining their traits and domains. But they don't stand still and their domains overlap, since they are necessarily implicated in one another and complicated by one another. In fact, says Wind, complication rather than explication is the preferred method of polytheistic understanding. The pagan divinities are not merely polytheistic because there are so many of them, a multiplicity of distinct units. They are multiple in essence, unable to be separated out from the multiplicity of their localities, their appearances, their names, and the internal confluence with their peers. Polytheism is necessary to their natures, inhering in their images; each is always all. Mars and Venus are always in the bed of the image, even when the tale says they fly off and away from each other. They remain an inseparable archetypal conjunction. Where Mars is Venus will be. Love and beauty, seduction, glamour, and pleasure, intimacy and softness shall accompany Mars wherever he goes. These camp followers belong to his battle train. The world of war's horror and fear is also a world of desire and attraction. We have come to another place where understanding our subject is again most baffled: war's beautiful horror, its terrible love and exhilarating fusion called the sublime.

Link—Tech War

Modern warfare exchanges the battlefield for distant command centers where the enemy can be eliminated with the push of a button – this doesn’t engage our desire to fight 

Hillman 04 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 90-92, AM)

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

Link—First Strike/Limited War

“Short wars” don’t address the underlying need for conflict- only engaging in the death culture allows us to advance as a society

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 37-38, AM)

The other four terms in Hobbes's famous dictum describing war also reshape their meanings. "Brutish" affirms the strength of our animal natures; "poore" restricts our human hubris. We simply do not have the means for the rampant exaggeration that pushes too far and asks too much, humbly recognizing as did Lear on the heath and the soldier in the trench that "man is no more but such a poor, bare, forked animal" (3.4.113). "Nasty" invites inspections of oneself and every other as the enemy, to plumb for shadows of ugliness, to sharpen street smarts, to perceive below the smiles and shibboleths that maintain the peaceful sheepish flock, worshipping the lamb of innocence. "Nasty" is the tiger who educates the lamb. And finally "short": war does not permit the childishness that looks forward to a long life wrapped in the security of expectancy statistics. "Short" states that there is no security in the human condition; "short" exposes all of us to the arbitrary carelessness of the gods, without insurance; and that the length of life expectancy is not the measure of life. Life is better measured by the intensity and greatness of our expectations, because life is "short." When these stark truths are steadily before us what comes to ourhearts and habits is not more brutish nastiness only, but frequent instances of civility, decency, fairness, and kindness, because the soul recognizes these virtues to be supremely important when limned against the normalcy of "Warre." This surprising fact, though seldom and imperfect, has been witnessed in reports from concentration camps, combat soldiers, prisoners of war, and others under extremes of duress where the conditions of the day were solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. These civilized virtues arise as from the underworld of death rather than as preached moralities to be imposed from above. Kant finds war serving a purpose in advancing history toward civilization, and he uses words such as courage and nobility. Freud writes (in the midst of the Great War, 1915), "It might be said that we owe the fairest flowers of our love-life to the reaction against the hostile impulse which we divine in our breasts."sl He goes on to say: "war is not to be abolished; so long as the conditions of existence among nations are so varied, and the repulsions between peoples so intense, there will be, must be, wars." The question then arises: "Is it not we who must give in, who must adapt ourselves . .. would it not be better to give death the place in actuality and in our thoughts which properly belongs to it?"

Link—Systemic Impacts
“Civil Wars” to eradicate disease, poverty and other systemic harms hurt the psyche- as war becomes more normalized, it becomes increasingly important we embrace it

Hillman 04 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 21-22, AM)

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. 

Link—Nuclear Fetishization

Fetishizing about nukes makes them into a God and diverts attention away from traditional warfare 

Hillman 1990 ( Former director of the Jung institute, “Blue Fire” pg 186 HDG)
To hold the bomb as image in the mind requires an extraordinary extension, and extraordinary daring, in our imagining powers, a revolution of imagination itself, enthroning it as the main, the greatest reality, because the bomb, which imagination shall contain, is the most powerful image of our age. Brighter than a thousand suns, it is our omnipotent god term (as Wolfgang Giegerich has ex pounded), our mystery that requires constant imaginative propitiation. The translation of bomb into the imagination is a transubstantiation of God to imago deideliteralizing the ultimate god term from positivism to negative theology, a god that is all images. And, no more than any other god term can it be controlled by reason or taken fully literally without hideous consequences. The task of nuclear Psychoanalysis in the Street is psychology is a ritual like devotion to the bomb as image, never letting it slip from its pillar of cloud in the heaven of imagination to rain ruin on the cities of the plain.

Link—Economy Advantages

The aff’s physiologic understanding of the economy is wrong-money problems are inevitable, trying to fix it does nothing 

Hillman 1990 ( former director of the jung institute, “Blue Fire” pg 173 HDG)
Money is a psychic reality, and as such gives rise to divisions and oppositions about it, much as other fundamental psychic realities— love and work, death and sexuality, politics and religion—are archetypal dominants which easily fall into opposing spiritual and material interpretations. Moreover, since money is an archetypal psychic reality, it will always be inherently problematic because psychic realities are complex, complicated. Therefore, money problems are inevitable, necessary, irreducible, always present, and potentially if not actually overwhelming. Money is devilishly divine. One of Charles Olson’s Maximus poems sets out this archetypal view most compactly: the under part is, though stemmed, uncertain is, as sex is, as moneys are, facts to be dealt with as the sea is . . . This is an extraordinary statement. “Facts to be dealt with as the sea is.” The first of these facts is that money is as deep and broad as the ocean, the primordially unconscious, and makes us so. It always takes us into great depths, where sharks and suckers, hard-shell crabs, tight clams and tidal emotions abound. Its facts have huge horizons, as huge as sex, and just as protean and polymorphous. Moreover, money is plural: moneys. Therefore I can never take moneys as an equivalent for any single idea: exchange, energy, value, reality, evil, and whatever. It is many stemmed, it is uncertain, polymorphous. At one moment the money complex may invite Danaë who draws Zeus into her lap as a shower of coins, at another moment the gold may invite Midas. Or, Hermes the thief, patron of merchants, easy commerce. Or it may be old moneybags Saturn who invented coining and hoarding to begin with. As on the original coins the Greeks made, there are different gods and different ani mals—owls, bulls, rams, crabs—each time the complex is passed from hand to hand. Money is as protean as the sea god himself; try as we might with fixed fees, regular billings, and accounts ledgered and audited, we never can make the stems of money balance. The checkbook will never tally; the budget will never stay within bookkeeping columns.
Link—Withdrawal

Withdrawal of ground troops prevents transforms warfare from on the field to agreements and disarmaments that seek to criminalize war while preserving its brutality. 
Hohendahl 08 – Teaches European Lit and theory at Cornell (Peter Uwe, “Reflections on War and Peace after 1940 Ernst Jünger and Carl Schmitt”, Cultural Critique 69, Spring 2008, MT)
By 1937, Schmitt was convinced that the era of the nation-state had come to an end and would be succeeded by a politics of Großräume, i.e., a politics of supranational formations controlling larger areas of the globe (Schmitt, Staat, Großraum, Nomos, 225–480; Gottfried, Carl Schmitt, 83–122). The globe would be divided among a small number of hegemonic powers, each of which could try to reach supremacy. This new regime would clearly affect both international relations and the conduct of war. In Land und Meer (1942), written as a historical tale for his daughter, Schmitt focuses on the difference between land powers such as Germany and Russia and sea powers such as England and, more recently, the United States. The fundamental division between land and sea powers that Schmitt stipulates in Land und Meer determines not only the outlook of the people inhabiting specific spaces but also the nature of war conducted in these spaces. But it seems that Schmitt detects the unique character of maritime warfare only in the early modern age when the use of cannon makes battles possible where the ships remain at a distance. Technological change, i.e., the development of a new type of warship, coincides with the crucial spatial revolution of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. According to Schmitt, the new concept of global space is the basis for European expansion, the era of Landnahme, commonly called colonialism. What is critical for the understanding of warfare in modern Europe is the distinction between wars conducted between European states in Europe and those conducted between the same states outside of Europe. The norms and conventions developed for the conduct of interstate war in Europe do not apply, as Schmitt notes, to colonial wars. The era of Landnahme is characterized by bitter and brutal wars among the European nations that are in the process of dividing the rest of the world. These wars outside the European space are carried out with utmost ferocity and without consideration for noncombatants. The point Schmitt wants to make is that maritime warfare plays a decisive role in this era and it follows conventions that leave little protection to the civilian population because there is [End Page 26] no neutral ground for noncombatants. As Schmitt stresses, in legal terms we are dealing with different orders that correspond to two different political realities. While land powers seek control of their own space and defend it against intruders, sea powers claim that the sea is an open and free space to be used for commerce and expansion. Their interests lead them to a specific interpretation of international law and different rules of warfare. It is ultimately impossible, Schmitt suggests, to separate the validity of their norms and the strength of their material interests. While Land und Meer presents the difference between land and sea powers in the form of a narrative without the force of a theoretical grounding, Der Nomos der Erde (1950), while holding on to a historical organization of the material, is driven by questions of international law. At the center of the study, we find the analysis of public European law as the legitimation of the European nation-state and its relationship to other European nation-states. Schmitt’s presentation focuses on the slow disintegration of this nomos (order) during the late nineteenth century and its breakup following World War I. It is in this context that the transformation of warfare comes into view, but not so much as a technical or cultural question but as a legal issue. In Schmitt’s opinion, international public law underwent a decisive and consequential transformation in the wake of the Great War. The Treaty of Versailles, in which German responsibility for the war was codified post factum, changed the status of the war. What had begun as a war between equal nation-states turned into a war against a nation under criminal leaders. Schmitt reads the return of the concept of the just war as a serious and ominous setback, namely a re-emergence of premodern norms of war. The interstate war between equal nations was transformed into a discriminating war in which the defeated nation is treated as a criminal. To argue his point, Schmitt specifically refers to Article 227 of the Versailles treaty, in which the German emperor is defined as a war criminal. The intended criminalization of the enemy (the monarch as the symbolic leader) undercuts the very idea of traditional interstate war in which, according to Schmitt, moral questions remained outside the concept of war. While Schmitt acknowledges that the initial debate about Germany’s responsibility for the war was inconsistent and remained inconclusive, he interprets the later development within the League [End Page 27] of Nations as an extension of the trend that began in 1919: the introduction of norms defining war of aggression (Angriffskrieg) as a criminal act. At the same time, he notes that the Geneva Protocol of 1924 still resists a radical interpretation of the war of aggression and minimizes the rhetoric of criminal wars. European international law was still too much entrenched to follow the direction of public opinion (especially American public opinion) to outlaw war. For Schmitt, it remains important to carefully distinguish between aggressive military acts, a war of aggression, and a criminal war, although he is aware that in the public discourse of the 1930s these distinctions do not play a significant role. By defining Angriff (attack) in terms of military rather than political strategy, he can neutralize the term aggression so that it is not automatically seen as a punishable offense (Nomos of the Earth, 249). Within the context of the League of Nations, the abolition of war as a means of politics received more attention. War was to be replaced with peaceful change supplemented by disarmament and security agreements. In this context, the emphasis was placed upon the concept of the just war, a concept that logically implied condemnation of unjust wars. Although Schmitt does not agree with the direction of this discussion, he follows its results to expose what he feels is the problematic nature of the discourse. It leads to discrimination against the state that opens the hostilities. From the legal point of view, Schmitt therefore urges the strict separation of the question of attack and the question of a just war. At the same time, he realizes that public opinion (in Europe) was less interested in legal distinctions than a real and effective ban of war. A fundamentally political problem could not be solved by legal formalisms as they were defined in the 1924 Geneva Protocol. According to Schmitt, the failure of the protocol as a defense line against war is the failure of Europe to determine its own understanding of war and peace. Internationally, it was replaced by the American approach as it was articulated in the 1928 Kellogg Pact. He notes: “The Kellogg Pact changed the global aspect of international law. . . . The Western Hemisphere now took its place, and determined further development of the transformation of the meaning of war” (280). The change of 
[Hohendal continues]
meaning to which he alludes is the condemnation of war, a condemnation that amounts to the criminalization of war. “Criminalization now took its course” (280). [End Page 28] Schmitt’s statement raises two questions. First, why is the American intervention of 1928 so important for Schmitt and, second, what are the stakes in regard to the condemnation of war? The American intervention of 1928 turned out to be crucial in 1945 when the American understanding of justified war and, more broadly speaking, the American conception of international law supplemented and revised the European concept. The American approach, Schmitt argues, contained a stronger condemnation of war than the European understanding and therefore a much harsher treatment of the defeated German Reich. For Schmitt, the American position is not simply a strong articulation of a moral stance but at the same time the expression of specific national interests. He specifically argues: “Ever since, the Monroe Doctrine and the Western Hemisphere have been linked together. They define the sphere of the special interests of the United States. They encompass a space far exceeding the boundaries of the state proper—a Großraum in the sense of international law. The traditional American interpretation of this doctrine has been that juridically it constitutes a zone of self-defense” (281). In this manner, Schmitt links the political construct of a Großraum in which the hegemomic power defines the rules with a specific construct of international law. The linkage is perceived as mutual dependence. While the legal theory legitimizes the political construct, the political order of the Großraum gives concrete meaning to the legal theory, for instance, the right or the duty to intervene in political and military terms. Schmitt’s interpretation has far-reaching consequences. On the one hand, it introduces the concept of the Großraum as an element of a legal discussion, which means that the American position on war is seen as the articulation of America’s special interests. Put differently, the condemnation of war reflects, broadly speaking, American interests within its own hemisphere. On the other hand, the definition of a Großraum in which a hegemonic power defines the norms relativizes the legal theory. The American condemnation of war, for instance, is grounded in the concrete development of the American Großraum legitimized by the Monroe Doctrine. The flexibility of the doctrine, which allows either a defensive or an offensive reading, can serve the policy of the United States in different situations and different moments of its history. Schmitt wants to demonstrate that the strong condemnation of [End Page 29] war, first articulated in the Kellogg Pact, is closely connected to the Monroe Doctrine and its theological background. The claim for isolation from Europe and the refusal to acknowledge European intervention is rooted in American exceptionalism. He notes: After this new line was drawn, what was the status of the Western Hemisphere from the standpoint of the European order of international law? It was completely extraordinary, even predestined. It would not be too much to say, at least for extremely consistent opinion, that America was considered to be a refuge of justice and efficiency. The essential significance of this time of elect may lay much more in the fact that only on American soil did conditions exist whereby meaningful attitudes and habits, law and freedom were possible as a normal situation. (289) According to Schmitt, the logic of American exceptionalism provides the legitimizing context for the ultimate assessment of war and peace, since in America, given the right conditions, the true distinction between good and evil, law and crime is finally possible. The new West, the American hemisphere, claims to be the better Europe and has therefore also the right to set the new standards and norms. It is worth noting that Schmitt is willing to go along with this claim with regard to the nineteenth century when European politics, especially after 1848, were dominated by conservative, if not outright reactionary, considerations. However, he stresses the transformation of the United States around 1900 when the United States entered its imperialist phase in the Spanish War of 1898. Yet it is not the formation of an American Empire that Schmitt wants to criticize; instead, it is the geopolitical change that he wants to highlight, namely the discovery of the Pacific and of East Asia as the new West, demanding a rereading of the Monroe Doctrine. In Schmitt’s view, the rereading has to focus on the intensified dialectic of American isolation and intervention, i.e., the need to remain pure and the need to purify others. The historical transition from the nation-state to the Großraum implies the necessity to acknowledge and relate to a number of Großräume (in the sense of Realpolitik), but also the continued need to uphold the status of moral exception. The unresolved antagonism results in contradictory positions within American politics. It moves back and forth between neutrality with regard to foreign interstate wars and morally motivated decisions to intervene in the name of a just war. Schmitt argues that the concept of the just war legitimized [End Page 30]
Link—Modern war
Our alternative rejects the affirmative’s withdrawal of ground troops in favor or armchair surveillance in favor of a love of war on the ground with soil under our boots.

Hillman 04 – Ph.D in Psychology from University of Zurich (James “A terrible love of war” 2004, p. 90-92, MT)

No more battle rage; cool. Different styles of war under the aegis of different gods with different styles of imagination. Instead of Mars/Ares, the strategies and political indoctrination of Athene, wars of words and leaflets, winning the hearts and minds, conversion to reason, and the long-term planning of countermeasures to the long-term planning of hijackers and plotters. Instead of Mars, Hermes: invisible and instantaneous Internet communications, undercover infiltration, code-breaking, jamming, surveillance with night vision, hearing through walls, bribes, gifts, rewards, and financial laundering. Yet more threatening is the imagination of Apollo, "the far- darter," as he was called, who killed with arrows shot through the air: the imagination of distancing. Weapons far from the front, the front itself dissolved as war moves upward into the air, to satellites, Outer space, transformed by the Apollonic imagination into nuclear visions brighter than a thousand suns. Where the wars of Mars pit armies against armies on battlefields outside the city, acknowledge "open cities" preserved from attack, the Apollonic style makes war against cities, against civilians, against civilization-cafes, embassies, office towers-against water lines and power lines. Children in schools mere collateral damage. Meanwhile, the technician sits in his shelter at the control panel and with the push of an orderly series of buttons fires missiles that can take out a town hundreds of miles away. He does not know the name of the place, the people, or see the flames. He has commendably done his duty, obeyed orders exactly, even though he is less an actual combatant than the civilians he has killed. Apollonic distancing. Apollo, remember, could not consummate his relations. He chased but failed in closeness. The increasing distance between central command and actual engagement is not overcome by speedy communication. The feeling of distance between headquarters and front, between officers and men, that plagues armies with contempt and murderous hatred is reinforced by the Apollonic structure of vertical hierarchy. There is distancing in language with fancy names for special operations, acronyms for war and the places of engagement, and for casualties and death. It would seem Mars has been eclipsed. Yet the ground must still be held under the soldier's boot. The dead must still be buried. No matter the distance, the abstract language, the covert operations, explosions still blast, firefights erupt in close quarters, house to house, street by street, roadblock, check-point, river bank, thicket. War comes down to ground. Beyond the violent occasions of martial action, the god is also there, and essentially so, in the will to fight, the love of war, the rush to win and the rush of winning. And the fanatic's sacrifice. Mars is the fire that tempers the men and melds them into a deployable team. His is the vision of war as the last resort that is the final life-or- death determinant, or deterrent, within all strategies, subterfuges, and nuclearism. The impetuous passion of Mars makes war happen in the flesh and blood of history. If war were left only to Apollo or Hermes or Athene, war games, war plans, and maneuvers of the mind would be enough.
***Impacts

Impact—Psychic Numbness

Peace is simply a refusal to engage in war- it results in psychic numbness

Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 3o-31, AM)

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 To dispel such quieting illusions, writers along with those hounded by Mars roil the calm. The pages are thick with death because writers do not hold their peace, keep silent, play dumb. Books of war give voice to the tongue of the dead anesthetized by that major syndrome of the public psyche: "peace."

Impact—Error Replication

Refusal to love war is the root cause of enemy creation- the affirmative will fail unless they love war

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 24-27, AM)

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 welltrained 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 internalviolence 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 warand 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 ftlms, 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 selfpreservation, self-establishment, or self-aggrandizement, then knock it down and blow it apart. Carthage 
[Hillman continues]
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. 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. 

Refusal to love war is the root cause of enemy creation- the affirmative will fail unless they love war

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 24-27, AM)

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 welltrained 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 internalviolence 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 warand 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, 
[Hillman continues]
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 ftlms, 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 selfpreservation, 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. 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.
Attempt to eliminate war will produce new and unimaginable forms of it 

odysseos 04. (Louiza, Department of Politics and International Studies, Faculty of Law and Social Sciences, University of London. “Carl Schmitt and Martin Heidegger on the Line(s) of Cosmopolitanism and the War on Terror.” Conference on the International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt. September 9-11. P.PDF HDG)

This section examines the claim that the war on terror does not indicate a crisis in cosmopolitanism but rather is the quintessential liberal cosmopolitan war; but it pursues this claim in a different way than the critiques noted above.79 It suggests that, despite the prominent sense in which the war on terror is portrayed as the antithesis of cosmopolitan orientations and achievements, there are strong relationships between cosmopolitanism and the pursuit of the war on terror. This section examines these in turn. The first relationship arises from their joint location in a long line of thought and policy aiming to articulate an outlook and a political programme of the modern world in which violence and war dissipate, in which war is gradually replaced by rules and principled behaviour.80 This, Hans Joas has eloquently called, ‘the dream of a modernity without violence’.81 That cosmopolitanism seeks ‘perpetual’ peace, is often acknowledged through the debts that cosmopolitan thinking owes to Immanuel Kant’s understanding of cosmopolitan law.82 That the war on terror is located in this understanding of modernity is less apparent, but nevertheless becomes obvious in the apocalyptic-sounding framing of the Bush Administration’s understanding of the fight on terrorism as a fight that will not be abandoned until terrorism is rooted out. The occurrence of September 11th in the seat of this dream, the United States of America, was an unforgivable affront to this liberal modernist vision of perpetual peace. Therefore, both the war on terror and liberal cosmopolitanism are located within a modernist vision of the end of war. At the same time, however, the war on terror is central to the very paradox of liberal modernity and war which that has preoccupied realist, Marxist and poststructuralist thought. A recent articulation of this paradox is offered by Julian Reid who notes this disturbing paradox: [a] political project based concretely upon an ideal of ‘peace’ has continually produced its nemesis, war. Not only does the recurrence of war throughout modernity serve to underline its paradoxical character. But the very forms of war that recur are of such increasing violence and intensity as to threaten the very sustainability of the project of modernity understood in terms of the pursuit of perpetual peace.83  Schmitt’s own assessment of prior liberal attempts to abolish war, as those undertaken by the League of Nations, is similar: ‘any abolition of war without true bracketing [has historically] resulted only in new, perhaps even worse types of war, such as reversions to civil war and other types of wars of annihilation’ (NE 246). And, how else can we understand the war on terror if not in a sequence of changing types of war, yet another evolution after the one noted by Mary Kaldor in the late 1990s?84 A new type of war also requires a new type of enemy: ‘it is an apparent fact’, Rasch argues, ‘that the liberal and humanitarian attempt to construct a world of universal friendship produces, as if by internal necessity, ever new enemies’.85 As we discussed above, the discourse of humanity enables the creation of ‘a category of political non-persons, since those who fall outside of these delineations become…subject to a demonization which permits not simply their defeat, but their elimination’.86 In the case of the war on terror, the ‘freedom-hating’ recalcitrant others, those subjects of other ‘modernities’ entangled with the liberal one,87 become those to be excised from the global liberal order. The notion of enemy used by the war on terror is problematic because it denies any rationality or justice to its opponents. As Schmitt argued in the Nomos, the notion of justus hostis which the interstate order had developed, alongside the notion of non-discriminatory war, was what allowed war to be limited in nature but also peace to be made with enemies. When enemies are denied this procedural kind of ‘justness’, then peace cannot be made with them, nor are they allowed a right of resistance and self-defence. The notion of an unjust enemy in the war on terror relies on the introduction of the notion of just cause for one’s own side and points to an ‘other’ who has to be fought until there is no more resistance.
Impact—Extinction

Warfare is the only thing preventing mass extinction, repressing it will only bring about the most violent wars that could kill us all.

Hillman 04 – Ph.D in Psychology from University of Zurich (James “A terrible love of war” 2004, p. 61-63, MT)

On page 880 of Tolstoy's War and Peace, we find this. Lying in a makeshift hospital tent, horribly wounded, "Prince Andrey wanted to cry. Either because he was dying without glory, or because he was sorry to part with life, or from memories of a childhood that could never return, or because he was in pain, or because others were suffering."53 As many reasons for softness and sorrowing as Tolstoy gives to the many supposed causes of war, all we know for sure is that war's inhumanity never wholly eclipses human vulnerability. Along with Susan Griffin I can imagine the weeping dissolution in the Sicilian tent as the inevitable return of the repressed, but not the repressed child, that abused, improperly parented infant on whose puny shoulders Lloyd de Mause places the burden of causing wars. The simplified explanation he offers for war's inhuman horror is so popular and accessible that there is clearly something wrong with it-yet right, in that it conforms so perfectly with the American psyche that has such trouble extricating itself from clinging needs of the child archetype. Americans love the idea of child- hood no matter how brutal or vacuous their actual child- hoods may have been. Both the silly childishness (that the Bible condemns) and the innocence of childlikeness (that the Bible extols) are so appealing to American habits of mind and heart that all problems return there for their imagined source, and for their solution. Consequently, de Mause: the battering and cruelty of war are reenactments of vicious child-rearing practices. War simply repeats on a huge scale the repressed and hate-filled ugliness of childhood. We do unto others what was done unto us-twice and thrice over because so long stored. The simplistics of de Mause's idea addresses childish resentful minds which it satisfies. In short, he says, were child-rearing to change, wars would lose their motivation and societal violence would go away, because (and this is the specific American catch in the formula) children treated rightly have no war in them, as if we are each born not in original sin, born without cosmic knowledge of the archetypal inclinations for the wrongs listed by the Ten Commandments and the Seven Deadly Sins, and the necessity of their suppression. I imagine the "softness and sorrow" that melts the body to be the body's inner soul, not its inner child, the soul that knows death from the beginning as part of its innate knowledge; the body, death's instrument. I imagine that the repressed, returning through the body's shattered disarray, is the universal principle of Thanatos, an incursion of Lord Death into awareness as ultimate truth. The fear and trembling which assaults in shell shock, the muteness that mimics the unspeakable, displays the soul's recognition of being in the midst of Armageddon, the mythic final battle, of Ragnarok and the death of the gods themselves, the extinction, the wipeout, nihil. Nothing can save; nothing to go on for, nothing to die for. "Never, never, never, never, never" (Lear 5.3.308). The nerves cannot respond because the fatigue is of the spirit; the weeping, a premature grieving. Thanatos, the ultimate repressed, is honored by war and served by war; war, an apotropaic rite to keep death at bay by offering sacrificial victims, like the young hearts torn out in an Aztec ceremony so that death will not show its full force and obliterate all and everything. With disciplined and fierce dedication war serves one cosmic underlying certitude, that there is nothing, nothing at all, no salvation, nor help for pain- only death's strangely comforting companion appearing as softness: "Ah, love," writes Matthew Arnold at the end of one of the English language's most sweeping and stark meta- physical poems:
Impact—Lash out 

Desires to end war are foolish, attempting to repress war doesn’t work it only leads to lashout.
Hillman 04 – Ph.D in Psychology from University of Zurich (James “A terrible love of war” 2004, p. 2o1-202, MT)

There remains the wish at the end of every war that this not happen again, that war must find 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 Mfczrs Happen, concludes: "The techniques of diplomatic management can help some crises, but others reflect a willingness, some- times 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 similars (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 mat- ters 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.
***Alternative

Alt—Embrace War
Instead of going to war in the name of peace, we should enter war for war’s own sake. This means setting aside our fear and distaste for conflict so we can imagine ourselves embroiled in beautiful strife. Also, the alternative comes first and is a prerequisite to aff solvency because war is the primary psychological task that shapes all of our notions about society – unless we come to terms with the war in each of us, our desire for war will lash out and push us closer and closer to annihilation.
Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 1-5, AM)
One sentence in one scene from one film, Patton, sums up what this book tries to understand. The general walks the field after a battle. Churned earth, burnt tanks, dead men. He takes up a dying officer, kisses him, surveys the havoc, and says: "I love it. God help me I do love it so. I love it more than my life." 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 hehad 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 insti-' tutions (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 
[Hillman continues]
back, writes: "we can now understand these catastrophes for what they were: essentially the products of a failure of imagination." Surprise and its consequents, panic and terror, are due to "the poverty of expectations-the failure of imagination," according to another secretary of defense, Donald Rumsfeld.5 When comparing the surprise at Pearl Harbor with that of the Twin Towers, the director of the National Security Agency, Michael Hayden, said, "perhaps it was more a failure of imagination this time than last."6 Failure of imagination is another way of describing "persistence in error," which Barbara Tuchman says leads nations and their leaders down the road to disaster on "the march of folly,"7 as she callsher 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. 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.

War is normal and good—we should embrace it

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 17-22, AM)

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 what is "normal"? What are the 
[Hillman continues]
effects of this word, what does it imply? Let's first look at its beginnings. "Norm" and "normal" derive from the Latin word norma, meaning a carpenter's square. Norma is a technical instrumental term for a right angle; it belongs first to applied geometry. Normalis in Latin means "made according to thesquare"; normaliter, "in a straight line, directly." In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries "normal" meant rectangular, standing at a right angle; then, in the eighteen hundreds usage widened and flattened the strictness of its meaning: normal as regular (1828) ; normal school for teacher training (1834); normal as average in physics (1859); normalize (1865); and normal as usual (1890). The troubled feeling that arises when we hear "war is normal" comes from troubles in the way the word is used. "Normal" can be understood in two ways, which tend to fuse so that we tend to believe what is average (normal) is also standard and right, i.e., the right standard. The average sense of "normal" is statistical, referring to occurrences that are usual, common, frequent, regular. This sense of the word can be depicted by means of a graph, for instance, the middle section of a Gaussian curve where it swells. Hence, normal as middle, mean, centered; and abnormal as marginal, eccentric, at the edge. Abnormal then relies on quantitative or mathematical descriptions, as unusual, infrequent, exceptional, deviate, rare, odd, anomalous. The second use of "normal" does not imply average and ordinary, but rather ideal. This second meaning still relies on the root--square, straight, upright; but these technical descriptive terms now become normalized into metaphors. Norms now mean standards. A preestablished image prescribes the norm, the model, the rule. Whatever is closest to it is the most normal, even when that singular example is statistically rare, if not an impossibility in fact. The norms of conduct should be straight and upright-no lying, no cheating, no killing. The norms of bodily beauty should show no grossdistortions or blemishes. If "normalize" brings one down to the average, "normative" lifts one toward an ideal. The ideal standard against which you may measure your conformity or deviation may be set by theology (imitatio Christi); by law (the citizen, the comrade); by medicine (weight/height/age/gender ratio); by philosophy (Stoic man, Kantian man, Nietzschean man); by education (test scores, intelligence quotient); by the cultural canons of a society. Normal in the first sense simply describes the way most things are; normal in the second sense prescribes things as they might be best. When the two meanings merge, then average becomes the standard. In fact, the very word "standard" shows this merging. Today it tends to mean usual, ordinary, regular rather than ideal. Or, worse, the ideal becomes conformity with the average rather than an image of perfection. When the two meanings merge in regard to war, then descriptions of battle become prescriptions for battle. "Should" devolves to "what most people do." If war is hell, as Sherman said, then war ought to be hell; ideally, war will be hellish, which Sherman demonstrated according to residents of Georgia. Since butchery happens, it ought to happen, and a medal shall be bestowed upon the one who approximates the ideal norm by killing the most. Pentagon planners laying out thermonuclear scenarios are following the logic of normalcy, in which the greatest horror fuses with the greatest good. "The state of war suspends morality . .. renders morality derisory," writes Levinas. 19 This is a terrible thought, as terrible as war. The way beyond this devastating dilemma is to breakapart the fusion, so as to contain the term "normal" and the statement "war is normal" within the limits of its own paradigm. In war, at war, while engaged, immersed, under its sway. The norms war generates within itself are not normative beyond itself. This omnivorous appetite to encroach and consume other norms of other gods, suspending their norms, is war's gravest danger. Because war is total on the battlefield (McClellan did not grasp this, keeping back his reserves at Antietam; nor did Meade, who was too spent to follow up on Gettysburg), war must be all-out, totalitarian, monomanic in its single-minded pursuit, and ruthlessly monotheistic in its demand for negating all other norms. That war is now considered total war, world war, global, and with no foreseeable end in time or limit in target, equal in concept to the totalizing power of its instruments, reveals that war is monotheistic in essence. The response to the megalomania of its normalcy requires maintaining the countervailing powers of all the other gods and their norms. This connection between monotheistic thinking, religion, and war we shall explore in chapter 4. 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 
[Hillman continues]
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.
Alt- Embrace war

We should engage in war to understand it 

Hillman 1990 (Former director of the Jung institute, “Blue Fire” pg 180 HDG) 


You will recall, if YOU saw the film Patton, the scene in which the American general, who commanded the Third Army in the drive across France into Germany, walks the field after a battle: churned earth, burnt tanks, dead men. The general takes up a dying officer, kisses him, surveys the havoc, and says: “I love it. God help me I do love it so. I love it more than my life.” I believe we can never speak sensibly of peace or disarmament unless we enter into this love of war. Unless we enter into the martial state of soul, we cannot comprehend its pull. This special state must be ritualistically entered. We must be “inducted,” and war must be “declared”—as one is declared insane, declared married or bankrupt. So we shall try now to “go to war” and this because it is a principle of psychological method that any phenomenon to be understood must be empathetically imagined. To know war we must enter its love. No psychic phenomenon can be truly dislodged from its fixity unless we first move the imagination into its heart. My method of heading right in, of penetrating rather than circumambulating or reflecting, is itself martial. So we shall be invoking the god of the topic by this approach to the topic. Besides the actual battles and their monuments, the monumental epics that lie in the roots of our Western languages are to a large proportion “war books”: the Mahabarata and its Bbagavad Gita, the iliad, the Aenead, the Celtic Lebor Gabala, and the Norse Edda. Our Bible is a long account of battles, of wars and captains of wars. Yahweh presents himself in the speeches of a war god and his proph ets and kings are his warriors. Even the New Testament is so ar ranged that its final culminating chapter, Revelations, functions as its recapitulative coda in which the Great Armageddon of the Apocalypse is its crisis. In our most elevated works of thought—Hindu and Platonic philosophy—a warrior class is imagined as necessary to the well being of humankind. This class finds its counterpart within human Psychoanalysis in the Street in nature, in the heart, as virtues of courage, nobility, honor, loyalty, steadfastness of principle, comradely love, so that war is given location not only in a class of persons but in a level of human personality organically necessary to the justice of the whole. 

Alt—Psyche

Understanding the psyche is key to understanding war

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 8-9, AM)

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 univer-sali 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, andmourning; 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 accountpolitical, historical, sociological, psychoanalytical-can penetrate (which is why war remains "un-imaginable" and "un-understood") to the depths of inhuman cruelty, horror, and tragedy and to the heights of mystical transhuman sublimity. Most other accounts treat war without myth, without the gods, as if they were dead and gone. Yet where else in human experience, except in the throes of ardor-that strange coupling of love with war-do We find ourselves transported to a mythical condition and the gods most real? Before wars begin until their last skirmish, a heavy, fateful feeling of necessity overhangs war; no way out. This is the effect of myth. Human thought and action is subject to sudden interventions of fortune and accident-the stray bullet, the lost order; "for the want of a nail, the shoe was lost ... " This unpredictability is attested to throughout history. Therefore, a rational science of war can only go so far, only to the edge of understanding. At that point a leap of imagination is called for, a leap into myth.

Alt—Imagining War Good

Imagining war is good- bridges the disconnect between conflict and man

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 72, AM)

Or perhaps this autonomy should be modeled upon epidemiology: war as always latent in the human arena, emerging according to circumstances, and then contagious as wildfire. Another comparison she offers is with the unreined ravenous appetite of freemarket capitalism that has "a dynamism of its own .... The market comes to act like a force of nature."61 Or, this self-replicating pattern of behavior has been transmitted generation after generation through the ages since humankind was a prey to a savage predator and then became a savvy predator hunting enemy prey. Here her comparison derives from the cynical speculations of Richard Dawkins's "meme," a cultural entity like a biological gene whose interests are purely and simply its own perpetuation.62 War's selfserving and self-steering autonomy is literally self serving; any larger purpose for it, any positive value we may attribute to it and gain from it is altogether a human business. War is for itself, only. Wars of freedom against tyranny, warrior codes of chivalry and courageous self-sacrifice, wars that resolve political disputes and foster assemblies of peoples and states in common causes-these are human derivates, accidental results of war's basic inhumanity, not war's own intentions, because war is in essence sui generis, autonomous, inhuman. To say this does not place war beyond human reach. Imagination invents ways of dealing with the inhuman powers of nature and of fate. As technologies can tame the natural sphere, so cultural rituals of sacrifice, art, and propitiation can mediate the inhuman spirits that impel fate. However, a prior acknowledgment is necessary before we begin imagining modes of taming and mediation. First, we have to imagine the full reality of the autonomous inhuman.

Understanding the chaos of total war helps us understand what causes it

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 76-78, AM)

Now we have another way of imagining this "self-replicating pattern of behavior, possessed of a dynamism not unlike that of living things."64 Comparisons, however, with the predatory autonomy of free-market capitalism, a fictitious meme, or an endemic disease are insufficient because these models do not account for that crucial component of war that Ehrenreich, and this book too, is trying to imagine: "the uniquely religious feelings humans bring to it."65 Secular models fall short in grasping war's attraction, its cult, and our terrible love for it, which occasion "the 'highest' and finest passions humans can know: courage, altruism, and the mystical sense of belonging to 'something larger than ourselves,''' yet, "we have invested these lofty passions in a peculiar kind of godindeed-an entity that is ultimately alien to us and supremely indifferent to our fate."66 In short, unless we imagine war as inhuman in the transcendent sense, inhuman as the autonomy and livingness of a divine power, war as a god, our secular models-as Susan Sontag said-cannot imagine and cannot understand. Now we can see that war's inhumanity derives from war's autonomy and that this autonomy reveals war's nature as a mythic enactment explaining both its bloodletting as ritual sacrifice, and its immortality-that it can never be laid to rest. A "self-replicating pattern of behavior" echoes words used by Jung for defining archetypes: as well, he writes of them as dynamisms not unlike living forces that dominate human life, societal forms, and as timeless and omnipresent gods erupting into history. Drawing down the gods into the discussion of war helps account for why wars are mythical, not coherent despite all their hyperrationality, not logical for all their reductions to structural oppositions, not human for all the analyses of their causes in human drives and errors. As Tolstoy said, none of these causes account for war; over and above is some unnamed force not unlike that of living beings. This transhuman force shows up in the frenzy of combat; one man or a small group become possessed by what General Creighton Abrams calls "a crazy force."67 A galloping horse can be its instigator, for as any rider knows, a horse can suddenly shy at a shadow or an invisible phantom, become possessed, and wildly panic. The error-filled bravery of the charge of the famous light brigade in the Crimea (1854) was an entangled madness of animal and,man. "Horses, some of them uninjured, others with shattered jaws and torn flanks .. . were trying to force their way ... -but the riderless animals ... mad with fear, eyeballs protruding, the blood from their wounds reddening the lather around their mouths, theyranged themselves alongside Paget, alone in front of his regiment, making dashes at him [who] soon found himself in the middle of seven riderless animals which surged against him [and] he was forced to use his sword to drive them away."68

***ATs

AT—War Not Inevitable 

War isn’t inhuman it is an essential characteristic of all societies even civilized ones, to say its inhuman essentializes certain qualities ignoring human history.

Hillman 04 – Ph.D in Psychology from University of Zurich (James “A terrible love of war” 2004, p. 73, MT)

This word bears a closer look. "Inhuman" and "inhumanity" in ordinary usage mean cruel, callous, brutal, merciless. "Inhuman" is a normative term setting standards for what human beings should not do and should not be. Inhuman acts refer to those below the standards that distinguish human nature from "subhuman" species, i.e., animals (hence "inhuman"-beastly, brutal, savage, and the many animal epithets applied to disapproved human behavior). As well, "inhuman" refers to acts without the humane blessings of conventionally described civilization. "Inhuman" and "in- humanity" further imply that the norm for a human being is homo sapiens: rational, reflective, societal, and civil. Consequently, war can be declared inhuman-even though it is fought only by humans and not by animals (insects the exception), and fought barbarously not by barbarians but by civilized, rationalized societies. Inhuman as the acts of war may be, it is an organized human phenomenon, even when only a cattle raid or an incursion to capture neighboring women. The passages quoted earlier from Hobbes and Kant, Levinas and Foucault, show that war's "inhumanity" actually reveals it to be basic to human nature. The Ten Commandments recognize that to be human entails callous, brutal behavior, else why the universal injunction against lying, cheating, coveting, stealing, and killing? So, what is it to be human? What is the central quality of humanity?
War is normal and good- we should embrace it

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 40-41, AM)

Kant recognized the necessity of war, but then enlightened this somber truth by finding war useful for historical progress. Machiavelli and Clausewitz aligned war's necessity to a function: the advancement of the state's political ambition. Marx showed the necessity to be the inevitable outcome of capitalism. I prefer to swallow the bare truth whole, uncoated with justifications: the ne-cessity of war is laid down in the cosmos and affects life with the unbearable, the terrible, and the uncontrollable to which all measures of normalcy and abnormality must adjust. "Being reveals itself as war," reflects the monotheistic tradition which nourished Levinas's thought. The statement represents in philosophical language the nature of Jahweh of the Bible who was a "warrior God;'58 much as the earliest Christians were "soldiers of Christ." Later ones, too: "Onward Christian soldiers, marching off to war; with the Cross of Jesus, going on before." "Into it, in the name of God," writes a German soldier from the trenches; "at any rate," writes another, "we have not lost our belief that God is leading us to a good end-otherwise the sooner we are dead the better."59 If the biblical god who claims to be the foundation of all being is a war god, then war presents the ultimate truth of the cosmos. The three main monotheistic faiths, deriving their religions from that particular god, will continually attempt to deny and escape from their first premise by enunciating doctrines of peace and elaborating systems and laws to maintain peace. Their language of peace is not mere hypocrisy; rather it recognizes that war founds and lives in their religion, and that Patton's love of war states love of the god of the Bible which he read every day.60 For these monotheisms religion is war, since their faith in the being of the cosmos is exactly as Levinas said: "being reveals itself as war."

Child-rearing practices cause war

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 68, AM)

Both the silly childishness (that the Bible condemns) and the innocence of childlikeness (that the Bible extols) are so appealing to American habits of mind and heart that all problems return there for their imagined source, and for their solution. Consequently, de Mause: the battering and cruelty of war are reenactments of vicious child-rearing practices. War simply repeats on a huge scale the repressed and hate-filled ugliness of childhood. We do unto others what was done unto us-twice and thrice over because so long stored. The simplistics of de Mause's idea addresses childish resentful minds which it satisfies. In short, he says, were child-rearing to change, wars would lose their motivation and societal violence would go away, because (and this is the specific American catch in the formula) children treated rightly have no war in them, as if we are each born not in original sin, born without cosmic knowledge of the archetypal inclinations for the wrongs listed by the Ten Commandments and the Seven Deadly Sins, and the necessity of their suppression.

The earth itself cries out for war

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 97-98, AM)

Look to the land of the southern United States. Despite the old generations and their families thinned out or gone, and the fact that the settlers in the big cities of the New South come mostly from the northern regions or foreign ports, the myth of the South, its "lost cause," its angry sense of abuse and militarism continue to inhabit its spirit. The fog of war hangs on as if rising from a soil that harbors belligerent seeds. There is more buried in the ground than bodies, more danger lurking than from land mines. The earth germinates the dragon seeds of Mars and the fantasy of endless enemies springing up, ready to fight. Does blood transmute to paranoia? Marines learn their martial arts in the Carolinas and Virginia; the Air Force at their training centers in Texas, Alabama, and Mississippi. The Army's big training bases called "forts" are largely in Texas, Virginia, Alabama, Louisiana, Missouri, and the Carolinas. Military schools are mainly in southern states; Texas regularly produces proportionately more inductees than any other state.

Fetishizing the weapon and the love of war is inevitable even if securitizing the nation state is not

Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, p.124-6, JB)

Rocky gorges and thunderstorms may have helped invent the modern idea of the sublime, but today you may pick up a fearful beauty that holds Ares, Aphrodite, and Hephaistos all together in a fine piece of metalwork at your local gun dealer. Like the steel net that entrapped the lovers, the weapon is another Hephaistian instrument holding beauty and violence in permanent embrace. Uzi and Colt, Luger and Beretta are contemporary idols: you can hold the gods in your hand, carry death in your purse. Hannah Arendt made the important point that violence depends entirely upon instruments, and the prime instrument that ensures that each individual's life may be solitary, nasty, and short, and at war with every other individual, the instrument that re-creates the original condition of the Hobbesian person, is the handgun. 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. 

Guns are the only way to fully embrace the chaos of war and avoid death—love is inextricably connected to violence

Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, p.126-8, JB)

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. We must try to enter this love of weapons. Rifle as friend, companion, trusty comforter; no teddy bears here. When the ragtag Rebel soldiers lined up for the last time for surrender at Appomattox, they stacked their rifles. Men kissed their guns good-bye, bid them farewell,36 spoke of them as their "wives" on whom they had relied during the long years. "Marry it man! Marry it! Cherish her, she's your very own," quotes Paul Fussell from an epic poem of World War r.31 Curiously, however, and to the dismay of the high commands, men love their guns but for the large part do not use them in combat. Statistics drawn from American inductees in the Second World War are staggering: perhaps only one in four riflemen uses his weapon in battle, and this fact has been found to be generally true through a variety of wars among Western nations with conscripts. One of war's most thoughtful authorities, S. L. A. Marshall, says, "the average man likes to fire a weapon and takes unreluctantly to instruction on the [firing] range,"38 yet in the heat of an engagement he does not shoot. Even matured troops who have been through many engagements follow the pattern. Marshall says this inhibition has many causes-from the paralysis of fear in general, to the fear of revealing one's position, to the main fear, not of being killed, but of killing.39 Ducking for cover to protect oneself comes first, which is why Patton wrote so strongly against hitting the dirt and digging in, and why Marshall entitles his chapter "Fire as the Cure." "'After the first round the fear left me,' wrote a [Union] soldier to his mother after his initial battle."4o "The mere rumor that a fight was in prospect would lift [Union] soldiers from the doldrums, and sustained firing on the picket line would affect a camp like an electric shock."41 Mars is battle rage, an insane red fury in a field of action. Firing the weapon brings Mars immediately into the scene, saving a man from cowering and trembling, from feeling himself a victim, and shakes him from his self-occupied inertia at a loss to himself and to his unit. Since the god is in the gun, the passionate love for these weapons may express less a love of violence than a magical protection against it. Handgun-a fetish or amulet to hold at bay the fear of injury or death, the passivity of inertia, and, in ordinary civilian life, to have in one's hands a charm against the paranoid anxieties that haunt the American psyche. The continent is filled with roaming revenants, giant spirits of destroyed forests, buffalo spirits, slaughtered tribes, drowned valleys behind dams, ghosts of the lynched hanging from trees, miasma hovering over rapacious levelings and extractions, unjust executions named "due process," knifings, abattoirs. The land not only remembers, it is humming with agomes, a pulsing layer of the collective unconscious deposited there by American deeds recorded as American history. "Iron all of itself works on a man." The automatic in my hand brings Mars to my side. God in his heaven may not smile on me or deliver me from the valley of death; he might long ago have forgotten my name and I may not be among the chosen, but so long as my gun is within my reach the ghosts can't get me. 


The American gun industry is the root cause of international violence


Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, p.128-130, JB)

If guns are the American medicine against American paranoia (all the while reinforcing the very disease they would counteract the basic formula of addiction), then how will the United States ever kick the habit and establish gun control? The armaments industry is so entrenched in the United States that its defense extends beyond the National Rifle Association, beyond the gun lobby and libertarians, into the churches and academia. Michael Bellesiles' scholarly, though disputed, assault on the origins of gun culture in America, in which he claims that it is an "invented tradition" not deriving from the historical evidence of America's first two hundred years when guns were, contrary to fond belief, less frequently fired, less popularly owned, less well made, and used less by hunters than trapping, was raked with criticism. Menacing hecklers showed up at his lectures.43 Bellesiles argues that it was not the Revolution against the Crown that put the gun into the hands of the people, but the Civil War and its millions of combatants. Part of the "invented tradition" promotes an idea of freedom that requires a vigilant gun-keeping citizenry, pointing, for example, to the heroes of Lexington Green in 1775. Images of these Minutemen, muskets in hand, muskets shouldered, muskets at the ready, costumed and marching to the music of Fourth of July parades, pasted on ads of real American products, affixed to menus of New England inns, are an exaggeration if not invention. Of that little band "only seven fired their muskets, and only one Redcoat was actually hit."44 The "invented tradition" seems written into the code of the American soul as if an article of faith, a necessity of its religion, sustaining the American predilection for violence, or as it is more happily called, its "fighting spirit." Worldwide violence depends largely on ours, for the United States is gunsmith to the world. While regulations more strictly govern the manufacture and distribution of weapons in most Western-style nations, handguns are so easy to get in the United States that they are part of our shadowy export trade keeping alive terrors in foreign lands, e.g., Northern Ireland. The wars we try to stop, officially, offering our "good services," are aided and abetted by the weapons business at home.45 "For terrorists around the world, the United States is the Great Gun Bazaar."46  If violence is a contemporary curse and if violence by definition depends on instruments (Arendt), and since the most immediate and efficient instrument is the gun, and that gun is loaded with economic profit and religious idealizations-how in any god's name can gun control find its way through the American psyche? No chink in the armor; no weak link in the chain of its logic. The gun answers the fear of vulnerability; it defends against the inevitable victimization that is built into a winner-take-all society; it shortcuts the law's delay. Gun as equalizer is the neatest, fastest, and cheapest expression of the open society and popular democracy. Guns appear to be more necessary to personalized security, individualized liberty, and fungible equality than having your own castle, a roof over your head. The statistical reality that guns make everyone under that roof far more endangered, that they probably increase terror (just seeing them brings death to mind) bears far less psychological weight than the endemic American fears which prompt their purchase, and their use. 

States will always have a desire for expansion of power, even if threats are low engagement in war continues naturally.

 Jervis April 2004 (Robert, Political Psychology, The Implications of Prospect Theory for Human Nature and Values, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3792560.pdf, Vol.25, No.2, page 169-170, Jstor)

A striking finding of prospect theory is that people evaluate their conditions and the state of their lives more by the recent changes they have experienced than by their total value positions. This is consequential because a loss that is trivial relative to a person's total endowment will still be felt as a significant harm because what the person focuses on is the loss itself. Here too, introspection sup-ports experimental results. For example, although a gain or loss of $20 does not noticeably alter our wealth (for those of us who are not graduate students), we are really annoyed if when we go to pay for lunch we find that a $20 bill has gone missing, and we are noticeably cheered by finding money on the sidewalk. The greater importance of change than of absolute position explains why the increment of happiness that a poor person gets from finding $20 is not vastly more than that gained by a millionaire, even though the impact on the latter's wealth is negligible. To take a more debatable example, 9/11 made many Americans feel much less secure, and, I suspect, less secure than they felt during the height of the Cold War. It certainly makes sense to worry more about terrorism now than we did before the attacks. But most experts agree that the danger remains quite low-indeed, much lower than the earlier danger of nuclear war-and yet many people worry more now. Part of the reason lies in psychological processes outside the ken of prospect theory, especially the exaggerated impact of vivid information. But also at work is that people are more moved by a decrement in the security level they had come to accept than by the fact that they remain much safer than they were 20 years ago. It would be an exaggeration to say that people completely ignore their total value position and are influenced only by changes, but the former does get taken for granted, and so it is the latter that receives our attention and drives much of our satisfaction or dissatisfaction. This partly accounts for the lack of correlation between wealth and happiness. It may also help explain why countries keep pursuing additional increments of security, influence, and other values when they already are well supplied with them. To many outside observers, the American quest for absolute security, hegemony, and perhaps empire seems both odd and disturbing. Disturbing it may be, but odd it is not, even putting aside the impact of 9/11. States not only want influence and security, they want more than they already have, just as individuals are rarely content with their existing position, no matter how good it is.

War is human nature

Stratton 1926 (George M., The Science News-Letter, Human Nature and War, Vol.8, No. 262, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3901724.pdf, page 1, Jstor)

For war, it is said, springs from human nature; and it will continue as long as our unchanging human nature lasts. Those who declare that war comes from human nature, and that human nature does not change, have weighty evidence in their favor. Wars have occurred since the remotest time of history. Wars doubtless were waged long before history began. Fighting reaches still farther back, into the animal world, where it is frequent and wide-spread. Thus all the momentum of our animal and human inheritance would seem to carry us fatally forward along the ways of war. Humanity seems pugnacious in its very nerve and muscle; man, it would appear, is born to battle as the sparks fly upward. Human nature, through all the ages, reveals certain constant qualities, and whatever may be the strong desire for another order of life, so it would seem, no other order may be expected. And yet institutions based upon permanent traits of human character have been torn down and swept away, and without destroying or even weakening a single one of these lasting traits of our nature.

It is human nature to engage in war, the only thing that has changed over time has been our approach and tactics. 
Stratton 1926 (George M., The Science News-Letter, Human Nature and War, Vol.8, No. 262, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3901724.pdf, page 2-3, Jstor)

Similarly, blood vengeance once existed almost the world over. The death of a member of one's own family must be avenged, it was felt, by taking a life from the family that caused the death. Even, so mild a statesman as Confucius believed that a lesser official could not live in the same country with one who had killed a high officer of state: that a subordinate must personally see that the death of his superior was avenged. Yet the institution of private blood vengeance has been done away with, and without requiring human nature to change by so much as a hair's breadth. We simply have instituted better methods of satisfying the ancient human impulses, while leaving the impulses themselves strong and untouched. In the same way one might speak of piracy and of duelling, which also have been virtually abolished while human nature remains unchanged. But I hasten on to slavery, which comes closer to us, and whose abolition is within the memory of men who still live. Slavery's hold is from earliest times. The enslavement of others has marked the leading peoples of the world. Civilization itself has seemed impossible without it. Only yesterday the living bodies of men and women were bought and sold even in our own land. But when the time came for Lincoln to sign the great Proclamation, did he by one jot or tittle have to annul the laws of human nature itself? No. He left men, as before, to be avaricious still. They still are ready to use other men for their own interests. But men have been prohibited from buying and selling men as one buys cattle. Now is war, in its relation to human nature essentially different from these other forms of social behavior which have disappeared? War unquestionably is one of the modes in which our nature finds expression. So deep are warts foundations, so firm its iron hold, that all thoughtful men will have at times almost some touch of despair that there can be success against it. And yet despair is not scientifically justified. Confidence of success here can be had without forgetting or distorting human nature. Hope can be hold without shutting one's eyes to the plain facts of psychology, It may well be true that in all its large outline human nature does not change. And yet our experience shows that our unchanging nature permits important changes in human conduct. Indeed, under the stimulation of social enterprise, human nature not only permits but demands profound changes. We cannot doubt that humanity will keep the great impulses which still lead to war) - among which are the love of wealth, the love of adventure, the love of honor, the love of Mother Country. Yet there can be a growing impatience, a growing abhorrence of satisfying these great impulses by the old bloody methods. Nor is there in the science of psychology anything to assure us that in this one region no further advance is possible; to assure us that here men have reached the last limit of their inventiveness; that they can institute no shrewder, no more satisfying devices to express their devotion to their own nation's life and to the life of the world. Within wide limits human nature does not change. Yet we are wholly wrong if we suppose that, for the end we here have in mind, it needs to change. Great things have been done for humanity while human nature has remained the same. Our civilization has been rid of human sacrifice in religion, Of private blood-vengeance in our civil life, of piracy upon the high seas, of slavery in all our leading communities. Every one of these social institutions has had the support of men's permanent passions, of men's deep impulses. To rid the world of these ancient instruments it has not been necessary to rid the world of men. Nor have we needed to wait until all sinners have been changed to saints. It has been necessary merely that men should be socially progressive, inventive, adventurous. Men have had to cooperate with one another untiringly to change the old habits of their life. New ways of justice and law and order have had to be viewed with hospitality, without a too-tenacious clinging to the cruder and less effective ways.
Human desires preclude lasting peace
Knight March 1944 (Frank H., The American Journal of Sociology, Human Nature and World Democracy, Vol. 49, No.5, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2770477.pdf, page 408, Jstor)

Human nature is a manifold paradox. Man is a social animal, in the sense of "conventional," with anti-social traits equally prominent. Intelligent morality is a product of social evolution, partly uniform or convergent, partly the opposite of both. Custom, authority, and deliberate consensus are three distinguishable "stages" above instinctive animal society; the last is peculiar to recent western European civilization. Our individualistic, free, or democratic social ethic is largely limited to states by the facts of cultural and political differentiation. The place of conflicting economic interests in international war is highly ambiguous. The common idea of deliberately changing human nature is a tissue of logical confusion. The changes necessary to eliminate war without destroying freedom are largely undesirable, since war arises from conflicts between ideals and rights rather than mere interests. A peaceable and free world order calls for a combination of agreement and toleration, and both have ethical limits. The visible issues in war are relatively unimportant in comparison with the inherent clash between quantity and quality and between different qualities, in human life; and survival in a struggle for existence is, for the visible future, the final test of higher and lower. But some changes are clearly worth working for, while "we" defend our own cultural achievement.

War inevitable- national interest

Knight March 1944 (Frank H., The American Journal of Sociology, Human Nature and World Democracy, Vol. 49, No.5, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2770477.pdf, page 410, Jstor)

The familiar saying from Aristotle, that ''man is a social animal," is both true and misleading. That human beings can exist only in organized groups is true biologically and more strikingly true with respect to the traits which make us distinctively human. But the social life of man is different in prin-ciple from that of the animals, particularly those forms in which social organization is highly developed-the colonial insects. Man is social, but also naturally antisocial. His social organization always involves coer-cion, which he intrinsically dislikes. The capacity of coercing and being coerced is virtually peculiar to man, though we impute it in a certain degree to the "higher" ani-mals, in domestication and in herd life. Men do not coerce the inert objects of nature and are not coerced by them, and the latter do not coerce one another. Furthermore, man's love of freedom and hatred of coercion in-herently involve a craving for power, not merely over the objects of nature but over other men-an antisocial trait. Power is a factor or dimension in effective freedom; no clear separation can be made between "free-dom from" coercion-of custom or authori-ty-and "freedom to" act, which presup-poses power. But men desire freedom and power in the abstract, as well as for the sake of any particular use which they wish to make of either. They also claim freedom and power as a moral right, against other in-dividuals and the various social groups in which they live. And within some limits everyone admits the validity of this claim on the part of others; but their claims to freedom and power overlap, creating con-flicts of interest, which are the basis of social problems. Such features seem to be entirely absent from insect society. There the bio-logical unit is not an individual, in the hu-man meaning. It is not motivated by in-terests or rights which conflict with those of others or of the group.

World peace is theoretically impossible, it is human nature to be permanently content with the status quo.

Knight March 1944 (Frank H., The American Journal of Sociology, Human Nature and World Democracy, Vol. 49, No.5, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2770477.pdf, page 417, Jstor)

Any judgment as to either the desirability or the possibility of such a change must rest on a clear notion of the respects in which the minds or "hearts" or habits of men would have to be different in order to eliminate war. Armed conflict would not occur if either (a) every existing state or other interest group would agree to accept the pres-ent situation (the "status quo") and would put into effect-enforce upon its citizens or subjects or members forever-all internal measures necessary to this end; or (b) all would agree in advance on all changes to be made and would enforce the requisite poli-cies, at least enough would have to agree to enforce their will upon all. The first alter-native would mean the abolition of all progress or change in any direction; the second merely calls for general agreement on the issues or on some method for their adjudication. In terms of changing human nature, what would be required is elimination of all interests which give rise to group conflict or of their expression in action. There would be no war if every group would enter into a permanently binding agreement not actively to resent anything which any other group might do and not to do anything which any other group might actively re-sent. And any single unit, individual, or group can always have peace through the same twofold policy. The democracies could, of course, have avoided war with the totalitarian states by joining in with the aims and projects of the latter for world reorganization. Even this would not neces-sarily banish war from the world unless some one totalitarian system succeeded in permanently establishing itself and im-posing its will from pole to pole. To universalize the policy of nonresist-ance-which seems to be seriously proposed by religious pacifists and by some who do not appeal to religious principles-would call for the abandonment by all, or at least the masses, of all rights, including life it-self, except love and obedience, left, per-haps, to serve as "opium"; for any active effort to live and to perpetuate itself, on the part of any species, biological group, or individual, involves conflict with others, both of the same and of different species. If humanity were not to be reduced to the level of the nonsocial animals-with the "struggle for existence" in which they actu-ally live-the only alternative way of pre-venting war is the organization of the whole race into a rigidly regimented society, with reproduction and all other interests and activities "frozen" along lines of custom and caste; it means a society of the nature of the beehive or some absolute authori-tarian type. Of course, this might conceiv-ably be universally accepted, passively or even joyfully, but a moral faith in human nature requires belief that men would prefer war.

War is a natural force embedded and created in our society through our structures and surroundings.

London 1998 (Scott, “On Soul, Character and Calling: An Interview with James Hillman, http://www.scottlondon.com/interviews/hillman.html)

Hillman: I'm not critical of the people who do psychotherapy. The therapists in the trenches have to face an awful lot of the social, political, and economic failures of capitalism. They have to take care of all the rejects and failures. They are sincere and work hard with very little credit, and the HMOs and the pharmaceutical companies and insurance companies are trying to wipe them out. So certainly I am not attacking them. I am attacking the theories of psychotherapy. You don't attack the grunts of Vietnam; you blame the theory behind the war. Nobody who fought in that war was at fault. It was the war itself that was at fault. It's the same thing with psychotherapy. It makes every problem a subjective, inner problem. And that's not where the problems come from. They come from the environment, the cities, the economy, the racism. They come from architecture, school systems, capitalism, exploitation. They come from many places that psychotherapy does not address. Psychotherapy theory turns it all on you: you are the one who is wrong. What I'm trying to say is that, if a kid is having trouble or is discouraged, the problem is not just inside the kid; it's also in the system, the society.

AT—Link Turn
Peace destroys the psyche- only an embrace of total war can overcome psychic numbing 

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 35-38, AM)

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 tranquility of soporific and sophomoric teddy-bearism and by the frantic overload of stimuli. This ever-shifting involvement from one set of stimuli and engagements to the next Lifton calls Protean after the Greek sea-god who defended himself by taking on a different form from moment to moment, never still long enough to be apprehended. The Protean defense mechanism is like surfing, like multiple tasking, like attention deficit, hyperactivity. The prince, as generous metaphor for responsible citizen and concerned member of the polis, will keep a focused mind, a mind undistracted by the multiple diversions of peace, and a psyche neither numbed nor in denial. And he will maintain this clarity not merely by meditating or praying to benefit his own "mental health," but for the common good and the defense of the community. Hence, the prince "ought never let his thoughts stray from ... war." At best, the assumption that war is normal does not enervate and stupefy a people. At worst, it promotes Hobbes's anarchy, placing the people "in continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short."50 Everyone the enemy of everyone. But--only if Hobbes is taken literally. He may also be understood psychologically so that the anarchic state of "Warre" awakens the citizen from the psychic numbing fostered by peace. Then "solitary" does not mean the lonely isolation of heroic individualism in competition with all others. Rather, "solitary" would mean the single focus of the soul which is one's invisible and indivisible companion. We are solitaries each with our own dying, and from this comes our values of courage and dignity and honor, those qualities of character that sometimes appear only under the ruthless conditions of battle. Solitary, as Camus wrote in a late ironic work, may be indistinguishable from solidarity----steadfastness, side by side with one's soul. The other four terms in Hobbes's famous dictum describing war also reshape their meanings. "Brutish" affirms the strength of our animal natures; "poore" restricts our human hubris. We simply do not have the means for the rampant exaggeration that pushes too far and asks too much, humbly recognizing as did Lear on the heath and the soldier in the trench that "man is no more but such a poor, bare, forked animal" (3.4.113). "Nasty" invites inspections of oneself and every other as the enemy, to plumb for shadows of ugliness, to sharpen street smarts, to perceive below the smiles and shibboleths that maintain the peaceful sheepish flock, worshipping the lamb of innocence. "Nasty" is the tiger who educates the lamb. And finally "short": war does not permit the childishness that looks forward to a long life wrapped in the security of expectancy statistics. "Short" states that there is no security in the human condition; "short" exposes all of us to the arbitrary carelessness of the gods, without insurance; and that the length of life expectancy is not the measure of life. Life is better measured by the intensity and greatness of our expectations, because life is "short." When these stark truths are steadily before us what comes to our hearts and habits is riot more brutish nastiness only, but frequent instances of civility, decency, fairness, and kindness, because the soul recognizes these virtues to be supremely important when limned against the normalcy of "Warre." This surprising fact, though seldom and imperfect, has been witnessed in reports from concentration camps, combat soldiers, prisoners of war, and others under extremes of duress where the conditions of the day were solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. These civilized virtues arise as from the underworld of death rather than as preached moralities to be imposed from above. Kant finds war serving a purpose in advancing history toward civilization, and he uses words such as courage and nobility. Freud writes (in the midst of the Great War, 1915), "It might be said that we owe the fairest flowers of our love-life to the reaction against the hostile impulse which we divine in our breasts."sl He goes on to say: "war is not to be abolished; so long as the conditions of existence among nations are so varied, and the repulsions between peoples so intense, there will be, must be, wars." The question then arises: "Is it not we who must give in, who must adapt ourselves . .. would it not be better to give death the place in actuality and in our thoughts which properly belongs to it?" When Kant and Freud in distinctly different times and modes of thought consider that civilization gains its progressive impetus from its base in the naturalness of death and the normality of war, they are confirming Heraclitus: yes, war is the generative principlewar fathers awakening, which was, I believe, Heraclitus's, the psychologist's, main and urgent message.

AT—Mono-causal/ Science

Science can only take us so far- to understand war, we have to look at the psyche

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 6-7, AM)

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 areWar demands a leap of imagination as extraordinary and fantastic as the phenomenon itselfmade, 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.
Scientific understandings of war miss the boat- the psyche is key

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 9-10, AM)

The explanations given by scientific thinking are indeed re-quired for the conduct of war. It can calculate and explain the causes of artillery misses and logistic failures, and it certainly can build precisely efficient weapons. But how can it take us into battle or toward grasping war? We cannot understand the Civil War by pointing to its immediate cause--the firing on Fort Sumter in South Carolina in 1861-nor by its proximate cause--the election of Lincoln in the autumn of 1860--nor by a list of underlying causes, i.e., the passions that riled the union: secession, abolition, the economics of cotton, the expansion westward, power contest in the Senate ... ad infinitum. Nor will a compilation of the factors of that war's complexity yield what we seek. Even the total sum of every explanation you can muster will not provide meaning to the horrific, drawn-out, repetitive butchery of battle after battle of that four-year-long war. Same for Vietnam, for the Napoleonic wars. The missing link in the chain of causes is the one that ties them to understanding. Patton's emotional eruption-"I love it. God help me I do love it so"-leads us closer than an entire network of explanations.

AT—PTSD bad

PTSD is a symptom of a deeper disease- understanding the psyche solves

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 31-33, AM)

The specific syndrome suffered by American veterans; posttraumatic stress disorder-occurs within the wider syndrome: the endemic numbing of the American homeland and its addiction to security. The present surroundings ofthe veteran in "peacetime" can have as strong, if subtle, traumatic effect and can cause as much stress as past stress and trauma. PTSD breaks out in peacetime because peace as defined does not allow upsetting remembrances of war's continuing presence. War is never over, even when the fat lady sings on victory day. It is an indelible condition in the soul, given with the cosmos. The behavior of veteranstheir domestic fury, suicides, silences, and despairs-years after a war is "over" refutes the dictionary and confirms war's archetypal presence. Peace for veterans is not an "absence of war" but its living ghost in the bedroom, at the lunch counter, on the highway. The trauma is not "post" but acutely present, and the "syndrome" is not in the veteran but in the dictionary, in the amnesiac's idea of peace that colludes with an unlivable life. PTSD carriers of the remnants of war in their souls infect the peaceable kingdom. They are like initiates among innocents. The pain and fear, and knowledge, absorbed in their bodies and souls constitute an initiation-but only halfway. It is an initiation interruptus still asking for the wise instruction that is imparted by initiations. Why war; why that war; what is war? How can what I now know in my bones about treachery and hypocrisy, about loving compassion and courage, and killing, reenter society and serve my people? If peace means no war and I am soaked in war's blood, what am I doing here? Again that failure of imagination and philosophic understanding. The potential of the veteran is phased out with the war in which he matures; I have been mothballed by peace. Peacetime has no time for my awareness. There is no response in the least way adequateto the ordeal from the civilization I have been sent by and returned to. The return from the killing fields is more than a debriefing; it is a slow ascent from hell. "Their eyes looked as if they had been to hell and back."41 The veteran needs a rite de sortie that belongs to every initiation as its normal conclusion, making possible an intact return. This procedure of detoxification, that gives meaning to the absurd and imagination to oppressive facts, should take as long and be as thorough as the rite d'entree of boot-camp basic training.

AT—Patriarchy is RC

The psyche outweighs patriarchy- feminists miss the boat

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 86-87, AM)

To imagine war to be a "man's thing," one more example of the abusive, self-inflating activity of "the patriarchy," traps one in the genderist division of the cosmos: all things are either male or female, tertium non datur. The genderist division takes on the absolutism of a logical opposition, an either/or which allows no space for the "both" of compromise and ambivalence, and androgyny. This division then influences our fantasies of primordial societies, reducing war to an activity of violent hunter-gatherers versus gentle cultivator-weavers. If, however, we think about war as an emanation of a god, war as an archetypal impulse, then patriarchy does not originate war but serves war to give it form and bring it to order by means of hierarchical control, ritual ceremony, art, and law. Remember Foucault's idea that law is a continuation of war in another form. Patriarchy makes the forms. Rather than the origin of war, patriarchy is its necessary result, preventing Ares from blowing up the world and leaving a few poor remnants a life that is "nasty, brutish, and short." That this hierarchy, these forms can become tyrannical is evident enough, since cruelties of discipline are often secondary consequents of form. Nonetheless, patriarchal tyranny is not the primary cause of war; that cause is the god.
AT—War Bad/ VTL Disad

No link- your turns are indicative of technological warfare- that’s not the alternative

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 51-52, AM)

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-madearrows, 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;'2o 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.

Inhumanity is an intrinsic part of war and humans

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 56, AM)

And there are no exceptions. Inhumanity is all too human. "Soldiers of the Canadian peace-keeping army in Somalia detained a sixteen-year-old boy for allegedly stealing food .... The boy was kicked, beaten senseless with truncheons, and the soles of his feet were burned with a cigar. Soldiers posed for trophy pictures, one of which showed a truncheon stuck into the boy's bleeding mouth .... After three hours the boy was dead .... At least half a dozen Canadian soldiers, including some officers, heard the beatings and the boy's screams-'Canada ... Canada ... Canada'-but did nothing. The boy's family later got one hundred camels as compensation." 29 In 1982, Great Britain battled Argentina over the Falkland Islands. "Afterward, a British soldier ... accused fellow soldiers of executing Argentineans who surrendered at Mount Longden and cutting off their ears for war trophies. His commander later confirmed the account."30

War is the only instance of total meaning and principle—it not only encompasses fear, but beauty

Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, p.119-20, JB)
This historical digression may help grasp what the witnesses in the midst of bombardment are declaring by saying war is sublime. They are not saying it is only terror; they are not feeling only fear. Nor are they claiming in the manner of sadistic fascism that cruelty is an aesthetic delight. They are with Dennis and Addison, and with Kant in reverse-inside the horror is a spectacular beauty, a beauty of another order. More: inside the utter chaos there is a structure of meaning, of meaningfulness, not to be found anywhere else. When an observer such as Sontag stands before the horror finding it beyond understanding and beyond imagining, she is bearing witness to the sublime, a revelation of "an awesome and heart-stopping universal force ... a kind of ultimate principle," which here we are discovering is war itself. So we ought not be surprised by the relevance for our theme of the words of these intellectual aestheticians from Longinus through Addison and Burke to Kant. The sublime "forces its way to the surface in a gust of frenzy." Images" of War and Havoc and Terror, the lover of blood" reveal the sublime which is characterized by "fire and vehemence of spirit." McEvilley, who assembled these passages from Longinus, sums up his vision in one sentence: "The sublime is sheer chaos, beyond reason, beyond finity, beyond order."34 Yet alluring with its own beauty, following Kant and pronounced by Wordsworth: "Fostered alike by beauty and by fear." 

AT—We Can Control War

War can never “stopped” completely

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 70-71, AM)

 First, disfiguring the human frame, whether maiming the body, crippling the soul, or shattering the structures of human civilizationits laws with unilateral abrogations and calculated deceits, its treasuries of arts with fire and plunder, its habits of fairness with cold-blooded self-interest. Second, deranged behaviors such as the altered states of possession in combat, blind obsession of policy experts, leaders and generals, inspired foolhardy bravery, or the gradual addiction of journalist war-junkies55 and mercenary soldiers of fortune. Third, war's inhuman weaponry, accoutrements, and symbolic abstractions. Whether stone-ax, knife-blade, or chlorine gas drifting on the wind, war's inhumanity refers in part to the hyperrationalism of its instruments. In map-room strategies and mathematical logistics, in the drill preparatory to battle and in battle formations (Spartan hoplites, Macedonian phalanx, Roman legion, British square), in chain of command, as well as in the role of the horse, uniform, metal, camouflage, battle cry, bugle, flag, escutcheon, as they transmute into the inhuman power of symbols. To these three essentials, we need to add a fourth that reaches beyond the evident and into the heart of war's mysterious power: uncontrollable autonomy. Wars break out, their dogs unleashed; the soldiers rampage, fire-storms engulf cities. The fantasy of war spreads across continents, into star wars, cyberspace. The horizon recedes into the next field of operations: Napoleon onto Moscow, Alexander across the Indus, a new Crusade follows upon the last, MacArthur across the Yalu, Iraq after Afghanistan .. . Since war's autonomy generates its own momentum, war has no cause other than itself! "Is war something which really does have 'a life of its own'?" asks Barbara Ehrenreich.56 War's inhumanity tells war's truth: its origins lie outside the human sphere, beyond human control. "We have been misled," she argues, pinning war onto persons, politics, economics, gender; "it is the autonomy of war as an institution that we have to confront and explain."57 Her explanation is remarkably imaginative: she conceives war on the model of a living organism, "a self-replicating pattern of behavior, possessed of a dynamism not unlike that of living things."58 Suddenly, war emerges as a fictive figure, a robotic golem, a "brutal giant stalking his human prey;' as in these lines from Thomas Sackville (1536-1608) and quoted by Michael Walzer: Lastly stood VUlr, in glittering arms y-clad, With visage grim, stern looks, and blackly hued; In his right hand a naked sword he had That to the hilts was all with blood embrued, And in his left (that kings and kingdoms rued) Famine and fire he held, and therewithal He razed towns, and threw down towers and all. 59
AT—Prefer Our Empirics 

Throughout modern history, war and love are held in one vision by the observer—a rejection of this belief fails to take into account empirical evidence that proves soldiers and general see beauty in destruction

Hillman 4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, p.114-8, JB)
Death and loveliness held in one vision. A German soldier on the western front in 1914 dreams: "I came into a room and a beautiful, ravishing woman advanced to meet me. I wanted to kiss her, but as I approached her I found a skull grinning at me. For one moment I was paralysed with horror, but then I kissed the skull, kissed it so eagerly and violently that a fragment of its under-jaw remained between my lips." It is this fusion that makes war so spectacular and terrible, brutal and transcendent within a single moment. To the civilian imagining the land mines underfoot and stabbing bayonets it is ununderstandable that so many engaged in war write of beauty, of spectacle, aesthetic delight, and use the word sublime. "Yes, the chief aesthetic appeal of war surely lies in this feeling of the sublime."13 "The combatant who is relieved from participation and given the spectator's role can nearly sate the eye with all the elements of fearful beauty."14 Moreover, "men expose themselves quite recklessly for the sake of seeing."15 Remember the opening of Coppola's extraordinary war film, Apocalypse Now. A spectacle of intoxicating power; bursting the limits. When the first nuclear blast blazed its mushroom into the heavens, there flashed in the minds of observers images from Grunewald's resurrecting Christ and holy script from the Bhagavad Gita. For some, the war years were the "one great lyric passage in their lives."16 "I shall always remember above all other things in my life the monstrous loveliness of that one single view of London . .. stabbed with great fires, shaken by explosions, its dark regions along the Thames sparkling with the pin-points of white-hot bombs, all of it roofed over with a ceiling of pink that held bursting shells, balloons, flares and the grind of vicious engines. And in yourself the excitement and anticipation and wonder in your soul that this could be happening at all. These things all went together to make the most hateful, most beautiful, single scene I have ever known."17 The bombing of London in 1940 impressed Malcolm Muggeridge similarly. Sometimes together with Graham Greene he went into the streets. "I remember particularly Regent's Park on a moonlit night, full of the fragrance of the rose gardens; the Nash Terraces, perfectly blacked-out ... white stately shapes waiting to be toppled over. ... I watched the great fires in the City and Fleet Street .... It was a great illumination, a mighty holocaust: the end of everything, surely ... . I felt a terrible joy and exaltation at the sight and sound and taste and smell of all this destruction."18 From the chopper, says a fresh rifleman coming in over the rice paddies of Vietnam, "it looked so beautiful. But at the same time I was scared to death."19 As the Allied armada moved toward the North African beaches, Ernie Pyle wrote: "Hour after hour I stood at the rail looking ... and an almost choking sense of beauty and power enveloped me."20 A member of Patton's staff in Sicily wrote to his wife: "And speaking of wonderful things ... [t]he high water mark-and perhaps the most beautiful as well as satisfactory sight I have ever beheld was a flaming enemy bomber spattering itself and its occupants against the side of a mountain. God it was gorgeous."21 Hateful and beautiful in a single scene. Exaltation at all this destruction. Others write: "the combination of sound and color ... had a kind of wicked beauty."22 William Manchester in Guadalcanal refers to Baudelaire's Fleurs du mal. "It was a vision of beauty, but of evil beauty."23 Leon Uris sees Guadalcanal as "the body of a goddess and the soul of a witch."24 The British often call a raid or skirmish, even a full-scale battle, a "show." They are right not only because of the English gift for theater but because war is spectacular. A spectacle for all the senses, but especially the eye, which captures the scenes and resurrects them into images. War feeds on and is fed by imagination. Long before enlistment, the images of propaganda and the war games of children have already set the stage. Afterwards, war becomes literature, movies, and is imagined even in its midst into poems and thoughts and tales. The eye cannot help but see: "It must not be forgotten that we imagine with our retina," wrote Bachelard.25 "Imagination is the faculty," not of forming, but of "deforming the images offered by perception."26 War offers perceptions already deformed, an imaginative scene just as it is. So witnesses say: it was unreal, fantastic, unimaginable, because war's very explosive unpredictability is imagination itself displayed. "If an occasional image does not give rise to a swarm of aberrant images, to an explosion of images, there is no imagination."27 The goddess in the arms of Ares makes her presence known mainly by aestheticizing. "A moonlit night, full of the fragrance of the rose gardens;' remembers Muggeridge. A young German near Verdun in 1915 writes: "The moon shone into my mug . . . only now and then a bullet whistled through the trees. It was the first time I had noticed that there can be some beauty in war-that it had its poetic side."28 Southeast of Ypres another German writes about decorating his trench: "from a pinewood close by, which had also been destroyed by shells, we dragged all the best tree-tops and stuck them upright in the ground . . .. Out of the ruined chateaux, we fetched rhododendrons, box, showdrops and primroses and made quite nice little flower beds."29 Aphrodite, the lovely one, the smiling one, as she was called, prompts the loving letters to a wife who was hardly known and never loved before. She roofs over Ernie Pyle's scene "with a ceiling of pink," and she is that indomitable something that dominates the material which Patton compares with the soul, much as Plato and Plotinus in another age identified the soul of the world with Aphrodite urania, the goddess of th~ upper spheres and the uplift of love. To the blood of war, she brings the aestheticizing imagination of war. Pink is the prettier part. There is as well the shudder that Sappho feels, the exaltation at the vast panoply of battle formations, gleam of gunmetal, start-ups' of clanking tanks, the surge of joy amid the chaotic rush, and increasing sexual intensity while waiting on picket at night. Attacks begin at the first blush of dawn, the hour of the handsome, amorous, divine Eos. Aphrodite raises the dead into beauty with a few lines by Wilfred Owen and Rupert Brooke. She makes Patton dress up for killing the bastards. Without her, there is no sublime.

Scientific empirics fail to evaluate the psyche—means the descriptions of the psyche ultimately fail

Hillman 1990 ( Former director of the Jung Institute, James “Blue Fire” pg 19-20 HDG)
To understand soul we cannot turn to science for a description. meaning is best given by its context. The root metaphor of the lyst’s point of view is that human behavior is understandable because it has an inside meaning. The inside meaning is suffered and experienced. It is understood by the analyst through sympathy and insight. All these terms are the everyday empirical language of the [yst and provide the context for and are expressions of the analyst’s root metaphor. Other words long associated with the word soul amplify it further: mind, spirit, heart, life, warmth, humanness, per sonality, individuality, intentionality, essence, innermost, purpose, emotion, quality, virtue, morality, sin, wisdom, death, God. A soul said to be “troubled,” “old,” “disembodied,” “immortal,” “lost,” “innocent,” “inspired.” Eyes are said to be “soulful,” for the eyes are “the mirror of the soul”; but one can be “soulless” by showing no mercy. Most “primitive” languages have elaborate concepts about animated principles which ethnologists have translated by soul. For these peoples, from ancient Egyptian to modern Eskimo, soul is a highly differentiated idea referring to a reality of great impact. The soul has been imaged as the inner man, and as the inner sister or spouse, the place or voice of God within, as a cosmic force in which all humans, even all things living, participate, as having been given by God and thus divine, as conscience, as a multiplicity and as a unity in diversity, as a harmony, as a fluid, as fire, as dynamic energy, and so on. One can “search one’s soul” and one’s soul can be “on trial.” There are parables describing possession of the soul by and sale of the soul to the devil, of temptations of the soul, of the damna tion and redemption of the soul, of development of the soul through spiritual disciplines, of journeys of the soul. Attempts have been made to localize the soul in specific body organs and regions, to trace its origin to sperm or egg, to divide it into animal, vegetable, and mineral components, while the search for the soul leads always into the “depths.”
AT-- Threat construction bad

Enemy creation is essential to engage in warfare justified on security grounds.

Hillman 04 – Ph.D in Psychology from University of Zurich (James “A terrible love of war” 2004, p. 23-26, MT)

That was earlier Plato; later he found another source of war: "All states by their very nature, are always engaged in an informal war against all other states."21 But Kant, like Hobbes before him, takes it back from society, finding war to be an uncaused component of human nature for which no explanation need be sought. "War," he writes, "requires no motivation, but appears to be ingrained in human nature and is even valued as something noble."22 Agreed, opines Steven LeBlanc's book Constant Battles. Warfare is ingrained from earliest times, back to chimpanzees. Not so, argues R.B. Ferguson: archeology supports his view that warfare is a development of only the past ten thousand years. 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. 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 pre- emptive 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 ram- page 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 en- emy in Communist Russia: "savages," "Mongols" ... In short, the aims of war are none other than its own continuation, for which an enemy is required. 

AT—War --> extinction

War won’t escalate to the level of extinction, the very purpose of enemy creation and war is to sustain itself indefinitely.
Hillman 04 – Ph.D in Psychology from University of Zurich (James “A terrible love of war” 2004, p. 26-27, MT)

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 se 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.  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 ftlms, 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 fire- bombed. 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 Tal- iban 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 in- ducted 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. How can the living cells in any person at the extreme of exhaustion amid dying friends and mangled dead, howitzer shells whooshing past like freight trains, accommodate to this "normality"? How can any person thrice wounded climb back on his horse and continue the charge straight "into the cannon's mouth"? The human psyche's capacity to normalize the most adverse conditions, adapt to them, find them usual (people in extreme climates, rarely move to another geography; very few captives resist their imprisoners) has kept the species globally spread, diverse, and alive through millennia. Normalization may allow survival-and, normalization may also be one of the dumbest of human faults. How does it differ from denial, willful unconsciousness, ignorance, psychic numbing? Doesn't accepting all also lead to pardoning all? The shadow side of tolerance is the loss of the sense of the intolerable. To normalize may mean. to take the side, not of survival, but of death. War achieves an accommodation with death. After a series of missions through dense antiaircraft fire, bomber crews begin to believe they will not make the last few mandatory runs before rotation; veterans on patrol cling to superstitious routines to fend off the expectation that the next bullet will find them. Prolonged combat turns the soul into an automatisme anesthesiant;29 a German writes of having "lost feeling for a lot of things"; an Englishman compares the state with going under an anesthetic, with autohypnosis.3o Yet the senses may remain vigilant, especially a hyperacuity of the sense of smell. (Both Vietcong and Americans detected the hidden presence of each other by characteristic odors.) "In the abysmal dark of Hades the soul knows/is known by scent."3! Not the senses, but the psyche seems to have vacated the person and en- tered the mythical underworld populated by shades and phantoms. Combatants speak of "seeing things," firing away into illusions. The person whose identity is given by life and its expectancies (some- times called "hope") has been abandoned by these expectations.
***Framework
Psyche First

The war psyche is the a priori issue of the round

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 39-40, AM)

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. The old either/or between the individual and society, between instinct and culture, sets the mind on a goose chase only to come up with zeros. Aristotle resolved the question before it had ever begun with his famous sentence: anthropos phusei politikon zoon-"man is by nature a political animal."57 We are endowed with a political instinct; politics comes with our animal nature. The state is preformed in our individual souls like an appetite, like a passion. If war is "a continuation of politics by other means" (the dictum of Clausewitz), then war is a consequent of our political nature. We do not have to search for war's causes in an id erupting against a superego, in male castration anxieties, in splitting, paranoid projections, overcompensated inferiority feelings, nor load it onto testosterone. The unconscious grounds of war are more likely the neglect of grasping the full extent of our animal natures-that our animality is not sheerly nasty and brutish, but in tune harmoniously with war because we are each a politikon zoon. If war fathers the cosmos (Heraclitus), if being reveals itself as war (Levinas), if the natural state is one of war (Kant), it must be the first of all norms, the standard by which all else be measured, permeating existence and therefore our existence as individuals and as societies. War then is permanent, not irruptive; necessary, not contingent; the tragedy that makes all others pale, and selfless love possible. Was it Yeats who said something like, "You only begin to live when you conceive life as a tragedy"? And Conrad: "Immerse yourself in the destructive element."

Analysis of the psyche comes first—key to preserving value to life and soul

 Hillman 90 ( Former director of the Jung institute, James, “Blue Fire” pg 17-18 HDG)
Anthropologists describe a condition among “primitive” peoples Called “loss of soul.” In this condition a man is out of himself, unable To find either the outer connection between humans or the inner Connection to himself. He is unable to take part in his society, its rituals and traditions. They are dead to him, he to them. His connection family, totem, nature, is gone. Until he regains his soul he is not a true human. He is “not there.” It is as if he had never been initiated, been given a name, come into real being. His soul may not be lost; it may also be possessed, bewitched, ill, transposed into an object, animal, place, or another person. Without this soul, he has lost the sense of belonging and the sense of being in communion with th the powers and the gods. They no longer reach him; he cannot pray, nor sacrifice, nor dance. His personal myth and his connection to the larger myth of his people, as raison d’être, is lost. Yet he is not sick with disease, nor is he out of his mind. He has simply lost his soul. He may even die. We become lonely. Other relevant parallels with ourselves today need not be spelled out. One day in Burghölzli, the famous institute in Zurich where the words schizophrenia and complex were born, I watched a woman being interviewed. She sat in a wheelchair because she was elderly and feeble. She said that she was dead for she had lost her heart. The psychiatrist asked her to place her hand over her breast to feel her heart beating: it must still be there if she could feel its beat. “That,” she said, “is not my real heart.” She and the psychiatrist looked at each other. There was nothing more to say. Like the primitive who has lost his soul, she had lost the loving courageous connection to life—and that is the real heart, not the ticker which can as well pulsate isolated in a glass bottle. This is a different view of reality from the usual one. It is so radically different that it forms part of the syndrome of insanity. But one can have as much understanding for the woman in her psychotic depersonalization as for the view of reality of the man attempting to convince her that her heart was indeed still there. Despite the elabo rate and moneyed systems of medical research and the advertise ments of the health and recreation industries to prove that the real is the physical and that loss of heart and loss of soul are only in the mind, I believe the “primitive” and the woman in the hospital: we can and do lose our souls. I believe with Jung that each of us is “modern man in search of a soul.”

Fiat Bad

Engaging in war is bad- we have to keep the wall up to truly imagine war

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 89, AM)

The geographical placement of Mars outside the city walls in a field of his own literalizes the psychic wall between the more human and inhuman areas of our being. Martial training aims to ice away or burn out altogether the more humane softness so that the recruit can get on with his inhuman duty, fix his bayonet. In the Sicilian tent Patton and the draftee were on different sides of the wall, and their conflict, because it is archetypal, has not subsided. The wall must hold for Mars to do his work, even if by the slow deadening process that kills the life of every trace in the heart of "back home." The god whom the soldier serves kills the " lifesoul," 99 and the trooper who survives comes home a revenant. To say the god is in the style, the style is the god displayed, means Mars is thrust, like the forward, straight pierce of spear, lance, and bayonet. This style turns encounters, including ordinary human relations, into scenes of in-your-face close combat. That Mars is most vivid in inunediate closeness raises a question that could shed doubt upon the prospect of this book as a whole.

***Aff Answers
Aff—Framework

Language is severed from the truth, what we represent doesn’t mean anything
Hillman 1990 ( Former Director of the Jung Institute, James “Blue Fire” pg 28 HDG)
 In the modern language games of Wittgenstein, words are the very fundamentals of conscience existence, yet they are also severed from things and from truth. They exist in a world of their own. In modern structural linguistics, words have no inherent sense, for they can be reduced, every single one of them, to basic quasi-mathematical units. The fantasy of a basic number of irreducible elements out of which all speech can be constituted is a dissecting technique of the analytic mind which applies logical atomism to logos itself—a suicide of the word. Of course there is a credibility gap, since we no longer trust words of any sort as true carriers of meaning. Of course, in psychiatry, words have become schizogenetic, themselves a cause and source of mental disease. Of course we live in a world of slogan, jargon, and press releases, approximating the “newspeak” of Orwell’s ¡984. As one art and academic field after another falls into the paralyzing coils of obsession with language and communication, speech succumbs to a new semantic anxiety. Even psychotherapy, which began as a talking cure—the rediscovery of the oral tradition of telling one’s story—is abandoning language for touch, cry, and gesture. We dare not be eloquent. To be passionate, psychotherapy now says we must be physical or primitive. Such psychotherapy promotes a new barbarism. Our semantic anxiety has made us forget that words, too, burn and become flesh as we speak. A new angelology of words is needed so that we may once again have faith in them. Without the inherence of the angel in the word—and angel means originally “emissary,” “message-bearer” how can we utter anything but personal opinions, things made up in our subjective minds? How can anything of worth and soul be conveyed from one psyche to another, as in a conversation, a letter, or a book, if archetypal significances are not carried in the depths of our words? We need to recall the angel aspect of the word, recognizing words as independent carriers of soul between people. We need to recall that we do not just make words up or learn them in school, or ever have them fully under control. Words, like angels, are powers which have invisible power over us. They are personal presences which have whole mythologies: genders, genealogies (etymologies :oncerning origins and creations), histories, and vogues; and their )Wfl guarding, blaspheming, creating, and annihilating effects. For words are persons. This aspect of the word transcends their nominalistic definitions and contexts and evokes in our souls a universal
Aff—Perm Solvency

The permutation solves best-stepping completely out of our mindset is worse than the status quo

Lifton 03 (Robert  “Superpower syndrome”196-197 HDG)

Stepping out of that syndrome would also include surrendering the claim of certainty, of ownership of truth and reality. That ownership gives rise to deadly righteousness, with a claim to illumination so absolute as to transcend ordinary restraints against mass violence. The healthier alternative is an acceptance of some measure of ambiguity, of inevitable elements of confusion and contradiction, whether in relation to large historical events or in matters of personal experience. This would include a more nuanced approach to Islam and Islamist thought and behavior that allows for the possibility of evolution and change. It is often claimed that no such acceptance of ambiguity is possible because superpowers, like nations, like people, are uncomfortable with it, that the tendency is always to seek clarity and something close to certainty. But this assumption may well underestimate our psychological capabilities. Ambiguity, in fact, is central to human function, recognized and provided for by cultural institutions and practices everyv.,here. American society in particular has cultivated the kinds of ambiguity that go with multiplicity and with shifting populations and frontiers.
Aff—Impact Turn
Their political ontology premised on the friend and enemy distinction guarantees that otherness itself invariably figures as threatening – attempts to manage and control disorder through strategic reason make extinction inevitable as the antagonism inherent in social life gets transfigured into escalating wars between states 

Anthony Burke ‘7, senior lecturer at University of New South Whales, 07 [“Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason”] 

  This closed circle of existential and strategic reason generates a number of dangers. Firstly, the emergence of conflict can generate military action almost automatically simply because the world is conceived in terms of the distinction between friend and enemy; because the very existence of the other constitutes an unacceptable threat, rather than a chain of actions, judgements and decisions. (As the Israelis insisted of Hezbollah, they 'deny our right to exist'.) This effaces agency, causality and responsibility from policy and political discourse: our actions can be conceived as independent of the conflict or quarantined from critical enquiry, as necessities that achieve an instrumental purpose but do not contribute to a new and unpredictable causal chain. Similarly the Clausewitzian idea of force -- which, by transporting a Newtonian category from the natural into the social sciences, assumes the very effect it seeks -- further encourages the resort to military violence. We ignore the complex history of a conflict, and thus the alternative paths to its resolution that such historical analysis might provide, by portraying conflict as fundamental and existential in nature; as possibly containable or exploitable, but always irresolvable. Dominant portrayals of the war on terror, and the Israeli-Arab conflict, are arguably examples of such ontologies in action.         Secondly, the militaristic force of such an ontology is visible, in Schmitt, in the absolute sense of vulnerability whereby a people can judge whether their 'adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life'.38 Evoking the kind of thinking that would become controversial in the Bush doctrine, Hegel similarly argues that: ...a state may regard its infinity and honour as at stake in each of its concerns, however minute, and it is all the more inclined to susceptibility to injury the more its strong individuality is impelled as a result of long domestic peace to seek and create a sphere of activity abroad. ....the state is in essence mind and therefore cannot be prepared to stop at just taking notice of an injury after it has actually occurred. On the contrary, there arises in addition as a cause of strife the idea of such an injury...39        Identity, even more than physical security or autonomy, is put at stake in such thinking and can be defended and redeemed through warfare (or, when taken to a further extreme of an absolute demonisation and dehumanisation of the other, by mass killing, 'ethnic cleansing' or genocide). However anathema to a classical realist like Morgenthau, for whom prudence was a core political virtue, these have been influential ways of defining national security and defence during the twentieth century and persists into the twenty-first. They infused Cold War strategy in the United States  (with the key policy document NSC68 stating that 'the Soviet-led assault on free institutions is worldwide now, and ... a defeat of free institutions anywhere is a defeat everywhere')40 and frames dominant Western responses to the threat posed by Al Qaeda and like groups (as Tony Blair admitted in 2006, 'We could have chosen security as the battleground. But we didn't. We chose values.')41 It has also become influential, in a particularly tragic and destructive way, in Israel, where memories of the Holocaust and (all too common) statements by Muslim and Arab leaders rejecting Israel's existence are mobilised by conservatives to justify military adventurism and a rejectionist policy towards the Palestinians.        On the reverse side of such ontologies of national insecurity we find pride and hubris, the belief that martial preparedness and action are vital or healthy for the existence of a people. Clausewitz's thought is thoroughly imbued with this conviction. For example, his definition of war as an act of policy does not refer merely to the policy of cabinets, but expresses the objectives and will of peoples:  When whole communities go to war -- whole peoples, and especially civilized peoples -- the reason always lies in some political situation and the occasion is always due to some political object. War, therefore, is an act of policy.42        Such a perspective prefigures Schmitt's definition of the 'political' (an earlier translation reads 'war, therefore, is a political act'), and thus creates an inherent tension between its tendency to fuel the escalation of conflict and Clausewitz's declared aim, in defining war as policy, to prevent war becoming 'a complete, untrammelled, absolute manifestation of violence'.43 Likewise his argument that war is a 'trinity' of people (the source of 'primordial violence, hatred and enmity'), the military (who manage the 'play of chance and probability') and government (which achieve war's 'subordination as an instrument of policy, which makes it subject to reason alone') merges the existential and rationalistic conceptions of war into a theoretical unity.44   

War causes psychic casualties- turns the kritik 

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 62, AM)

The iron will of Mars can endure only so long: "Each moment of combat imposes a strain so great that men will break down in direct relation to the intensity and duration of their exposure ... psychiatric casualties are as inevitable as gunshot and shrapnel wounds in warfare," states an American official report, Combat Exhaustion. 42 "A World War II study determined that after sixty days of continuous combat, 98 percent of all surviving soldiers will have become psychiatric casualties .... [A] common trait among the 2 percent able to endure ... was a predisposition toward 'aggressive psychopathic personalities.' "43 By not granting home leave from beginning to end, requiring men to stay with their units until killed or disabled,44 was the Russian high command intentionally producing aggressive psychopaths? Which might also account for the wild terror of the Germans as the Red Army advanced. "On Okinawa, American losses totaled 7,613 killed and missing ... -and 26,211 psychiatric casualties."45 Of all World War II u.s. medical evacuations from combat zones, one in four were psychiatric.46 The Arab-Israeli war of 1973 lasted only a few weeks, yet almost one third of Israeli casualties were psychiatric;47 the inhuman stress of war. The very idea that human agony can be named a "stress syndrome" is inhuman, imagining a man as a machine part, a cog in a military wheel. To keep the war machine running, you kick the engine, boot up the computer, slap the soldier to get him back in line.
Aff—Alt Fails
Hillman’s alternative doesn’t actually solve war- there’s no concrete solution to the problem at hand

Heinegg ‘4 (Peter, teaches in the department of humanities at Union College, “The Cult of Ares,” http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=3842, 

Perhaps the only serious flaw in Hillman’s case is the abrupt way he discounts the “testosterone hypothesis,” war as a more or less exclusively guy-thing. He mentions the legendary Amazons and alludes to, without naming, Indira Gandhi, Margaret Thatcher and female suicide-bombers in Chechnya. “Patriarchy,” he somewhat dubiously claims, “does not originate war but serves war to give it form and bring it to order by means of hierarchical control, ritual ceremony, art, and law.” Perhaps the validity of such sky-writing generalizations cannot be fully tested until the distant day when women win full equality. At any rate, the inevitable question remains: having traced war into the very structures of humanness, what in heaven’s name are we to do about it? Of course, if 10,000 years of civilization have failed to come up with a satisfactory answer, we can hardly fault Hillman’s for sounding lame: he calls for “aesthetic intensity.” Noting the relentless Philistinism of warlike nations, including the United States, he bids us imagine the creation of beauty transforming “civilization’s wasteful ‘stress.’” War might lose some of its sublime magic if “all [its] diabolic inventiveness, intolerant obsession and drive to conquer” were “compelled toward culture.” Needless to say, Hillman cannot tell us just how that might be done. But then again, concrete fixes are not what grand visionaries like Hillman are all about. In this warmhearted, learned, intensely personal yet densely theoretical Last Hurrah, he bids us look past the clichés of conservative patriotism and liberal meliorism into the scary abysses of our Martian selves. Given the hideous stories on the nightly news these days, it’s an invitation that is hard to resist.

Aff—War Not Inevitable

War isn’t inevitable-it’s a cultural phenomenon 

Fry 2007 (Assistant Professor, Department of Anthropology, Eckerd College, St. Petersburg, Douglas P. Fry, "Beyond war", p 220)

Anthropology suggests that replacing violent competition with cooperation is facilitated when individuals clearly perceive their interdependence.8 Interdependence in and of itself may not promote cooperation.9 The realization of interdependence is a critical variable. Thus one step toward doing away with war is to increase awareness, among leaders and citizens alike, that the current war system provides only a shallow illusion of safety and security. In actually, the continued acceptance of war imperils all people living on an interdependent planet. The rising awareness that all humans share the threat posed by terrorists with weapons of mass destruction, global environmental degradation, global warming, oceanic pollution, the worldwide loss of biodiversity, coupled with the realization that all of us on the planet are increasingly linked within an interdependent global economic system, leads to a rationale for resolving conflicts without war and for cooperatively addressing shared problems. It is in every person’s and nation’s self-interest to move humanity beyond war. In today’s world, the institution called war can no longer provide the safety and security that people desire. The most pressing challenges to human survival in the twenty-first century simply are not amenable to military solutions. Anthropological research clearly demonstrates the importance of cultural values, attitudes, and beliefs in influencing how conflicts arc handled. Values, attitudes, and beliefs are internalized during socialization and reinforced in daily life. The nonviolent Semai and Paliyan, for instance, simultaneously shun violence and value harmony. The anthropological observation that attitudes, values, and beliefs can either promote peaceful, nonviolent behavior or, to the contrary, facilitate aggression and warfare has implications for abolishing war. A prevalent belief among national leaders and citizens is that the institution of warfare is permissible and at times necessary.” Such beliefs facilitate the waging of war. As David Adams and Sarah Bosch demonstrate, holding such beliefs also discourages people from taking action for peace.’2 This pattern contributes to a self-fulfilling prophecy wherein the war institution continues in part because large numbers of people, believing that war is natural, even inevitable, and necessary, do not insist that intergroup conflicts be handled in new ways. Albert Einstein noted that in the nuclear age “everything has changed, save our modes of thinking,’3 New attitudes, values, and beliefs—new modes of thinking—are critical for replacing war with other approaches to seeking security. The tremendous variation in cultural belief systems apparent in the ethnographic record, including those in peaceful societies, suggests that shifting to beliefs that favor nonviolent forms of conflict management instead of war are certainly within the range of human possibilities. A new belief system should embrace common security and comprehensive security, placing cooperation over competition, in dealing with the shared threats to human safety and well being. A new belief system should highlight how all nations, all humans, share a common fate. A new belief system should acknowledge that warfare is an obsolete social institution. In short, “warfare must be de-legitimized as a means of settling disputes. It is possible to imagine a new global system that settles disputes without warfare and provides justice without violence. It is possible to imagine a global system that effectively addresses common environmental, developmental, and security concerns cooperatively, It is possible to imagine a global system based on law, not war, wherein effective judicial institutions provide the security that people in every society desjre.” If implementing changes of this magnitude seems impossible, then a macroscopic time perspective may help to put the truly immense human potential 

Aff- War bad- Heg
United States engagement in war could destroy US hegemony

Jervis April 2004 (Robert, Political Psychology, The Implications of Prospect Theory for Human Nature and Values, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3792560.pdf, Vol.25, No.2, page 166-167, Jstor)

As such, loss aversion is an important part of our nature that can explain many otherwise puzzling features of political and social life. As indicated, it renders intelligible the propensity of people and organizations to pursue failing ventures and take unusual risks in the face of losses. Similarly, at first glance it seems puzzling that despite the United States' position of dominance in the world, its present administration would feel the need to engage in preventive wars that seem designed to further increase its power. But the very fact that the United States is now in such an advantageous position means that a great many developments could leave it worse off. The pressures to take risky action are then quite great because the alternative is seen as the acceptance of a sure loss. Of course, in some cases these efforts are rewarded and the gamble pays off; in other cases, the unreasonableness of the behavior only becomes apparent in retrospect. For example, we still debate whether the United States was foolish to keep sending troops to Vietnam or whether a bit more perseverance would have produced a much more favorable settlement. But cases like this look quite different if we take loss aver-sion as what Toulmin (1961) called the "normal order"-that is, the situation that will hold if nothing special intervenes. Although this does not mean that we should not search for the particular circumstances at work in each case, it does mean that such an outcome may occur without unusual pig-headedness, fear of humiliation and failure, or inability to calculate. Indeed, loss aversion may lead us to focus more on cases in which people accept losses rather than run risks to try to recoup. If people are aware of the danger of loss aversion, we would expect not only the maxims quoted earlier, but also that societies would have developed structures that would correct or compensate or the impulse to take unwarranted risks in the face of failure. One common rebuttal to prospect theory is that the deviations from rationality that have been noted in the laboratory are not nearly as important outside it because societies have developed ways to counteract them. It would be worthwhile to examine many of our habits and institutions to see whether they are well designed to serve this function. If they are, it would mean that loss aversion plays a smaller role in outcomes than prospect theory would lead us to expect, but that the theory explains why these institutions have developed as they have. More broadly, many structures and institutions may reflect both human nature and the desire to correct problems that otherwise would appear under modem circumstances if human nature were given free rein.

Aff- War bad- nihilism

The belief that war is natural is a justification; death inevitably leads to nihilism and no value to life.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 1)

 The vanquished know war. They see through the empty jingoism of those who use the abstract words of glory, honor, and patriotism to mask the cries of the wounded, the senseless killing, war profiteering, and chest-pounding grief. They know the lies the victors often do not acknowledge, the lies covered up in stately war memorials and mythic war narratives, filled with stories of courage and comradeship. They know the lies that permeate the thick, self-important memoirs by amoral statesmen who make wars but do not know war. The vanquished know the essence of war — death. They see that war is a state of almost pure sin with its goals of hatred and destruction. They know how war fosters alienation, leads inevitably to nihilism, and is a turning away from the sanctity and preservation of life. All other narratives about war too easily fall prey to the allure and seductiveness of violence, as well as the attraction of the godlike power that comes with the license to kill with impunity.

Aff- War bad- Soldiers
War is damaging the significant importance of individual lives and wrecks soldiers permanently. 

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 9-10)

In war, we deform ourselves, our essence. We give up individual conscience – maybe even consciousness – for contagion of the crowd, the rush of patriotism, the belief that we must stand together as a nation in moments of extremity. To make a moral choice, to defy war’s enticement, can be self-destructive. In the rise to power, we always become smaller, power absorbs us and once power is obtained we are its pawn. As in Shakespeare’s Richard III, the all-powerful prince who molded the world, we fall prey to the forces we thought we had harnessed. Love may not always triumph, but it keeps us human. It offers the only chance to escape from the contagion of war. Perhaps it is the only antidote. And there are times when remaining human is the only victory possible. When the mask of war slips away and the rot and corruption is uncovered, when it turns sour and rank, when the myth is exposed as a fraud, we feel soiled and spent. It is then that we sink into despair. In the Arab-Israeli 1973 war, almost a third of all Israeli casualties were due to psychiatric causes – and the war lasted only a few days. A World War II study determined that, after 60 days of continuous combat, 98 percent of all surviving soldiers will have become psychiatric casualties. A common trait among the 2 percent who were able to endure sustained combat was a predisposition towards “aggressive psychopathic personalities.” Lt. Col David Grossman in his book On Killing notes: :It is not too far from the mark to observe that there is something about continuous, inescapable combat which will drive 98 percent of all men insane, and the other 2 percent were crazy when they go there.” During the war in El Salvador, soldiers could serve in the army for three or four years or longer, virtually until they psychologically or physically collapsed. In garrison towns, commanders banned the sale of sedatives because of the abuse by troops. In this war the emotionally maimed were common. I once interviewed a 19-year old Salvadoran Army sergeant who had spent five years fighting and suddenly lost his vision after his unit walked into a rebel ambush. The rebels killed 11 soldiers in the firefight, including his closest friend. A couple dozen soldiers were wounded. He was unable to see again until he was placed in the army hospital. “I have these horrible headaches,” he told me, sitting on the edge of his bed. “There is shrapnel in my head. I keep telling the doctors to take it out.” But the doctors told me that he had no head wounds. I saw other soldiers in other conflicts go deaf or stop speaking or simply shake without being able to stop. War is necrophilia. This necrophilia is central to soldiering just as it is central to the makeup of suicide bombers and terrorists. The necrophilia is hidden under platitudes about duty or comradeship. It waits especially in moments when we seem to have little to live for and no hope, or in moments when the intoxication of war is at its pitch to be unleashed. When we spend long enough in war, it comes to us as a kind of release, a fatal and seductive embrace that can consummate the long flirtation with our own destruction.

Aff- War Bad- Laundry List
War leads to self destruction of soldiers, environment, and economy.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 7-8)

The rebels launched an attack to take the town. A convoy of reporters in cars marked with “TV” in masking tape on the windshields hightailed it to the small bridge that led to the lonely stretch of road into Suchitoto. Then we moved slowly down the road, the odd round fired ahead or behind us. We made it to the edge of town where we ran into rebel units, now accustomed to the follies of the press. On foot we moved through the deserted streets. The firing from the garrison became louder as we weaved our way with rebel units to the siege that had been set up. Then, as I rounded a corner, several full bursts of automatic fire rent the air. Bullets hit the mud wall behind me. We dove into the dirt. The rebels I was with began to fire noisy rounds from their M-16 assault rifles. The scent of cordite filled the air. Rebels around me were wounded and crying out in pain. One died yelling out in a sad cadence for his mother. The firefight seemed to go on for an eternity. I cannot say how long I lay there. It could have been a few minutes. It could have been an hour. Here was war – real war, sensory war, not the war of the movies and novels I had consumed in my youth. It was horrifying, confusing, numbing and nothing like the myth I had been peddled. I realized at once that it controlled me. I would never control it. In a lull, I made a dash across an empty square to find shelter behind a house. My heart was racing. Adrenaline coursed through my bloodstream. I was safe. I made it back to the capital. Like most war correspondents, I soon considered the experience a great cosmic joke. I drank away the fear in a seedy bar in downtown San Salvador that night. Most people, after such an experience, would learn to stay away. I was hooked. Drawn into the world of war, it becomes hard to escape. It perverts and destroys you. It pushes you closer and closer to your own annihilation – spiritual, emotional and finally physical. It destroys the continuity of life, tearing apart all systems, economic, social, environmental and political, that make life possible, that sustain us as human beings. This fragile web of interconnectedness gives life. War is about death. I covered the war in El Salvador from 1983 to 1988. By the end, I had a nervous twitch in my face. I was evacuated three times by the US Embassy because of tips that the death squads planned to kill me. Yet each time, I came back. I accepted with a grim fatalism that I would be killed in El Salvador. I could not articulate why I accepted my own destruction and cannot now. There came to be a part of me, maybe it is a part of all of us, which decided I would rather die like this than go back to the dull routine.

Aff- War bad- Objectification 
War leads to human objectification.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 4-5)

War is the pornography of violence. It has a dark beauty, filled with the monstrous and the grotesque. The Bible calls it “the lust of the eye” and warns believers against it. War gives us a distorted sense of self. It gives us meaning. It creates a feeling of comradeship that obliterates our alienation and makes us feel, for perhaps the first time in our lives that we belong. War allows us to rise above our small stations in life. We find nobility in the cause, feelings of selflessness, even bliss. Once in a conflict the shallowness of much of our lives becomes apparent. The fruitless search to find fulfillment in the acquisition of things and wealth and power is laid bare. The trivia that dominates our airwaves is exposed as empty chatter. War allows us to engage in lusts and passions we keep hidden in the deepest, most private interiors of our fantasy life. It allows us to destroy not only things but human beings. In that moment of wholesale destruction, we wield the power to the divine, the power to revoke another person’s charter to live on this earth. The frenzy of this destruction – and when unit discipline breaks down or there was no unit discipline to begin with frenzy is the right word – sees armed bands crazed by the poisonous elixir our power to bring about the obliteration of others delivers. All things, including human beings, become objects – objects to either gratify or destroy or both. Almost no one is immune. The contagion of the crowd sees to that. “Force,” Simone Weil writes, “is as pitiless to the man who possesses it, or thinks he does, as it is to its victims. The second it crushes; the first it intoxicates.”  Those who have the least meaning in their lives – the impoverished Palestinian refugees in Gaza, the disenfranchised North African immigrants in France, even the legions of youth in the splendid indolence and safety of the industrialized world – are all susceptible to war’s appeal. I do not miss war, but I miss what it brought. I could never say I was happy in the fighting in El Salvador or Bosnia or Kosovo, but I had a sense of purpose. This is a quality war shares with love, for we are also able to choose fealty and self-sacrifice over security for those we love. This is why war, at its inception, always looks and feels like love– the chief emotion war destroys.

Aff- War bad- Imperialist backlash

War is accepted as something natural and glorified in American culture and other countries view us as tyrannical.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 2-3)

War, when it is shown to us, is presented as a game, as entertainment. Commentators on the cable news channels revel in the power and might of our weaponry and by extension our own power. We watch neatly packaged video clips fed to the press by the war makers. We are spared the pools of blood, the agony of the dying on the other end. It is clean and neat and tidy and wildly out of context. There is the technological capacity to show us war. We could watch live footage of a young Iraqi soldier with his legs blown off by an anti-tank mine dying in the sand – something I witnessed in the Persian Gulf War -- but such coverage would hardly boost ratings, hardly make us want to wage war. And so we are fed the myth, the myth the press almost always feeds us in wartime, and kept from seeing. And when the myth cannot be sustained, when the lie is palpable, the war is shunted to the sidelines, its daily brutality replaced by trivia and gossip. There is no more candor in Iraq or Afghanistan than there was in Vietnam, but in the age of live satellite feeds the military has perfected the appearance of candor. For the myth of war, the myth of glory and honor sells newspapers and boosts ratings, real reporting does not. Nearly every embedded war correspondent sees his or her mission as sustaining civilian and army morale. The identification of reporters with the units they cover is insipid and dangerous, but also usual. In war the press is always part of the problem. In wartime, as Senator Hiram Johnson reminded us in 1917, “truth is the first casualty.”  We have blundered into nations we know little about, caught between bitter rivalries between competing ethnic and religious groups. We have embarked on an occupation in Iraq that is as damaging to our souls as it is to our prestige and power and security. We have become tyrants to others weaker than ourselves. And we believe, falsely, that because we have the capacity to wage war we have the right to wage war. Once you master a people by force you depend on force for control. Isolation always impairs judgment. And we are very isolated now. In Antigone the king imposes his will without listening to those he rules and dooms himself. Thucydides wrote of how Athens expanding empire led it to become a tyrant aboard and then a tyrant at home. The tyranny Athens imposed on others it finally imposed on itself. The lust for war, the desire for profits, saw the Athenians lose sight of the ideas that were their great gift to us, ideals that should be our legacy to others. We live on images and slogans that perpetuate fantasies about our own invulnerability, our own might, our own goodness. These illusions blind us. We cannot see ourselves as others see us.

Aff- War= social construct

War is captured by the media to look more understandable and natural then it is.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 1-2)

The current coverage of the war in Iraq does not expose the pathology of war. We see the war from the perspective of the troops who fight the war or the equally skewed perspective of the foreign reporters, holed up in hotels, hemmed in by drivers and translators and official minders. There are moments when war's face appears to these voyeurs and professional killers, perhaps from the back seat of a car where a small child, her brains oozing out of her head, lies dying, but mostly it remains hidden. And all our knowledge of the war in Iraq has to be viewed as lacking the sweep and depth that will come one day, perhaps years from now, when a small Iraqi boy or girl reaches adulthood and unfolds for us the sad and tragic story of the invasion and bloody occupation of their nation. War, for now, is presented primarily through the distorted prism of the occupiers. The embedded reporters, dependent on the military for food and transportation as well as security, have a natural and understandable tendency, one I have myself felt, to protect those who are protecting them. They are not allowed to report outside of the unit and are, in effect, captives. They have no relationships with the victims, essential to all balanced reporting of conflicts, but only with the Marines and soldiers who drive through desolate mud-walled towns and pump grenades and machine-gun bullets into houses, leaving scores of nameless dead and wounded in their wake. The reporters admire and laud these fighters for their physical courage. They feel protected as well by the jet fighters and heavy artillery and throaty rattle of machine guns. And the reporting, even among those who struggle to keep some distance, usually descends into a shameful cheerleading. Those who cover war also dine out on the myth about war and the myth about themselves as war correspondents. Yes, they say, it is horrible, and dirty and ugly; for many of them it is also glamorous and exciting and empowering. They look out from the windows of Humvees for a few seconds at Iraqi families, cowering in fear, and only rarely see the effects of the firepower. When they are forced to examine what bullets, grenades, and shells do to human bodies they turn away in disgust or resort to black humor to dehumanize the corpses. They cannot stay long, in any event, since they must leave the depressing scene behind for the next mission. The tragedy is replaced, as it is for us at home who watch it on television screens, by a light moment or another story. It becomes easier to forget that another human life has been ruined beyond repair, that what is unfolding is not only tragic for tens of thousands of Iraqis but for the United States. And as the war sours, as it no longer fits into the mythical narrative of us as liberators and victors, it is fading from view. The very cable news shows that packaged and sold us the war as a heroic battle for freedom and liberation prefer the soap opera sagas of Brad and Jen or Michael Jackson to the carnage gripping the streets of Baghdad. Average monthly coverage of the war in Iraq on the ABC, NBC and CBS newscast combined has been cut in half, falling from 388 minutes in 2003, to 274 in 2004, to 166 in 2005. And major newspapers, the Boston Globe, are shutting down their bureaus.
Aff- War bad- Psyche

Aff- War bad- psyche 
War causes psychic casualties

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 62, AM)

The iron will of Mars can endure only so long: "Each moment of combat imposes a strain so great that men will break down in direct relation to the intensity and duration of their exposure ... psychiatric casualties are as inevitable as gunshot and shrapnel wounds in warfare," states an American official report, Combat Exhaustion. 42 "A World War II study determined that after sixty days of continuous combat, 98 percent of all surviving soldiers will have become psychiatric casualties .... [A] common trait among the 2 percent able to endure ... was a predisposition toward 'aggressive psychopathic personalities.' "43 By not granting home leave from beginning to end, requiring men to stay with their units until killed or disabled,44 was the Russian high command intentionally producing aggressive psychopaths? Which might also account for the wild terror of the Germans as the Red Army advanced. "On Okinawa, American losses totaled 7,613 killed and missing ... -and 26,211 psychiatric casualties."45 Of all World War II u.s. medical evacuations from combat zones, one in four were psychiatric.46 The Arab-Israeli war of 1973 lasted only a few weeks, yet almost one third of Israeli casualties were psychiatric;47 the inhuman stress of war. The very idea that human agony can be named a "stress syndrome" is inhuman, imagining a man as a machine part, a cog in a military wheel. To keep the war machine running, you kick the engine, boot up the computer, slap the soldier to get him back in line.
Aff- Hillman Slayer
Hillman is a hack- his theory is based in racist assumptions, ignores that war is not inevitable, and refuses to act to solve specific instances of suffering. 
Stuhr 8—Professor of Philosophy and American Studies, and Chair, Department of Philosophy at Emory University (John J, “A Terrible Love of Hope”,  The Journal of Speculative Philosophy New Series, Volume 22, Number 4, Project Muse, JB)

If concrete cases of love of hope and peace point toward, and result from, both self and societal transformation, so too do concrete cases of love of war. We may discipline ourselves to become more loving or more hateful. We may engage in social action to foster harmony or conflict. Recognizing this fact, we should not only strive to eliminate love of war through inward-bound self-transformation or outward-bound societal reconstruction. Hillman argues that this is impossible, and whether it is necessarily impossible, as he says, or just contingently impossible, neither of these strategies has worked so far. Instead, we should focus on changing the conditions that call forth action on behalf of love of war—and thereby change the consequences of love of war. In other words, if a healthy dose of realism suggests that we cannot eliminate love of war, then a healthy dose of meliorism suggests that we need to work to (1) reduce—not eliminate, but reduce—its manifestations or outbreaks and (2) redirect its energy. Let me expand on these two points. In the first place, then, we need to focus on the signs in our experience that love of war is moving us toward acts of war. What are these signs? They include at least the following six features of experience: mdash a morality of fundamentalist dualisms and absolutes: experiences of sharply separate and complete goods and complete evils, of self and radical other, of us and them, of good guys in a shining city on the hill and white hats and evil empires, of our benevolence and their arrogance and humiliation of us, of the outwardly same actions by us as justified and by them as unjust mdash a unique temporality: experiences that things are different or unique or special now, that a final moment has been entered and that we are tested by it, that we must respond right now fully and finally, that their actions must not be allowed to pass, that we have come to a turning point, that there is no going back, that it is now or never and that the past has come to an end mdash an exceptional metaphysics: experiences that God and history are with us; that we are chosen or exceptional or highest; that we are more than just another group striving to respond to our problems and advance our interests; that our interests, above all others, are Real or True or Holy mdash a projected transformation: experiences of anticipation and expectation that everything that really matters will be different—depending on what we do [End Page 285] now; that we stand at a threshold of possible irreversible triumph, glory, and salvation; that a qualitatively different future is about to dawn mdash a single-mindedness: experiences of narrowed focus and realization, finally, of what alone matters; of everything else as secondary and unimportant; of this alone as one's calling and meaning of life; of what one was born for, made for, prepared for; of one's destiny mdash the impossibility of communication: experiences that we cannot talk with them, that our truths permanently cut us off from their lies, that we can understand them but that they cannot understand us, that without our direct experience and our identity outsiders can never understand us, that deliberation and understanding are impossible and pointless and even demeaning13 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. The love of war, William James notes, is a love of meaningful and strenuous service to, and pride in, a collectivity. Noting that "no collectivity is like an army for nourishing such pride," James nonetheless melioristically maintains that "the martial type of character can be bred without war."14 How? James says in response that "a permanently successful peace-economy cannot be a simple pleasure-economy" and that, instead, "new energies and hardihoods must transform "the manliness to which the military mind so faithfully clings." He continues: "The war-function has graspt us so far; but constructive interests may some day seem no less imperative and impose on the individual a hardly lighter burden."15 What constructive interests? James focuses on lives of little or nothing else but suffering imposed by accidents of birth, position, and opportunity—a general stance that dovetails nicely with many contemporary concerns about class and economic colonialism, nation and hemisphere, race and ethnicity, gender and sexual orientation, disability and disease, human rights and environmental justice.
Aff—Hillman is a hack 
Hillman’s “psychology” is an incorrect and flawed interpertation of Jung’s

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 

Today there is a strong tendency towards making Jungian psychology a generic name for a diversity of systems that, although they at the first glance look related, because of similar terminology, their kernels and ideals are completely different from Jung's ideas. One of these theories is Hillman's "archetypal psychology," which radically reinterprets Jung's concept of the archetype, dismisses the important Jungian notion of the self, renounces the process of individuation, devaluates the Jungian method of introversion, opposes Jung's notion of the moral obligation of grasping the unconscious and replaces this with the amoral, aesthetic, attitude of the puer aeternus (eternal youth). Despite this gross repudiation of Jungian psychology, Hillman is embraced by Jungian publishers as a "Jungian" or "post-Jungian" psychologist. But a correct denomination would be "anti-Jungian."

Hillman’s bizarre psychology contradicts Jung and he refuses to accept any other theory as correct. 

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 

The American psychologist James Hillman has in his writings removed the Jungian concept of the archetype as objective inherited pattern and replaced this with the archetypal image as existent within the natural world. Allegedly, what decides whether an image is archetypal or not is the subjects level of appreciation of the image. So if the subject "capitalizes" the image, i.e., decides that he appreciates the image, then it should be regarded archetypal. Hillman's theory belongs to the somewhat bizarre category of phenomenological Neoplatonism, which means that only what we see should be regarded real, i.e., only what is apparent to consciousness is existent. Hillman says: "[phantasy images are] both the raw materials and finished products of the psyche, and are the privileged mode of access- to knowledge of the soul. Nothing is more primary" (Hillman, Re-Visioning Psychology, xi.). "the soul is constituted of images, [and] that the soul is primarily an imagining activity...." (Hillman. Archetypal Psychology: A Brief Account, p.14). "The stories that myths tell cannot be documented in histories; the gods and goddesses, and the heroes and their enemies, are told about in stories inscribed in clay and carved in statues, but have they ever been physically seen? The fabulous places of myth are not in this world - all invented, just fables. The long-lasting and ever-renewing vitality of myths has nothing factual behind it" (Hillman, The Souls Code, p.95). It goes without saying that these beliefs collide head on with a Jungian empirical viewpoint. H. repudiates the factual existence of the inherited archetype as underlying the myths and contends that the latter are mere fables invented by imagination. Nevertheless, according to Hillman, the images painted by phantasy should be regarded as autonomous and godlike. This is, to put it mildly, an unscientific notion that drastically depreciates the Jungian notion of the independent reality of the psyche. The archetypes are not only reduced to images but are also said to have their prototype, not within the psyche, but in a transcendent sphere, outside nature. Furthermore, according to H., modern psychological theories (i.e., other theories than his own) have lost their value since he himself cannot derive any sense of "beauty" from their scientific terms. H. is scornful of other psychological schools and says: "Again psychology fails what it studies. Neither social psychology, experimental psychology, nor therapeutic psychology find a place for the aesthetic appreciation of a life story" (Hillman, The Souls Code, p.35). "As evidence of this book's attempt to exit the mortuary is the absence from these pages of the contemporary language of psychology. Except where set apart in quotation marks to keep from contaminating a sentence with psychological morbidities, you will not find any of these infectious agents [...] Little mention of "ego," of "consciousness,"..." (Ibid). "..."case material", "ego development", "psychotherapy", even "animus-ridden" and "negative mother" -- die on our lips. We can no longer give them belief; they have lost conviction; they no longer are speech that carries soul. This language is dead [...] Because of its own language, psychology becomes anti-therapeutic, an instrument of a new philistinism called 'community mental health,' spreading its kind of mental illness [...] We no longer believe that psychology speaks for the soul" (Hillman, The Myth of Analysis).

Aff-- Can’t imagine war

His notion of imagining war is wrong because it can not be fully grasped
Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 
 H. is said to reduce the importance of conscious understanding. But Hillman's reduction of the psychic content to a metaphorical image actually causes the reverse since a metaphorical image is entirely comprehensible by consciousness. Contrary to this, the Jungian notion of the symbol is much more profound. A symbol cannot be fully grasped by way of abstract conscious categories. It ought to be experienced and differentiated, using active imagination and amplification. A content is never merely an image, like H. says. A content can be expressed symbolically and the image is always connected to other contents that lie beyond consciousness. Hillman's phenomenology implies a devaluation of the unconscious. Today, there are very many people who have experienced the unconscious and who can verify that images are amplifiable and that they have consciousness-transcending symbolic properties.

Aff—Hillman is a hack
Accepting Hillman’s psychology as serious would put us back to “hunting witches” 

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 
Hillman's neo-Platonic conceptions are amplified in The Soul's Code where he contends, among other things, that criminality derives from a bad seed, i.e., an overly strong demonic force of otherworldly origin, which the weak personality cannot cope with. Hillman professes a primitivistic psychology (= the "acorn theory") which can be equated with pre-Christian notions of demoniac possession. If people take H. seriously, we would risk falling back on witch-hunts again. H. says: "Finally, prevention of the demonic must be based in the invisible ground "above the world," transcending the very idea of prevention itself .... My notions of ritual suggest ways of respecting the power of the call. They suggest disciplines imbued with more-than-human values, whose rituals will be touched by beauty, transcendence, adventure, and death. Like cures like - again that old adage. We must go toward where the seed originates and attempt to follow its deepest intuitions. Society must have rituals of exorcism for protecting itself from the Bad Seed. Yet it must also have rituals of recognitions that give the demonic a place - other than prisons - as Athena found an honored place for the destructive, blood-angered Furies in the midst of civilized Athens" (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.246). This implies trying to come to terms with the daemon by reaching into the transcendent sphere with ritual enchantments. H. says: "So long as our theories deny the daimon as instigator of human personality, and instead insists upon brain construction, societal conditions, behavioral mechanisms, genetic environments, the daimon will not go gently into obscurity" (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.243). H. dismisses the modern findings of psychology, such as the importance of the upbringing, genetic determination, et cetera, and nicknames these as "the parental fallacy" and a "Mother-myth." But H. overtly admits to his subjectivistic and unscientific stance: "If we can so readily accept the Mother-myth, then why not another myth, a different myth, the Platonic one this book proposes? It cannot be the resistance to myth that makes us balk at the acorn theory, since we so gullibly swallow the myth of the Mother. The reason we resist the myth of the daimon, I believe, is that it comes clean. It is not disguised as empirical fact. It states itself openly as a myth" (Hillman, The Soul's Code). "[archetypal psychology] starts neither in the physiology of the brain, the structure of language, the organization of society, nor the analysis of behaviour, but in the process of imagination..." (Hillman, Archetypal Psychology: A Brief Account, p.19 and Re-Visioning Psychology, xi.). "A puer-inspired theory will also limp among the facts, even collapse when met with the questioning inquiries of so-called reality [...] an archetypal psychology is obliged to show its own mythical premises..." (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.283). The alternative can never work- objectifying and removing truth from the psyche is counter productive Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) This, of course, is hardly advisable when treating psychic illnesses since neurosis and psychosis are expressions of dissociation of personality. There is one certain way of achieving healing of the world and personality. This is getting to the source of wisdom, i.e., going inwards towards the unity of being - the self. More extraversion in today's world, according to Hillman's agenda, is by no means advisable since peoples' conscious abilities will hardly be able to cope with the situation. Consciousness might be heading in the wrong direction. By turning inwards to the anima mundi the individual will be given a voice which is effective in reshaping the world outside. Otherwise, people will only have at their disposal the old truths and the old tools of collective consciousness. These are not efficacious anymore. Openness to the collective unconscious will furnish people with a picture of the future and the problems at hand. But without the wisdom of the self we travel blindfolded into the future. In these days this is quite dangerous. According to Jung, poisonous collective ideas are always compensated for, within the unconscious of the individual. Thus, one can never exclude the individual psychology when dealing with collective notions. Contrary to what H. says, one can never heal and correct the collective consciousness if one doesn't look into the unconscious of the individual. This is because the compensatory contents emerge from the unconscious of the individual. The healing power emerges, firstly, in the individual by way of integration of the unconscious and, secondly, by the subsequent dispersal of compensatory ideas and images (in conscious differentiated form) in the collective consciousness. Hence, Hillman's repudiation of the method of introversion is counterproductive. This tendency of making a goddess out of the anima mundi derives from the notion that Jungian psychology will alienate people from the world. By removing the meaning and truth from the psyche and objectifying it in an animistic manner, H. thinks that people will look outwards and treat the world as a wonderful goddess. This ought to be counterproductive. It is a misunderstanding to look upon introversion as a threat to society, i.e., to infer that people would not engage in the necessities of society. Only extraverted jetsetters would overcompensate their extraversion and superficiality by suddenly becoming world-denying Zen monks. Jung argued against making gods and goddesses out of the unconscious figures (cf., "Two Essays.." par. 395). Introversion is not the same as regression. Introversion does not generate alienated individuals who don't care for the world and other people. Introversion is necessary tool in learning people to know themselves. In this way alienation is overcome and people will be able to adapt to the world. In the unconscious they will find the key to the future. So, despite what Hillman says, introversion is actually a remedy against alienation. 
Aff—Hillman is hack
Hillman’s psychology admits that his views are fantasies and are unscientific. 

Winther 1999 (games researcher, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html)

Hillman's psychology, which is a version of the aesthetic paradigm, is attractive to people who lack the moral power to come to terms with the demands of neither the outer life, nor the unconscious. Withdrawing the projections is a painful process because it entails losing momentum and the meaning of life. But, according to Jung, it is necessary to withdraw the projections even if it leads to nigredo which is a kind of psychic death. Out of this is born a new feeling for the world in albedo. When Gautama Buddha had withdrawn all his projections and was ready to enter nirvana, he was surprised to find that there had emerged a new kind of love towards the world. James Hillman evades the moral obligation to withdraw the projections and instead keeps them artificially alive by his puer aeternus psychology by which the world is meant to become an infantile playground for the individual's imagination. H. advances the psychology of the puer aeternus, the same attitude which Jung and M.-L. von Franz warn against. H. says: "I tied the acorn theory with its founding image and tied the founding image yet further on to a mythical configuration called puer eternus" (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.285). "The acorn theory of biography seems to have sprung from and to speak the language of the puer eternus, the archetype of the eternal youth who embodies a timeless, everlasting, yet fragile connection with the invisible otherworld..." (Ibid. p.281). "A puer-inspired theory will also limp among the facts, even collapse when met with the questioning inquiries of so-called reality, which is the position taken by the puer's classical opponent, the gray-faced king of Saturn figure, old hardnose, hardass, hardhat. He wants statistics, examples, studies, not images, visions, stories [...] This kind of self-reflection belongs to psychological method. Unlike the methods used by other disciplines when positing their ideas, an archetypal psychology is obliged to show its own mythical premises, how it is begging its first question, in this case the myth of the acorn" (Ibid. p.283). H. admits that his views are phantasies and that they cannot be substantiated by facts. However, he forestalls any criticism, in a rather childish puer aeternus manner, by saying that any opponents to his subjective views are to be regarded as "hardasses." Surprisingly, he expects his own phantasies, no doubt derived from his own personal temperament, to be adopted as truths. Must other people then be regarded as "hardasses" if they define their own subjectivistic phantasies and thereby go against Hillman? 
Aff—Vampires turn 
Hillman’s psychologies reduces people to vampires 

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) Hillman rejects Jungian psychoanalysis. He even wrote a book called "We've Had A Hundred Years of Psychotherapy and the World's Getting Worse." He says that we must stop talking about growing up and instead grow down (a well-known puer aeternus device). H. says that other psychologists are deterministic, i.e., that they always talk about the inborn qualities that shape the future of the individual, attaching weight to the acquired complexes from childhood, et cetera. Hillman abolishes all this and wants to exchange it with imagination. Allegedly, the individual ought to live by creating phantasies and avoid the moral trial of strength involving the encounter with the unconscious. H. takes every chance to denounce Christianity. He wants to revert to a deified world; a polytheistic world, and rejects the psychological necessity of the growth of ego consciousness. The individual should remain a child, a collective being. H. says: "when the idea of progress through hierarchical stages is suspended, there will be more tolerance for the non-growth, non-upward and non-ordered components of the psyche....We may then discover that many of the judgements which have previously been called psychological were rather theological" (Hillman, Psychology: Monotheistic or Polytheistic?, p.198). "when the monotheism of consciousness is no longer able to deny the existence of fragmentary autonomous systems and no longer able to deal with our actual psychic state, then there arises the fantasy of returning to Greek polytheism" (Hillman, Re-Visioning Psychology, p.27). "Growth offers salvation from what developmental theory has dogmatically declared to be our basic nature, the helpless and hope-filled state called 'my inner child'...Growth equals secular salvation" (Hillman & Ventura, Hundred Years of Psychotherapy, p.70). However, individuation, in the true Jungian sense, hinges upon detachment from collective consciousness. From this follows also a freeing from the collective shadow that today, figuratively speaking, can be envisaged as a vampire; an imitator of life who has no inner life source but must derive energy (blood) from the surrounding, including other people. The popularity and topicality of the vampire-myth is due to the actual nature of the collective shadow of today. The attitude of life-imitation is championed by James Hillman who professes an outgoing personality who is to be wholly subjectivistic when interacting with the environment. The surroundings is to be subjected to one's own subjectivistic views and desires, disregarding other people's objective postures. Even words and sentences are unacceptable if they aren't beautiful. H. says: "..."case material", "ego development", "psychotherapy", even "animus-ridden" and "negative mother" -- die on our lips. We can no longer give them belief; they have lost conviction; they no longer are speech that carries soul. This language is dead [...] Because of its own language, psychology becomes anti therapeutic, an instrument of a new philistinism called 'community mental health,' spreading its kind of mental illness [...] Where is dialogue? Especially, where is psychological dialogue? We long for psychic experiences yet doubt psychological language. What has happened to this language of psychology in a time of superb communication techniques and democratic education? Why has its language game departed from the soul's play? We no longer believe that psychology speaks for the soul" (Hillman, The Myth of Analysis). Allegedly, according to Hillman, one must draw energy from words and exterior reality, and if one doesn't get a "kick" from them, then they are useless. If one cannot extract feeling from Jung's or M-L von Franz's words anymore, then, allegedly, they are of no value. He continually professes the subjectivistic aesthetic paradigm whereby the world is painted in subjective colours so that one can enjoy oneself at others' expense. But such a person has no inner sun. He is a living dead; figuratively speaking, a vampire. This dark figure is the horrendous shadow of Hillman's puer aeternus.
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