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2AC – A2: Security/Nietzsche K

**Embracing insecurity is a strategy of the privileged.  Their alternatives presumes a degree of security necessary for the freedom to live life as you choose

Ken BOOTH IR @ Aberystwyth ‘7  Theory of World Security p. 104-105

Perhaps the most hideous image of the congruity of insecurity and
the determined life in the Western imagination was that of the inmates
of the Nazi death-camps. Years after the war, Primo Levi related how,
driven by thirst on his first day in Auschwitz, he reached for an icicle. A
guard snatched it away. When Levi asked 'Warum? the guard pushed
him away: 'Hier ist kein wanim' ('There is no why here)." Here was
survival, for a shorter or longer time, but definitely no security, not even
the choice of asking 'Why?' The determined life in extrernis of the death-
camp inmate is rare, though not as rare as one would hope. Nonetheless,
people can live honourable lives surviving in extreme insecurity. There
is some space for human dignity in the death-camp, in the trenches, or
grubbing for food on rubbish tips. But there is not much Such a life
is not much different from that of non-human animals existing only
to feed and protect their young, driven by some biological imperative
to survive. Since the earliest times societies have shared the belief that
human being/being human should be more than this. 22 The most basic
task for emancipatory politics must therefore be to create conditions in
which sentient bodies are never driven into sites of insecurity where the
freedom to ask Why?' and to live in dignity is never present.

It is important here to distinguish between insecurity that is enforced
and life-determining, and danger that is chosen. Insecurity of the sort
discussed above and elective danger are not synonymous When people
choose risky pastimes or when powerful states choose to take on ambitious foreign interventions, they place themselves in some danger, but
they are not facing insecurity in the sense discussed above. Elective dan-
ger is synonymous with a sort of freedom. The insecure of the earth have
neither the time nor the resources to engage in Formula One car racing,
nor in organising expeditions to climb the highest peaks. There is all
the difference in the world between those who go into the mountains
for recreation and challenge - and have the time and money to do so -
and those Kurds who went into the mountains to flee from Saddam
Hussein's forces in 1991. Security allows choice, and some choices (the
result of security rather than insecurity) may be life-threatening. Elective danger is a privilege of the secure; direct and unavoidable danger
is the determining condition of the world's insecure.
 Those whose lives are dominated by the search for scraps of food on
a refuse tip on the edges of Sao Paulo have no choice about what to
do. There is no money to buy hooks, or the opporhinity to go across
the city to attend the theatre. Such opportunities were also denied the
family in Glasgow mentioned earlier, and the woman working in the
rnaquiladora. If one lives in an autocratic. state, which punishes those
who think unacceptable thoughts, it is necessary to self-police those
thoughts. Equally, weak states have to defer to mighty and ambitious
neighbours. Manipulating insecurity may of course be functional for the
powerful (individuals regimes, and states) by helping to keep the weak
'in their place' through deference and self-policing. But such insecurity
obstructs the opportunities for the victims to achieve self-realisation in
their lives. A determined life is not one in which humans, in whole or
in part, can flourish. Those in such a situation are never even given the
opportunity to know 'Why?' because they do not have the power to ask
the question in the first place.
A2: Faulkner – tragedy

This doesn’t say it’s ALWAYS APPROPRIATE to embrace death, only that it CAN be.  That’s not exclusive with the aff.  Our claim is that the insecurity of economic decline is particularly devastating and forecloses the freedom to live life well.  Extend Booth.  They conflate the difference between insecurity and danger.  We can strive to avoid insecurity, while still accepting the risk that comes from the simple danger of life.

Faulkner says we have to face our demise ‘without turning to stone.’  That link more to the alternative, which forecloses all political engagement with insecurity.  Which fears security so much that it must be rejected in every case

>>>

They treat tragedy as an aesthetic idea, refusing to answer the material question of what it means.  But when the painting comes to life they have real blood on their hands

C. Michael Minkoff, “Existence is Sacrificeable, But It Is Not Sacrifice,” April 25, 2007, http://smartech.gatech.edu/dspace/bitstream/1853/14446/8/Michael%20Minkoff--LCC%204100--Animal_Sacrifice.pdf

What Nancy admits is that “strictly speaking we know nothing decisive about the old sacrifice” and that “the Western economy of sacrifice has come to a close…it is closed by the decomposition of the sacrificial apparatus itself” (Nancy, 35). These confessions are significant because it indicates the fear that Nancy has of appropriating a symbol which has a remainder and a vector he cannot predict or control. What Bataille wanted from sacrifice was one thing, but Nancy fears that sacrifice carries its own valence. It is like the art that accedes to extinction, but suspends above it indefinitely. The force to accede to extinction is not guaranteed to suspend. The force that Bataille borrows from sacrifice is not guaranteed to behave in the way atheism dictates. Nancy reasserts that Western sacrifice always knew it sacrificed to nothing, but this latent knowledge makes the institution of sacrifice absurd, and Nancy is not willing to deny that sacrifice “sustained and gave meaning to billions of individual and collective existences” (Nancy, 35) What Nancy fears is this ignorance. He knows he does not understand the significance of the old sacrifice. If sacrifice was to no one and everyone knew it; why was and is it so universal and why have so many been tempted into believing its significance? But if one assumes that there is no one to whom one sacrifices, Bataille may not use sacrifice as the centerpiece of his philosophy because if sacrifice is not to anyone, it is not truly significant. If it is not significant or meaningful, it has no power. It becomes comedic. And it becomes massacre. That is why Nancy spends much of his time talking about the sacrifice of the Jews at Auschwitz. Without over-determining the significance, the sacrifice becomes a genocide or a holocaust. Bataille is trapped between two uncomfortable positions—let the blood continue to spill to make sacrifice real and significant and concrete, or deny the death the status of sacrifice, which in Bataille’s mind, would be to deny it realization. Nancy asks if Bataille’s “dialectical negativity expunges blood or whether, on the contrary, blood must ineluctably continue to spurt” (Nancy, 27). If Bataille spiritualizes sacrifice, it no longer has the power of real death, the concreteness of finiteness and the ability to rupture finitude. But if Bataille insists on the real death, he necessitates the constant spilling of blood in mimetic repetition until history is completed in the Sage

Embracing tragedy bad

Embracing tragedy endorses group inequality and pain – they can’t cope with any power relationship that isn’t immediately individual.

Justin CRUIKSHANK Philosophy @ Nottingham Trent ‘5 in After Postmodernism eds. Jose Lopez and Garry Potter p. 223
Rorty's arguments on feminism illustrate the emphasis on dogmatic prescription rather than description or analysis (Rorty, 1998b, pp. 202‑27). He argues that liberalism allows women the freedom to recreate their final vocabularies. Women need not be defined in terms of patriarchal gender roles, which limit women's freedom and equality of opportunity, by defining women as passive, domestic, more emotional and less rational than men, etc. Rather, in the private sphere, women have the freedom to assert their potential as Nietzschean poets, and enrich themselves, by creating a new identity. There can be no limits on achieving such enrichment, other than those of innate ability, for the liberal state prevents humiliation, and so it would not allow the imposition of an ascribed status of inferiority upon women. The first problem with this is that it blames the victim. As there is no notion of any external constraint upon the individual qua Niezschean poet, and if women are less rich than men, then the only conclusion to draw is one which holds that women are to blame, for having less poetic ability than men. As an aggregate of less rich individuals, women have less ability. Certainly, there is no way to concep‑ tualise how women as a collective have suffered from inequality as the result of having an ascribed status of inferiority imposed upon them by men. To explore the issue of how an ascribed status of inferiority could be used to create, main‑ tain and legitimise inequalities in society, one would have to make reference to power relationships of some sort which were not reducible to individuals' innate ability. One would have to talk of groups, such as gender groups, class groups and ethnic groups, having different degrees of power, but Rorty has no concepts to deal with this.
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