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Bataille 2AC

- Bataille votes aff.  When genuine large-scale violence is at stake the aesthetic games must end

Kenneth Itzkowitz, Department of Philosophy, Marietta College, “To witness spectacles of pain: The hypermorality of Georges Bataille,” College Literature, Winter, 1999
Yet in our lives there are also limits. It is unlikely that Bataille would applaud Manson for the same reason he ultimately rejects Sade. They are both indiscriminate; they both go too far. "Continuity is what we are after," Bataille confirms,  but generally only if that continuity which the death of discontinuous beings can alone establish is not the victor in the long run. What we desire is to bring into a world founded on discontinuity all the continuity such a world can sustain. De Sade's aberration exceeds that limit. (Bataille 1962, 13) In other words, our wasteful consumption must also have limits. To actually approve of our own self-destruction goes too far. Later on in Death and Sensuality, Bataille continues, Short of a paradoxical capacity to defend the indefensible, no one would suggest that the cruelty of the heroes of Justine and Juliette should not be wholeheartedly abominated. It is a denial of the principles on which humanity is founded. We are bound to reject something that would end in the ruin of all our works. If instinct urges us to destroy the very thing we are building we must condemn those instincts and defend ourselves from them. (Bataille 1962, 179-80)  This passage is crucial for understanding Bataille's ethics. Usually Bataille writes on behalf of the violence that remains unaffected by absolute prohibitions. Prohibitions cannot obviate this transformative violence. There is always ample motive to produce the experiences of sacred transformation, i.e., to transgress the prohibitions.  Yet self-preservation is also a fundamental value for Bataille; there is also ample motive to resist the violence that denies the value of the well being of life itself. As he says in the second of the above passages, we must condemn what threatens to destroy us; our sovereign aspirations can be taken too far. In another passage he speaks of our need "to become aware of . . . [ourselves] and to know clearly what . . . [our] sovereign aspirations are in order to limit their possibly disastrous consequences" (1962, 181). It is when we are ignorant of these aspirations that we are most vulnerable to them, enacting them anyway, albeit inattentively.
- Case outweighs. The capacity to exercise sovereign will depends on a background of liberal freedom.  People killed in wars or stamped under the boot of authoritarian regimes have no capacity to exercise their radical will. 

- Turn – the status quo is premised on limitations – the constraints of broken-down riverlocks restrain the abundance of activity.  The plan removes this barrier, allowing us squander resources as we will

- They link to their own critique. 

A. They can’t articulate a reason to vote negative that doesn’t fall back into the trap of repression.  Why reject the aff?  Why be concerned with our radical potential?  Every answer to these questions reproduces a logic of future value 

B. Choice is key.  The K proposes a radical individuality, based on absolute sovereignty of decision.  Even if they’re right that this is true, it’s a choice they can only make for themselves.  Demanding that the whole world die to prove their point is the pinnacle of representational logic.
They impose a static meaning to the world, where all questions must be sublimated under the ‘struggle against problematic excess.’  This is the antithesis of genuine sovereign decision

- Perm – vote aff for no reason

Bataille 2AC

- Perm.  Vote aff to provide the background of stability against which disruption becomes possible.  Radical rejection eliminates the capacity for transgression to have purchase

Bataille says that perpetual chaos is more boring than strict adherence to rules, which means we outweigh both in a policy AND an aesthetic framework

John Fortuna, Ph.d candidate in Political Philosophy and International Relations, UC-Santa Barbara, “Loss and Sacrifice in the Thought of Georges Bataille (And their Political Implications),” Prepared for the Conference of the Western Political Science Association, March 19-21, 2009, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p317285_index.html
While it is certainly the case that Bataille’s position does require some sort of re-  working of our practices (or perhaps more importantly, the way in which we understand  those we currently have) in order to accommodate the experience of sacrificial loss, this  does not necessarily entail a complete upheaval of society and politics.  As disruptive as  sacrifice may be to the stable and logical forms which tend to comprise profane  existence, it does not seem to be the case that Bataille is recommending that we simply  overturn all things profane.  In fact, Bataille specifically argues against such action  where, in Guilty, he says,  Life is a result of disequilibrium and instability.  Stable forms are needed to make it possible  however….To shrink from fundamental stability isn’t less cowardly than to hesitate about  shattering it.  Perpetual instability is more boring than adhering strictly to a rule, and only what’s  in existence can be made to come into disequilibrium, that is, to be sacrificed.  The more  equilibrium the object has, the more complete it is, and the greater the disequilibrium or sacrifice  that can result (Bataille 1988b, 28-29).           Perhaps the most important insight to take from this quote is that sacrifice (here  emphasized as that which disrupts what is) depends upon the logical and stable forms that  are marks of the profane world of work and utility.  Because sacrifice might be said to  represent a transgression of the norms of the profane world, it follows that these norms  must exist in order for such a transgression to occur in the first place.  While I have been  emphasizing the importance for Bataille of sacrificial loss (and to the extent that it  follows from it—disruption), in this passage he seems to be affording some sort of  recognition to the importance of values like stability, that are associated not with the  sacred but rather the profane. 

- They treat extinction as an aesthetic idea, refusing to answer the material question of what it means.  But this is precisely the repression of meaning they criticize, and 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
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- Their willingness to sacrifice the world for the sake of self-inquiry isn’t a coincidence.  It’s built into the very structure of Bataille’s theory. Their attempt to struggle with excess only valorizes itself as the new excessive truth.  But that proves that sacrifice itself is the only thing they’re unable to sacrifice
Elisabeth Arnould, lecturer at Johns Hopkins University, “The Impossible Sacrifice of Poetry: Bataille and the Nancian Critique of Sacrifice,” Diacritics 26.2, 1996
Sacrifice is unquestionably the most prominent model in Bataille's thinking of finitude. But it is also, if one accepts Nancy's allegations, the most problematic. While hoping to find in the exemplarity of sacrifice a new paradigm for the thinking of finitude, Nancy explains in "The Unsacrificeable," Bataille does nothing but resubmit this finitude to the most traditional determinations of ontotheology. Sacrifice remains, in Bataille's thought, a deficient model for finitude insofar as it continues to be conceptually dependent on traditional philosophical and Christian interpretations of sacrifice. Thus, Nancy asserts that the characteristic valorization Bataille grants to the finite and cruel moment of immolation in his rethinking of sacrifice does nothing but repeat, by simply inverting its valence, the classical interpretation of an occidental sacrifice that conceives itself as the ideal sublation of this same moment. The philosophical and Christian version of sacrifice is understood as the spiritual transformation of a sacrificial moment the finite nature of which it denounces even as it appropriates its power. The Bataillian version, on the contrary, insists upon this finite moment in order to escape the dialectical comedy that transforms sacrifice into an ideal process. Performed in the name of spiritual rebirth, the sacrifices of Plato and Christ, for instance, reappropriate death by transfiguring it as resurrection. Grotesque and replete with horrors, death in Bataille appears alone on a stage whose cruelty is neither explained nor redeemed through transfiguration. Thus, Bataille withholds nothing from the scene of sacrifice but lets it emerge in the fullness of its amorphous violence. He valorizes its sanguinary horror in order to denounce the dialectic idealization of a death nothing should domesticate. He exhibits it "as it is": opaque, silent, and without meaning.  According to Nancy, however, the valorization itself remains caught in the sacrificial logic of the idealist tradition. For, he argues, only in light of its ontotheological conceptualization can sacrifice become at once the infinite process of dialectical sublation and the blood-spattered moment this process both negates and sublates, simultaneously [End Page 87] avers and contests. The Bataillian thesis, granting efficacy and truth (reality) to sacrificial cruelty, is irremediably linked to the processes of dialecticization and spiritualization through which the philosophical and Christian West appropriates the power of sacrifice. It is the cruel counterpart of its idealization. And if this conception gives to sacrificial death an importance proportionally opposite to that which it receives from the Christian and philosophical transfiguration--since the finite truth of death plays at present the role of the infinite truth of resurrection--it still does nothing but repeat its ontotheological scheme. For it also pretends to find, on the cruel stage of sacrifice, a singular and more "real" truth of death. The stage of the torment is, for Bataille, that place where death appears with the full strength of a nonmeaning that can be exposed only through the immolation of the sacrificial victim. If this is so, then should we not suppose that this immolation pretending to give us the "inappropriable" truth of death's rapture appropriates in its turn the excess of the "excessive" meaning of this rapture? Does it not transform its excess into an "excessive truth," to be sure a negative one, though no less absolute than the philosophical and spiritual truths to which it opposes itself? At the heart of modern theories of sacrifice is thus, as Nancy puts it, a "transappropriation of sacrifice" by itself, even when, as is the case for Bataille, this theory tries to overcome sacrifice's spiritual operation through an excessive and volatile negativity. As soon as sacrifice thinks itself as revelation, be it that of a spiritual beyond or its negative counterpart, it remains a sacrifice in the name of its own transcendence, a loophole to a finitude powerless to think itself in terms other than those of a revelation: the revelation of a clear or obscure god, symbol of resurrection or of death's blind horror. If one wants to think finitude according to a model different from that of its sacrificial appropriation, one should think "apart from" sacrifice. If finitude is, as Bataille has himself wanted to think, an "access without access to a moment of disappropriation," then we must also call it "unsacrificeable" [Nancy 30].

>>>

Read Nietzsche answers

Read zizek/death drive answers
They make non-meaning the new meaning

The K links to itself.  Their insistence on the impossibility of meaning itself becomes the new certification of meaning

Elisabeth Arnould, lecturer at Johns Hopkins University, “The Impossible Sacrifice of Poetry: Bataille and the Nancian Critique of Sacrifice,” Diacritics 26.2, 1996
But if finitude thus appropriates itself in a self-sacrifice that reveals its truth, if it becomes "its own subject," how can we, once again, make a difference between the philosophical, Christian version of sacrifice and the modern Bataillian interpretation? Do they not entertain the same goal: mastery of the unthinkable excess of finitude? And do they not both pretend to manifest a truth of the experience of nonknowledge: a truth that is, on the one hand, that of an ideal or divine resurrection and, on the other, a purely immanent but nonetheless presentable reality of death?  The figure of a self-immolating Rimbaud and the inner experience it embodies are, intentionally or not, analogous in design and purpose to the ontotheological figures of the idealist and dialectical tradition. And this particular sacrificial figure is all the more suspect in that it recasts and replays the much-talked-about "sacrifice of poetry" constitutive of the Western philosophical tradition. It is scarcely necessary to remind the reader that the emblematic scene of the birth of philosophy in the West has traditionally been represented both by the sacrifice of the poet in the public square and the legendary tale of self-sacrifice depicting young Plato burning his poems. Now, Bataille, it would seem, is merely reproducing these scenes. His version resituates the immolation of poetry in the context of a nonknowledge, but this new context does not alter the fundamental identity of the meaning and purpose of these sacrifices. Plato's sacrifices sought to demonstrate that truth, though hidden, is accessible through the sacrificial machination of a philosophical dialectic. Similarly, Bataille reasserts that finitude, though absent, is accessible through the negativity and self-immolation of the experience. Just as Plato and Socrates informed us that, in order to obtain the idea in its purity, it must first be abstracted from the verbiage of representational falsification by way of sacrificing the falsifier, the mimetician, so Bataille informs us that only a sacrifice of poetry will allow the experience to achieve the inner void of its nonknowledge.  Hence, the experience separates its "inner" truth from a poetic exteriority that could only "simulate," as Bataille himself often writes, "its absence." And it is as this inner "presence-to-itself of absence" ("présence-à-soi de l'absence") that Bataille seems to be conceptualizing finitude. Finitude is the "impossible presence" that one must preserve and purify through a renewed sacrifice of meaning. How can we thus avoid thinking that such an experience, intent upon wresting its finitude from the bad repetition of a mimesis, not only misjudges the nature of finitude but also the nature of a poetry whose "mimetic imposture" could actually, as Nancy says, teach us a few things about the "impossible"--or "inappropriable"--nature of finitude itself.

