Your impact is solved by everyday capitalism. Bataille’s theory is not only outdated, but fails to account for the way in which we already waste extraordinarily in our day-to-day lives, which means that we already live in a gift economy
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In my view it is in this historical outcome that the most serious difficulty lies. This is also undoubtedly Bataille's view: he always wanted to continue his first sketch but this continuation exists in fragments. On the one hand, there is hardly any doubt that Bataille always harbored a will to subvert contemporary society, a will that was heightened by his searing contact with surrealism and politically engaged groups. On the other hand, it is clear that the discussions in La Part maudite concerning "the present facts" of the world situation in terms of general economics are more than disappointing. Every- thing suggests that Bataille was unable to articulate his mysticism of expenditure, of sovereignty, of major communication-expressed so flamboyantly in La Somme Atheologique, L'Erotisme or La Lit- terature et le mal-in terms of contemporary general economics.
Where do we situate Bataille's claim? What happens to the de- mand of the sacred in capitalist society? How do we reconcile the affirmation that capitalism represents an unprecedented break with all archaic (precapitalist) forms of expenditure and the postulate of the necessary universality of spending as pure loss? This is the diffi- culty. Bataille wants to maintain as a general anthropological princi- ple the necessity of unproductive expenditure while simultaneously upholding the historic singularity of capitalism with regard to this expenditure. Bourgeois society corresponds to a "general atrophy of former sumptuary processes" (41). An anomaly whereby loss is not absent (which would contradict the general principle) but virtually unreadable: "Today, the great and free social forms of unproductive expenditure have disappeared. Nevertheless, we should not conclude from this that the very principle of expenditure is no longer situated at the end of economic activity" (37). So what happens to ostentatious expenditure in capitalism? And can we really believe, furthermore, that the even more radical desacralization effected by communism could become a libertarian affirmation of sovereignty-the feast of self-consciousness, without divinities and myths?
Everything suggests that Bataille was unable to articulate the my- stical tension toward sovereign self-consciousness "without form and mode," "pure expenditure" (224) with a utopia of social life that would make it possible, nor to explain in a developed capitalist soci- ety the consumption of the surplus beyond its reinvestment in pro- duction. Now it is quite clear that today's capitalism has come a long way from the Calvinist ethic that presided at its beginning. The val- ues of thrift, sobriety and asceticism no longer have the place that they held when Balzac could caricature the dominant bourgeois men- tality with the characters of pere Grandet or the usurer Gobseck. It is doubtful that the spirit of capitalism, which according to Weber is expressed with an almost classical purity in Benjamin Franklin's principles ("he who kills a five shilling coin assassinates all that it could have produced: entire stacks of sterling pounds") [cited by Bataille, 163], could today be considered the spirit of the times. Un- doubtedly, the pace at which all residual sacred elements inherited from feudalism are eliminated has quickened. But hasn't contempo- rary society undergone a transformation of the ethic of consumption, desire, and pleasure that renders the classical (Weberian) analyses of the spirit of capitalism (to which Bataille subscribes) inadequate? If the great opposition between the sacred and the profane no longer structures social life, if communal, sacrificial, and glorious expendi- ture has been replaced by private expenditure, it is no less true that advanced capitalism seems to exceed the principle of restricted econ- omy and utility that presided at its beginning. No society has "wasted" as much as contemporary capitalism. What is the form of this waste, of this excess?
These questions strike directly at the historical situation and philosophical signification of Bataille's thought. Is it not clear that his passion for the "notion of expenditure,"-which, beginning in 1933, is the matrix of all his economic reflections to come-emerge precisely at a turning point in the history of capitalism, in the 1920s and 1930s, which also saw the appearance of Lukacs and Heidegger?2 Can we not perceive within the principles of secularization and re- stricted economics that were the strength of early capitalism an inter- nal conflict that undermines them, and puts capitalism in contradic- tion with itself?
To treat these problems in detail and with the developments they deserve would require an analysis that I could not think of complet- ing in a few pages. Almost the entirety of postmodern thought would bear upon this problematic. My task will be facilitated however by a recent attempt at a new legitimation of capitalism-that of George Gilder-who situates himself, curiously, on the same terrain as Bataille, if only to arrive of course at opposite conclusions. Confron- tation with this work will lead to a discussion of capitalist morality as envisioned by Bataille, and the correlative concept of utility.
George Gilder was one of the most vocal advocates of the eco- nomic politics of neoconservative during the early 1980s. In his book Wealth and Poverty (1981), which according to the Los Angeles Times made him "the prophet of the new economic order" (and President Reagan's favorite author), Gilder attempts to demonstrate once again the ethical value of capitalism against the "intellectual consensus" that stigmatizes the moral void on which it rests. The great interest of Gilder's endeavor lies in its ambition: "to give capitalism a the- ology."13 Although unaware, we can reasonably assume, of Bataille's theories, Gilder seems to respond word for word to the author of the "notion of expenditure," placing himself immediately on the same terrain. Recalling the analyses of Marcel Mauss in The Gift and of Levi-Strauss in The Savage Mind, Gilder undertakes to demonstrate that contemporary capitalism is no less animated by the spirit of the gift than the primitive tribes described by ethnographers. "Feasting and potlatching illustrate a capitalist tendency to assemble and dis- tribute wealth" (26). The most elaborated forms of capitalism are simply a more elaborated form of the potlatch. The current notion of a self-interested, parsimonious capitalism, motivated only by the interest of material gain, is erroneous. At the origin of "capitalism" is the gift, not self-love and avarice. The conceptual basis of this seem- ingly paradoxical affirmation is a classical economic principle known as Jean-Baptiste Say's law: "Supply creates its own demand. " Such is the modern, contemporary form of the potlatch. The essence of cap- italism consists in supplying first, and in obtaining an eventual profit only later. The capitalist invests (he supplies goods and services), but he is never sure of the return, of the recompense for his supply. This movement, says Gilder, is the same as in the potlatch, where the essence of the gift is not the absence of all expectation of a countergift but rather a lack of certainty concerning the return. "Like gifts, cap- italist investments are made without a predetermined return" (30).
Thus capitalism would be in essence no less generous than ritual tribal exchange. Let us cite at length the passage where Gilder sum- marizes his argument. 
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