ALAN D. SCHRIFT

On the Gynecology of Morals:

Nietzsche and Cixous
on the Logic of the Gift

A gift-giving virtue is the highest virtue.
—Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra

Desire knows nothing of exchange, it knows only theft
and gift.
—Deleuze and Guattari, Anti-Oedipus

Who could ever think of the gift as a gift-that-takes?
Who else but man, precisely the one who would like
to take everything?

—Cixous, “The Laugh of the Medusa”

ynecology, the logia of the gynaeco, can mean either the science
Gwomen or the discourse of women. It is the latter sense, with
double genitive uncertainty, that I wish to recall in the title of this pape
although the punning on the title of one of Nietzsche’s most importan
texts is not meant only to suggest that women speak differently about
morals than do men.! This point has been at the center of the femini
challenges to the traditional discourses of ethics since the appearance’
Carol Gilligan’s In a Different Voice if not before.? Rather than focus o
morals, | want instead to address an issue raised in the works of Hél
Cixous, among others, namely, that women speak and think different
about economies {libidinal, textual, political) than do men. In addressir
this issue, whose scope and importance far exceeds what can be discussed
adequately in a short paper, 1 will focus on several points concerning
exchange and approprxation in an effort to show how Cixous develops
certain insights that exist in germinal form in Nietzsche’s works. ‘

1should say at the outset that in the following remarks, I do not intenc
to discuss Nietzsche’s various comments about wormen, “woman” or th
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ine.” Whether or not Nietzsche’s comments are themselves misogy-
5 r_aot an issue 1 will address, although I will confess that many of his
emarks.on women and his frequent use of “feminine” as a defamatory
nalifier are, to say the least, disturbing. That one can paint a picture of
che as a misogynist is clear. And it is equally clear that one can con-
an interpretation that explains, or explains away, many of the most
ve of Nietzsche’s remarks about women.? In the present discussion,
terested neither in condemning Nietzsche’s misogyny nor apolo-
mg:.for_'t. Such efforts, when done well, can be useful and important.
nterest in “Nietzsche and the feminine™ lies elsewhere. It has long
ecognized that Nietzsche, whose perspectives can at times be those
vorst of nineteenth-century prejudices, is also able to give voice to
hat now a century later are still at the forefront of critical reflec-
Rather than look at Nietzsche’s remarks on women, ] want instead
' lo_ré a theme in Nietzsche’s works to which 1nsufﬁcscnt attention
en paid. This theme pertains to a possible distinction between what
ight call a masculine and a feminine econemy, and the locus of this
tion is centered around different ways to understand property, ap-
tion, generosity, exchange—what I am here calling the logic of the
Ithough not specifically connected to gender in Nietzsche’s texts,
Nietzsche’s discussion of gifts and giftgiving alongside Cixous’s
highlight what one might want to regard as an unacknowledged femi-
de of Nietzsche’s economic discourse. By examining the exchange
and the definition of subjectivity in terms of the acquisition of prop-
t accompanies this model, and experimenting with another model
an economy of generosity that in different ways is suggested by
Nietzsche and Cixous, we will be addressing issues whose i impor-
extends far beyond the margins of these particular authors’ texts.
in part toward proceeding with this thought-experiment, imagining
mtersub]e\“we relations might look like if grounded on practices of
sity-rather than reciprocal exchange, that the present paper seeks
& lietzsche and Cixous into dialogue.
he great book of modern ethnology,” Deleuze and Guattari write
nti-Oedipus, “is not so much Mauss’s The Gift as Nietzsche’s On the
nealogy. of Morals.”* In the second essay of the Genealogy, Nietzsche
o the origins of guilt and bad conscience and, in so doing, he offers
‘myth” of human beings’ departure from the “state of nature.”
oldest-and most primitive personal relationship,” Nietzsche writes,
at between buyer and seller, creditor and debtor” (KSA §:305-6;
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GM-—I1 §8, p. 70). The moral concept “guilt,” conceived as a debt that is-
essentially unredeemable, has its origin in the economic-legal notion ofa
debt as something that can and should be repaid. We can see this in the
origin of punishment, which as retribution emerges from the inability to
repay the debt. Because “ ‘everything has its price [and] al! things can be
paid for’” (KSA 5:306; GM—TII §8, p. 70}, the debtors, having made a
promise to repay and now being unable to make that payment directly, are
obligated to offer a substitute payment of something they possess: theit
body, their spouse, their freedom, even their life. Schuld, debt/guilt, thus
operates within a strange logic of compensation which seeks to establish
equivalences between the creditor and the debtor. ‘
Like guilt, obligation, and punishment, Nietzsche also sees the origin
of justice residing in the relationship between creditor and debsor. This
primitive contractual relationship made possible the comparative evalua
tion of relative worth, and the focus on the perspective of measured valu
allowed primitive society to arrive at “the oldest and naivest moral canon
of justice [Gerechtigkeit], the beginning of all ‘good-naturedness,’ all “fair
ness,’ all ‘good will, all ‘objectivity’ on earth” (KSA §:306; GM—II §8
p. 70)—the jus talionis: “an eye for an eye.” In the preface to the Geneal
0gy, Nietzsche refers us to several passages in his earlier works where he'.
treats subjects to which he here returns. One of these, entitled “The Ori
gin of Justice [Ursprung der Gerechtigkeit],” offers a succinct summary”
of Nietzsche’s view of the egoistic and economic origin of justice: '

¢ relationship between individuals and the community itself. The com-
munity stands in relation to its members as a creditor to its debtors (KSA
307; GM—II §9, p. 71), and to break the laws of the community will
: Fa‘il a future payment of that debt (punishment understood as “a debt
'a{d to society”). In primitive, insecure, and unstable societies, Nietzsche
laims, debts had to be repaid in accordance with the primitive canon of
ustice, the jus talionis. But as a community gained in strength, he sees
merging a new notion of justice. The creditor, now confident of its wealth/
rength, might measure its wealth precisely in terms of how much injury it
gg}d endure without suffering and feeling the compulsion to respond. The
elf-overcoming of the old model of justice that demanded equal payment
or. debts incurred has “given itself a beautiful name—rmercy [Grade]”:
is.not unthinkable that a society might attain such a consciousness of
orer '_chat it could allow itself the noblest luxury possible to it—letting
those who harm it go unpunished. “What are my parasites to me?” it might
ay. ‘May they live and prosper: I am strong enough for that!” The justice
ich'began with ‘everything is dischargeable, everything must be dis-
harged,’ ends by winking and letting those incapable of discharging their
;bt_'go free; it ends, as does every good thing on earth, by overcoming
elf.r KSA 5:309; GM—II § 10, pp. 72-73).

This image of strength as the ability to actively forget and forgive
e debts one is owed, to endure petty injury without reacting, to with-
lqE punishment, is a recurring image in Nietzsche’s texts. Earlier in the
nealogy, it is offered as a fundamental contrast to ressentiment. The
men of ressentiment react negatively to external conditions, but lacking
] §fc_rength to act, they are forced to take refuge in the imagination. Un-
le to act, and unable to forget the “harm” done to them by the outside,
timent festers in the weak and poisons their thinking. When they
finally prompted to create, thesé men of ressentiment can only create a
sterp_qf diseased values that reflects their decadent desires. On the other
hand, _;_when ressentiment does appear in noble and strong individuals, and
0€s oI rare occasions, its harmfulness is mitigated by their ability to act
1 ctly. But what is more likely the case with noble individuals is that res-
entiment does not appear at all because they have the strength to actively
et what displeases them: “To be incapable of taking one’s enemies,
accidents, even one’s misdeeds seriously for very long—that is the
‘of strong, full natures in whom there is an excess of power to form,
1 _ol_d_, to recuperate, and to forget” (KSA 5:273; GM—I §10, p. 39).

‘This strength to forget will promote the “deliverance from revenge”
‘Zarathustra teaches is “the bridge to the highest hope” (KSA 4:128;

Justice (fairness) originates between parties of approximately equal
power. . . : where there is no clearly recognizable superiority of force
and a contest would result in mutual injury producing no decisive out-
come the idea arises of coming to an understanding and negotiating
over one another’s demands: the characteristic of exchange is the origiz -
nal characteristic of justice. Each satisfies the other, inasmuch as each
acquires what he values more than the other does. One gives to the
other what he wants to have, to be henceforth his own, and in return
receives what one oneself desires. Justice is thus requital and exchange
under the presupposition of an approximately equal power position:
revenge therefore belongs originally within the domain of justice, it is
an exchange. Gratitude likewise. (KSA 2:89; HH §92, p. 49)

This initial canon of justice, based on economic pringiples of universal
exchange and equivalency, gave rise to communities that opetated on the
assumption that equal settlements between individuals were always pos-
sible and morally obligatory. :

The evolution of society saw the creditor-debror relationship extended
from a moral guideline among individuals to the standard that dictated
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Z p. 2xx). Where the preachers of equality proclaim the necessity of re-
venge, Zarathustra teaches that “to e, justice speaks thus: ‘Men are
not equal” Nor shall they become equal! What would my love of the.
Ubermensch be if 1 spoke otherwise?” (KSA 4:130; Z p. 213). In Day
break, Nietzsche envisions a time when revenge and the law of equal -
return will no longer be the principle of justice to which society appeals
“At present, to be sure, he who has been injured, irrespective of how this:
injury is to be made good, will still desire his revenge and will turn for it
to the courts—and for the time being the courts continue to maintain ou
detestable criminal codes with their shopkeeper’s scales and the desire to:
counterbalance guilt with punishment: but can we not get beyond this?”
(KSA 3:177; D §202, p. x21). To overcome the old instinct for revenge, :
and with it to get rid of the concepts of sin and punishment, will be fo
Nietzsche a sign of the health of 2 community. A healthy community wil
be characterized not by revenge but by generosity, which will be evaluated'
“according to how many parasites it can endure” (KSA 3:178; D §202
p.122)°

To summarize the preceding discussion, we find Nietzsche isolatin
two types of economy that give rise to two types of justice. The lower,
baser, slave economy is grounded on the law of equal returns: justic
demands that all debts be paid in kind; the creditor is not capable of for-;
getting the debt, and the debtor is obliged to return some equivalent form
of payment. Th15 notion of justice, exhibited in the jus talionis, operates:
in those societies whose economies depend on rules of exchange. Nletz-"
sche’s theorizing, in fact, is supported by the account provided by Marcel’
Mauss’s Essai sur le don: a “genuine,” “free,” “unencumbered” gift is not
possible.? Instead, gifts are given in a social setting whose “rules” obligate:
the receiver to return the giftin kind, that s, to offer in return a countergift
of equivalent value. This does not conflate giftgiving with barter, how-
ever, for the former has an essential diachronic dimension (the passage
of some determinate amount of time) which the latter lacks. Neverthe
less, the principle of equivalent exchange underlies and makes possible the
transactions in either a barter or a giftgiving relationship.

The higher, nobler economy that Nietzsche sketches is based on a fun-
damentally different principle, one closer to what Bataille called a “general
economy” of “expenditure” than to a simple, restricted exchange econ-
omy.” Nietzsche’s higher economy is one grounded in excess strength suf-
ficient to squander its resources if it so chooses. In the foreground of this
noble economy “is the feeling of fullness, of power that seeks to overflow,
the happiness of high tension, the consciousness of wealth that would

give ischenken] and bestow [abgeben]: the noble human being, too, helps
he unfortunate, but not, or almost not, from pity, but prompted more
by -an urge begotten by excess of power [ [Uberfluss von Macht]” (KSA
209—10; BGE §260, p. 205). In this economy, gifts can be given with-
out:expectation of return and debts can be forgiven without penalty or
shame.* Justice here can but need not demand repayment; tempered with
ercy, it is empowered to forgive and forget what it is due. We sce this
higher justice and “general economy” most clearly at two points in Nietz-
sche’s texts: in the relationships between Zarathustra and those to whom
he offers his teachings and in the relationship between Nietzsche and the
eaders to whom he offers his texts.

..+ When Zarathustra first goes down from his cave to rejoin humanity,
_'the bee that has gathered too much honey or the cup that wants to
flow, he is overfull and needs to locate those to whom he can bring
ift ‘of his teaching (see Z—Prologue §§1—-3). Initially, as the her-
mit:who meets him along the way predicted, Zarathustra encounters only
0se who are suspicious of the gifts he brings. Soon enough the situation
changes, however. Zarathustra quickly comes to stand in relation to his
| followers as a giver of gifts, and his followers are only too eager to receive
s teachings as gifts from on high. But unlike his followers, Zarathustra
10ws the dangers involved in giftgiving, for the receivers of gifts often
feel beholden to the one who gave to them. Zarathustra thus cautions:

Great indebtedness does not make men grateful, but vengeful; and
a little charity is not forgotten, it rurns into a gnawing worm.

" “Be reserved in accepting! Distinguish by accepting!” Thus [ advise
those who have nothing to give.

- But I am a giver of gifts: I like to give, as a friend to friends.
Strangers, however, and the poor may themselves pluck the fruit from
my tree: that will cause them less shame. (KSA 4:114; Z p. 201)

be:able to give gifts rightly is an “art [Kunst]” (see KSA 4:333—37;
p.380—84), and great care and skill are required in order to prevent
ehngs of indebtedness in the receivers. One repays one’s teacher badly
oneremains only a student, Zarathustra tells his followers in his speech
On the Gift-Giving Virtue” at the end of part 1, as he urges them to
him and find themselves (KSA 4:101; Z p. 186). To remain a student
return the teacher’s gifts in kind, either by simple obedience to the
acher’s lessons or by presenting the teacher with a comparable gift in
n. Neither response takes the gift freely and with forgetfulness of its
gm, neither receives the gift with mercy (Erbarmen). For Zarathustra,
v.erfull with wisdom, giving is a necessity {Nothdurft) (see KSA 4:279; Z
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p. 335), and while his followers will return eternally to the words of their
teacher, the return on Zarathustra’s gifts will not return to him. “I do not
know the happiness of those who receive. . . . This is my poverty, that my
hand never rests from giving” (KSA 4:136; Z p. 218). His gift, to be sure,
is an investment, but an investment in a future that he will not share and -
from which he will not derive profit.

We see a similar relationship exhibited with respect to the “presents”
Nietzsche gives to his readers in the form of his texts. With Thus Spoke
Zarathustra, Nietzsche “has given humanity the greatest present [das
grosste Geschenk] that has ever been made to it so far” (KSA 6:259; EH—
P §4, p. 219%). In the preface to Ecce Homo, Nietzsche refers to his texts'
of the last quarter of 1888 (The Antichrist, Twilight of the Idols, Dionysus
Dithyrambs) as “presents” {Geschenke), and Ecce Homo itself is a presen
Nietzsche makes to himself on the occasion of his forty-fourth birthday.
What is to be done with these presents? Are they to be returned to.thei
author in the same condition that he delivered them? Or are they to b
made use of, not to be returned but to be put to use in the production o
other gifts? For Nietzsche, the goal of the writer is to stimulate, not to b
consumed: “We honor the great artists of the past less through that un
fruitful awe which allows every word, every note, to lie where it has been
put than we do through active endeavors to help them to come repeatedl
to life again” (KSA 2:431~32; HH—"Assorted Opinions and Maxims’
§126, p. 242). Good philosophical writing should inspire one to actio
and, Nietzsche writes, “I consider every word behind which there does |
not stand such a challenge to action to have been written in vain™ (K5A:
1:413; UM p. 184). Nietzsche does not so much want to be understood:
as to incite. His writings are incendiary devices: he speaks “no longer.
with words but with lightning bolts™ (KSA 6:320; EH p. 281). He seek
readers who will not be mere consumers of his texts but experimenter:
(Versucher), “monster([s] of courage and curiosity; moreover, supple, cun
ning, cautious; born adventurer(s] and discoverer(s]” (KSA 6:303;
p- 264). He seeks, in other words, to free his readers from the constraints’
of a textual economy that demands that they occupy a place as passiv
beneficiary/consumer of the text rather than its active coproducer. Whicl
is to say, he seeks to write within a textual economy that does not guar-:
antee the author any return on his or her gift as it is disseminated through;
an intertextual field” in the Phenomenology of Spirit framed the fundamental relationship

To write, and live, within a textual/libidinal/political economy freed een self and other in terms of the acquisition of property: the subject
from the constraints of the law of return is part of Hélene Cixous’s vision s “out into the other iz order to come back to itself.” ¥ The phallo-
of a postpatriarchal future, and Cixous’s comments bring to the fore a ;centn’c desire that animates the Hegelian dialectic of self and other is a

eminine” side of Nietzsche’s economic reflections.! Cixous suggests we
distmgmsh between two kinds of economies, two kinds of writing, two
kinds'of spending, two kinds of giving. One, grounded on the law of re-
turn, finds its philosophical justification in Locke’s definition of property
in chapter five of the Second Treatise of Government: one possesses and
s right to as one’s private property whatever “he removes out of the
state that nature hath provided and left it in [and] he hath mixed his labor
with: ? This account of property and the practices which it underwrites
d themselves instantiated throughout what has counted as “History.”
e other set of practices, only recently voiced, also has a long history,
but'one that has until recently not been acknowledged “publicly” because
only concerned “women.” To be sure, Nietzsche does not acknowledge
'pracmces of this other economy as feminine. In fact, on those few
asions when he does engender his economic reflections, more often
not and in the most traditional of ways, he associates giving with
the feminine and possession with the masculine, as for example when he
tites that man has a “lust for possession” and man’s “love consists of
ting to have and not of renunciation and giving away,” while “woman
s'herself away” and “wants to be taken and accepted as a posses-
n” (KSA 3:611—12; GS §363, pp- 319—20). Nevertheless, Cixous does
obhquely connect her remarks to Nietzsche’s through the mediating effect
Jacques Derrida. In “The Laugh of the Medusa,” upon introducing “the
Who e deceptive problematic of the gift,” she suggests in a footnote that
eader “re-read Derrida’s text, ‘Le Style de Ia femme.” ' Of particu-
lar significance to Cixous is Derrida’s identifying the gift, in Nietzsche, as
the essential predlcate of woman,”'* and she, like several other feminists
have written “on” Derrida, brings to our attention gifts and giftgiv-
g a5 a central and recurrent Derridean theme from Spurs: Nietzsche’s
Styles;® where the gift is linked specifically to “woman,” to The Post Card,
inwhich Derrida addresses issues surrounding giving and the gift in terms
nvois and their failure to arrive at their destinations, the giving and
irn of the fort/da in Freud, the giving/theft of the letter in Poe, and the
ibt of Sein and Ereignis in Heidegger."*

According to Cixous, current economic realities operate within what
e calls “L’Empire du Propre,” the “Empire of the Selfsame/Proper.” ¥
e identifies the philosophical underpinnings of this empire with Hegel,

ezt
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-‘Although she prefers the language of bisexuality and she frequently
cautions against the dangers of resorting to the classical binaries of femi-
nine/masculine or temininity/masculinity, she continues nevertheless to
: the qualifiers “masculine” and “feminine” in reference to economies
cause “the (political) economy of the masculine and the feminine is
rganized by different demands and constraints, which, as they become
ocialized and metaphorized, produce signs, relations of power, relation-
hips ‘of production and reproduction, a whole huge system of cultural
nscription that is legible as masculine or feminine” (NBW, Pp. $o—81).
uided by the prime directive to appropriate, what a masculine economy
not truly capable of is giving. Inscribed under the law of return, the
1sculine gift expects, nay demands a return, as Mauss’s Essai sur le don
emonstrated.° Rephrasing the insights of Mauss and Nietzsche in terms
1 gendered unconscious, Cixous notes the lack of ease with which a
asculine economy confronts generosity: “Giving: there you have a basic
roblem, which is that masculinity is always associated—in the uncon-
clous, which is after all what makes the whole economy function—with
t7 (“CD,” p. 48). Freud showed the effects that this debt has on the
Id, who must confront the obligation to repay his parents for their gift
f his life. If you are a man, nothing is more dangerous than to be obli-
ated to another’s generosity: “For the moment you receive something
1:are effectively ‘open’ to the other, and if you are 2 man you have only
e wish”: to return the gift as quickly as possible (“CD,” P- 48).
Escaping from the openness to the other has driven masculine
change practices which, grounded on opposition, hierarchy, and a
egelian struggle for mastery, “can end only in at least one death {one
aster—one slave, ot two nonmasters = two dead)” (“Laugh,” p. 893%).
though these practices arose in a time “governed by phallocentric
alues,” Cixous argues that another system of exchange is possible. The
that the period of phallocentric values “extends into the present
oesn’t prevent woman from starting the history of life somewhere else.
Isewhere, she gives. She doesn’t “know’ what she’s giving, she doesn’t
easure it; she gives, though, neither a counterfeit impression nor some-
1g she hasn’t got. She gives more, with no assurance that she’ll get back
ven some unexpected profit from what she puts out. She gives that there
ay be life, thought, transformation. This is an ‘economy’ that can no
nger be put in economic terms” (“Laugh,” p. 893). A “feminine” “econ-
y," one no longer understandable in classical “exchangist” economic
rms, - allows for the possibility of giving without expectation of return,
r giving that is truly generous: it gives without trying to “recover its ex-

desire for appropriation: one confronts the other as d.ifferent and unequal_
and one seeks to make the other one’s own. The desire to possess, to re-
ceive a return on one’s investments, animates an economy that Cixous
suggests we call “masculine,” in part because it “is erectfad fro‘r‘n a iear
that, in fact, is typically masculine”—-the fear of _castritlon— the fear
of expropriation, of separation, of losing the attnbl'ltc (NBW, p. 80).
Cixous summarizes her point succinctly in the following remark:

Etymologically, the “proper” is “property,” that which is not sgpﬁéable
from me. Property is proximity, nearness: we must love our neighbors,
those close to us, as ourselves: we must draw close to the other so thlat
we may love him/her, because we love ourselves most of all. Thedrea m
of the propet, culture, functions by the appropriation art_1cu1§te , set
into play, by man’s classic fear of seeing himself expropriated, seeing
himself deprived . . . by his refusal to be deprived, in a state of 'sepﬁra;
tion, by his fear of losing the prerogative, fear }:VhOfC response hls allo
History. Everything must return to the masculine. “Return”: the econ- -
omy is founded on a system of returns. If a man spends and is spent,
it’s on condition that his power returns. If a man should go out to tht:f
other, it’s always done according to the Hegelian model, the model o
the master-slave dialectic.”?

Economies of the propre, proper economies, economies based on the.
possession of private property, are structured around the fear of_ lqss,.__
the fear of losing what is already possessed. The fear of expropriation
thus drives the desire for appropriation which Cixous designates with the
qualifier “masculine.” This designation, she qgickly acE::ls, d-ogs r})ot name
the biological male, and to speak of “masculine” or _femlmn:: econo-
mies is not to fall into essentialism. “Words like ‘masculine’ anc'i feminin
that circulate everywhere and that are completely c'l'is.torted in everyday
usage,—words which refer, of course, to a classical vision of sexual oppo-
sition between men and women—are our burden, that is whgt bu:de-ns‘ us.
AsIoften said, my work in fact aims at getting rid of words like ‘femmme’
and ‘masculine,” ‘fernininity’ and “masculinity,’ even .‘man’ anc.i ‘Vfroman,
which designate that which cannot be classified i1_151'de of a &giuéier ex-
cept by force and violence and which goes beyond it in any case. She is
sometimes led to speak of “the so-called feminine economy in order to
indicate that women do not necessarily operate according to this type of:
economy. In fact, “one can find these two economies in no matter Whlch
individual.”*® For this reason Cixous herself prefers the language of bi-
sexuality, “thatis to say, the location within oneself of the presence .of both
sexes, evident and insistent in different ways according to the individual
the nonexclusion of difference or of a sex™ (NBW, p. 85).
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fts. In particular, she draws our attention to maternal gifts as ones which
ape the logic of appropriation that structures the commodity economy
he labels masculine. Mother and child do not stand in a relationship of
elf/other, opposing parties with competing interests, and the gift to the
hi_l_d:_-'pf a mother’s love or a mother’s breast is not comprehensible in
erms of quantifiable exchange-values or the law of return that gOverns an
omy based on the exchange of commodities. Nor are these maternal
understandable in terms of the fear of expropriation, for the mother
willing to expend these gifts without reserve or expectation of return. In
act;: 1ke Nietzsche, Cixous emphasizes and affirms the positive value of
lenitude: insofar as the mother can supply as much love or as much milk
he child might demand, Cixous articulates a set of economic principles
: rg_fuse to accept the modern assumption of the givenness of condi-
ons of scarcity. Cixous encourages us to understand this ability to give
t:anjmateé feminine (libidinal) econoimy in terms of maternity and the
ficity of women’s bodies: insofar as women have the potential to give
:'/.:life-to another, they have an anatomically grounded relationship
t makes possible their experiencing “the not-me within me” (NBW,
0). While Cixous tethers this relationship to pregnancy, lactation, and
Idbearing, at the same time she wants to link it to the possibility of

- ng “Woman is body more than man is. . . . More body, hence more
tlng’f (NBW, p. 95).

penses. . . . If there is a propre to woman, paradoxically it is her capacity
to de-propriate herself without self-interest” (NBW, p. 87%). Although:
brought up in a social space framed by debt, “one can ask oneself abou
the possibility of a real gift, a pure gift, a gift that would not be annulle
by what one could call a countergift.”* Cixous is quick to point out, how;
ever, that “there is no ‘free’ gift. You never give something for nothing
But all the difference lies in the why and how of the gift, in the values that.
the gesture of giving affirms, causes to circulate; in the type of profit the
giver draws from the gift and the use to which he or she puts it” (NBW,.
p.87). Where masculine economies can make only quid pro quo exchanges.
by means of which a direct profit is to be recouped, feminine economies.
transact their business differently. They are not constrained to giving as.a*
means of deferred exchange in order to obligate a countergift in return;
but encourage giving as an affirmation of generosity. A feminine libidinal
economy, she writes, “is an economy which has a more supple relation to:
property, which can stand separation and detachment, which signifies that
it can also stand freedom-—for instance, the other’s freedom.”* It is an
economy, in other words, in which direct profit can be deferred, perhaps
infinitely, in exchange for the continued ¢irculation of giving. _
To put this another way, we can perhaps use a distinction drawn by.
C. A. Gregory and say that whereas a feminine economy is an economy:
based on the exchange of gifts, a masculine economy is an economy based
on the exchange of commodities. Gregory distinguishes between the two
types of exchange 'in the following way: “Commodity exchange estab-
lishes objective quantitative relationships between the objects transacted,
while gift exchange establishes personal qualitative relationships between
the subjects transacting.”* Where commodity exchange is focused on a
transfer in which objects of equivalent exchange-value are reciprocally
transacted, gift exchange seeks to establish a relationship between sub-
jects in which the actual objects transferred are incidental to the value of
the relationship established. Commodity exchange thus exhibits the values
which, for example, Gilligan associates with an ethic of rights based on
abstract principles of reciprocity, while gift exchange exhibits the forming
of and focus on relationships which she associates with an ethic of care
based on interpersonal needs and responsibilities, an ethic which speaks i
a voice different from the one which has heretofore dominated the moral
tradition.
Because of its “more supple relation to property,” Cixous also empha-
sizes the difference between feminine and masculine economies insofar as
the former promote the establishing of relationships through the giving of

tisnot only a question of the feminine body’s extra resource, this
pecific power to produce some thing living of which her flesh is the
ocus, not only a question of a transformation of rhythms, exchanges,
f relationship to space, of the whole perceptive system, but also of
he irreplaceable experience of those moments of stress, of the body’s
tises, of that work that goes on peacefully for a long time only to
urst out in that surpassing moment, the time of childbirth. In which
he _l_nfcs as if she were larger or stronger than herself. It is also the
experience of 2 “bond” with the other, all that comes through in the
etaphor of bringing into the world. How could the woman, who has
xperienced the not-me within me, not have a particular relationship

o.the written? To writing as giving itself away (cutting itself off) f
c_::s_ource? (NBW,p.go) s 4 g liselt off) from

Wh_?re, she articulates women’s writing more specifically in terms of

SIty:

he question a woman’s text asks is the question of giving—“What

es this writing give?” “How does it give?” And talking about non-
rigin and beginnings, you might say it “gives a send-off” [donne le
épart]. Let’s take the expression “giving a send-off” in a metaphorical
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sense: giving a send-off is generally giving the signal to depart. I think
it’s more than giving the departure signal, it’s really giving, making a
gift of, departure, allowing departure, allowing breaks, “parts,” part-
ings, separations . . . from this we break with the return-to-self, with
the specular relations ruling the coherence, the identification, of the
individual. (“CD,” p. 53)

elationship to the other in which the gift doesn’t calculate its influence”
NBW., p. 92}. And they can negotiate within an economy “that tolerates
e:movements of the other.”% They have learned, to use a distinction
ade by Pierre Bourdieu in his critique of Lévi-Strauss’s analysis of gift
h:_ange, to distinguish “giving” from “swapping” ot “lending.” This
tinction is central to Bourdieu’s critique of objectivist anthropological
ccounts of gift exchange. By reducing the exchange of gift and countergift
a straightforward transfer of commodities of relatively equal worth,
bjectivist account conflates gift exchange with “swapping, which . . .
lescopes gift and counter-gift into the same instant, and . . . lending,
which the return of the loan is explicitly guaranteed by a juridical act
.contract capable of ensuring that the acts it prescribes are predictable
calculable.”?® According to Bourdieu, the reality of the gift exchange
upposes both the necessity of a deferred and different countergift and
‘(individual and collective) misrecognition (méconnaissance) of the
eality of the objective ‘mechanism’ of the exchange.””
Unlike Bourdieu, Cixous is not content with describing current gift-
ng practices in terms of a misrecognition of what is in reality reciprocal
change. Instead, she wants to retrieve giftgiving from the economic ne-
essities imposed upon it within an exchangist economy and to reframe
. practices of giving in an account that does not imprison transactions
in private proprietary relationships in which loans and loans paid
masquerade as the bestowal of gifts. In so doing, certain heretofore
alized opportunities emerge. In Cixous’s idiom, women have learned
ow to exceed the limits of themselves and enter into the between of self
and-other without losing themselves in the process. Escaping the propri-
tary constraints on subjectivity is what makes possible écriture féminine:
Writing is working; being worked; questioning (in) the between {letting
 oneself be questioned) of same and of other without which nothing lives;
undoing death’s work by willing the togetherness of one-another, infinitely
arged with a ceaseless exchange of one with another—not knowing one
ther and beginning again only from what is most distant, from self,
other, from the other within. A course that multiplies transforma-
ns by the thousands” (NBW, p. 86). To be sure, men too know how
uestion/be questioned in the between of self and other, and Cixous
ily. admits that some men (she names, among others, Kleist, Shake-
. Genet, Kafka) have written écriture féminine. Similarly, because
st women “have been subjected to the obligations of masculinization in
order to hoist themselves on to the scene of socio-political legitimation, .. .
t of the texts by women up to our own time have been terribly marked

To put the issue this way comes dangerously close to the sort of “essen-
tialist ideological interpretation™ that Cixous acknowledges is “a story
made to order for male privilege” (NBW, p. 81).** Yet she willingly runs
this risk, as she frequently appeals to maternal and anatomical images
and metaphors in expressing the implications of feminine economies and
écriture féminine. Whether or not Cixous herself sometimes falls victim,
to essentialist thinking when she focuses on the anatomical specificity of
women’s bodies in terms of the possibilities of pregnancy and childbirth,
one could, perhaps less problematically, ground the practices of feminine
economies and writing sociohistorically rather than anatomically. To do
so would perhaps focus attention on those maternal practices discussed
by Cixous as exemplary of different intersubjective relations that warran
further generalization and application while avoiding becoming entangled
in the problems raised by either the culturally constraining aspects o
maternity or the appeal to anatomical specificity. Cixous herself appear:
to make this move when she replaces “écriture féminine” (“feminine writ
ing”) with “écriture dite féminine” (“writing said to be feminine™): “I
is not anatomical sex that determines anything here. It is, on the con
trary, history from which one never escapes, individual and collectiv
history, the cultural schema and the way the individual negotiates with
these schema, with these data, adapts to them and reproduces them, o
else gets round them, overcomes them, goes beyond them, gets through,
them” (“EF,” p. 18). To speak of a feminine economy, Cixous writes, “doe:
not refer to women, but perhaps to a trait that comes back to women mor
often.”® Insofar as women have been prohibited throughout history fro
possessing things for themselves, they have come to understand and ap
preciate property differently in terms of an economy based not on the la
of return but on generosity. Likewise, insofar as women have at times been.
positioned socioeconomically as gifts, it is not at all surprising, nor should:
it be taken as a function of anatomy or biology, that women’s perspective
on gifts and giving might differ from men’s2¢ By virtue of certain social n
cessities, Cixous writes in “The Laugh of the Medusa,” women constitute:
themselves as “ ‘person[s]’ capable of losing a part of [themselves] with
out losing [their] integrity” (“Laugh,” p. 888). They are able to exist in
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esire. It’s not just luck if the word ‘voler” volleys between the ‘vol’
theft and the ‘vol’ of flight, pleasuring in each and routing the sense
ce” (NBW, p. 96). Is this not what Cixous is doing when she provides
account of generosity that does not require sibermenschliche strength
0 enact as she replaces the masterly indifference affirmed by Nietzsche
Wltl':;:_maternal compassion? By recasting the economic insights of Nietz-
s_c}_}e_. and Mauss in terms of sexual difference, and by making it possible to
see.the gendered dimension of giftgiving which Nietzsche too quickly dis-
i defi_,'Cixous articulates an alternative logic of the gift, one with several
ntages over more classical exchangist logics. As anthropologists, soci-
sts, psychologists, and historians have shown, we find more women
anmen engaged in cultural practices that can be construed as generous.
Cixous gives voice to this empirical finding while showing that generosity
lways been an option of which, for complex social and historical
sons, men have not sufficiently availed themselves.
Ifan economy or ethic of generosity is deemed worth pursuing and
‘it:l_ygting, as | have tried to suggest in terms of the ideas of Nietzsche and
Cixous, then we must take care to develop economic and ethical practices
that draw on the lived experiences of women without, as perhaps Cixous
and;’_]_.\fietzsche each in their own way have done, “reifying women’s social
cx:}tn-:ies under stereotypes of femininity, on the one hand, [or] dissolving
em into sheer nullity and oblivion, on the other.”*! And we must take
= ¢ also to insure that the practices of generosity are generalized and be-
come the behavioral norms throughout the social matrix. For if they do
' ,:_.1_f the practices of giving are enacted only by some, these practices
will continue to be exploitative of those who give without return, as they
4y __berctofore always been. Avoiding this eventuality calls for another
mension of the logic of the gift, one which neither Nietzsche nor Cixous
uﬁ@g_igntly attend to, namely, the dimension of social action and activism.
ention to this dimension is the task that now confronts us.

by the ‘masculine’ economy” {“EF,” p. 25). To recognize these gender cor-
relations is not to fall victim to some tired old essentialism, and Cixous
cautions against so interpreting such “facts” of literary history, for what
counts as “man” or “woman” is a historical-cultural construct: “There
is ‘destiny’ no more than there is ‘nature’ or ‘essence’ as such. . . . Men
and women are caught up in a web of age-old cultural determinations that?
are almost unanalyzable in their complexity. One can no more speak of -
‘soman’ than of ‘man’ without being trapped within an ideological the
ater . . . [which] invalidate[s] in advance any conceptualization™ (NBW,
p. 83). Which is to say that radical transformations of gender relation
and identities, accompanied by transformations in libidinal economies
are possible: “Then ‘femininity’ and ‘masculinity’ would inscribe quit
differently their effects of difference, their economy, their relationship to
expenditure, to lack, to the gift. What today appears to be ‘feminine’ or;
‘masculine’ would no longer amount to the same thing. No longer would
the common logic of difference be organized with the opposition that re
mains dominant. Difference would be a bunch of new differences” {(NBW.

p- 83).

“We are forgetting how to give presents,” Adorno wrote in Minima
Moralia® Cixous seeks a place “where it was not impossible or pathetic
to be generous” (NBW, p. 72). Nietzsche envisions a society with a level
of power sufficient to allow it to be merciful, that is, sufficient for it to
allow its debts to go unpaid. To be sure, Nietzsche does not identify this
society with the feminine, nor does he associate the generosity of over:
fullness with the feminine. In fact, the reverse is more nearly the case: the
degree of strength necessary for such generosity is almost always put fo
ward in masculine images of mastery, virility, productivity, and activity;
But need this have been the case? I think not. By setting Nietzsche’s dis
cussion of plenitude and generosity together with Cixous’s discussion 0
feminine libidinal economies and the giving of gifts, I have tried to show
some of the affinities between their respective accounts. Perhaps we migh
look upon Cixous as the sort of reader Nietzsche was seeking, one who
would pay him back not by repeating his text, but by taking that text anc
making it her own, putting it to use as she sees fit. Perhaps this is wha
Cixous calls voler, theft!flight, an other/the other side of giving: “To fly
steal [voler] is woman’s gesture, to steal into language to make it fly. Wi
have all learned flight/theft, the art with many techniques, for all the cen
turies we have only had access to having by stealing/flying; we have live
in a flight/theft, stealing/flying, finding the close, concealed ways-throug
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8. Although Nietzsche was quite hostile to what he understood to be the goals
fsocialism, the position that [ am characterizing here as a noble economy is not far
the ideal expressed by Marx in Critique of the Gotha Program when he writes
hat on the banner of the higher phase of communist society will be inscribed: “From
ceording to his ability, to each according to his needs!”
9. Nietzsche’s prefiguration of Derridean dissemination should here be noted.
0.'In the following discussion of Cixous, T will for the most part refrain from
ualifying “economy” with either of the adjectives “textual,” “libidinal,” or “politi-
As 1 read Cixous, she sees these three economies working in terms of the same
iples and what is true of one will be true of the others. If 1 do choose to use one of
djectives, it will be to emphasize that particular economy in the context of what
discussing ar that moment, but should not be understood to isolate that economy
om the others.
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