Chapter 8
Castration Envy

A war between the haves and the have-nots is being waged. I think its root causes are in
what I have decided to call 'castration envy.' The relation of private property is a product
of the mutual opposition of gender categories combined with the privileged concept
sample position. The boy finds he is in the category opposite to giftgiving, because of
what he has (the penis), while the mother is defined as female because she gives
(nurturing) and because she does not have (a penis). A 'having' category is opposed to a
'giving' category. Giftgiving and not-having are identified with each other--and with
being female. Since he is in the same category as the father (who is a privileged concept
sample, a one), the boy has to take part in the role of the 'many,' things, those who give
way, the weak, before this relation can be overturned and, as an adult, he can become the
sample or 'one.' The boy's role is also similar to the commodity, compared again and
again to a general quantitative standard of value. While 'having' puts the boy in a
competitive situation, which might be considered difficult and negative, he is consoled by
the fact that he belongs to the privileged gender to which more is given.

Property and Money

Money is the substitute (material) gift for the commodity, and the sample for the category
of value. It takes the place of all other concept models (including the male) as sample for
the value of products in exchange--in their transition out of the gift way. The owner is to
property as money is to commodities, as father is to child, as father's penis is to child's, as
sample is to the many that are compared to it.1 The male is one who has the 'mark,' which
points him out both as potential sample man and as potential owner, in a one-many
relation to his property. The penis is perhaps the sample piece of property. But it is
inalienable--he cannot and will not give it up.2 The patriarchal father stands in a similar
one-many relation to his family, of ownership. In a way the father's control of the family
seems to be required by the consideration that, in scarcity, those who give will lack if
they do not receive from others, and those who keep and do not give will not lack. (There
is surely an anal-retentive aspect of all this as well.) Mothers and children under the
control of the father can be made not to practice giftgiving outside the family, not to
satisfy others' needs sexually or materially. Those who have will therefore presumably
continue to survive in scarcity. By owning large quantities of money, the sample of value,
the one who has assures more nurturing for himself and those related to him, under his
one-many control in the concept-structured family.

Exchange, by requiring equivalence, brings a relative item to comparison with a standard,
so into the concept process. The same process happens in many different areas of life: in
the masculation of the baby boy, in measurements and tests of all kinds, grades in
schools, sports records, beauty contests, role-modeling. The relation of presidents to
citizens, movie and music stars to fans, first prize hogs to piglets are variations on the
theme.



Similar to exchange is the Western marriage ceremony, where the woman is an item
being transferred out of the family group, which is relative to her father as sample 'one,’
to a new relation to her husband as sample 'one.' This pattern is changing to some extent
in the US, but we are still influenced by it, and it continues in many variants in other parts
of the world. Though her wedding day is supposed to be the happiest day of her life, a
sample day, and the woman herself is seen then as sample of Woman, she is only playing
the role of a sample thing in the process of being over-taken by its (new) substitute, the
husband, who is functioning very much like a word. It is fitting then that the woman
should take her husband's name.

A new self-replicating concept-family unit is formed, where the boys will continue to
learn to become "'male' by renouncing the gift process (and sometimes by punishing and
degrading it), and the girls will learn to give their gifts and allegiance to the male sample.
Property, like marriage, is based upon the mutual exclusion of the 'ones'.3 Each owner is
in a one-many relation with his/her properties and in a mutually exclusive relation with
every other owner. Money steps in as the sample for the concept of value, to which
products are related and by which they are replaced, much as the priest steps in between
father and husband to regulate the transfer of the woman (still a giver) from one family
'concept' to another. Altering the relation of those who belong to a category, relative to a
sample, so that they can be transferred to a different (mutually opposed) category and a
different sample requires a definitive word pronounced by the priest or presented as an
actual portion of the material word and value sample (money) by a buyer. Deeds,
licenses, and contracts are enduring re-presentations of the definitive words.

Labor and Money

The sale of labor time takes place in much the same way, although labor is often given
freely to family and acquaintances and gifts and services actually permeate much of life,
so labor is somewhat more flexible than private property. Because of scarcity, jobs
(monetized exchange labor) seem to be gifts. Many women and men do not receive this
gift of being defined by money, which allows survival. Monetization, or the lack of it, is
an instrument of power, because it defines one group as relevant to the concept of
economic value, the other as irrelevant (they do not have the 'common quality' of
exchange value). This categorization implies that those outside could become part of the
privileged group if only they were good, efficient, or educated enough. Their success or
failure seems to depend upon qualities which they have or have-not.4 The importance of
exchange value is that it gives access to the category that has a chance to survive.
However, the scarcity (not having) that is necessary for exchange to prevail as a process
is artificially created so that the monetized (having) category will be privileged.

Masculated men traditionally need women who have been abandoned and left bereft of
the gift of belonging to a privileged category, having a degree or title (another verbal
masculation), or even having a monetized job (monetary masculation), who take care of
them in order to make them better able to succeed in the fierce competition to be in the
highly monetized categories. Here is the leverage point where capitalism and patriarchy
are locked together with those they define as 'different.' The total system needs and uses



the individual needs of those who are outside the category of the employed. For example,
the job market needs the unemployed who want to become employed, in order to keep the
price of labor down. Those who do monetized work need the free labor of those who do
not, which passes through them and permits them to add more gift labor to their jobs. The
system rewards the employed by contrasting their relative well-being with the suffering
caused by the unsatisfied needs of the unemployed.5 Thus, those who 'have' are
encouraged to attribute more relative value to what they do have, through fear of the
abandonment and suffering experienced by the have-nots. Similarly, the mistreatment of
women and girls, even (in some cultures) the abandonment of girl babies to die, makes
those who have the 'mark’ attribute more importance to it and to being in the masculated
category because of fear that they would undergo similar mistreatment if they were
female have-nots.

The Primordial Error

It is as if there were an unconscious reasoning of this sort: if a boy has been put into the
non-nurturing category because of the penis, he might remedy this estrangement through
castration and, therefore, wish for castration in order to be like his nurturing mother.
(Freud revealed that we often fear what we desire.) But through misogyny, society shows
him that girls, who are born 'castrated,' are even more grievously abandoned than he is, so
he should value what he has. He might be seen as having castration envy but being healed
of it as an adult through the mistreatment of the have-nots. And the more goods he gets
from them, the larger his 'having' is and the less he presumably wants to be like them or
envies their lack.

Perhaps the boy wants to give the penis to the mother, because she doesn't have one, and
satisfy her 'need' to be in the superior category. However, he decides to keep it (treats it
as an inalienable possession and, therefore, as more valuable than what he would give
away). He gives up giving it and gives up the gift paradigm at the same time. Thus, he
demonstrates that the gift way is alienable, or less important to him than keeping the
penis (not being castrated) and remaining in the category 'male.' In ex-change, he takes
on genital sexuality in the place of nurturing, much as the whole society takes on
economic exchange in the place of giftgiving. As an adult, by amassing possessions and
money (which can be both kept and given), he has a chance to engage again in selective
nurturing towards others.6 In fact, if he arrives at a state of wealth, he can give
abundantly if he wishes and finally appear even more nurturing than the mother, who was
only useful to him anyway in infancy. By giving to a few, he can repeat the pattern,
privileging them over others who lack, repeating his own entrance into the privileged
category, making them 'haves' as opposed to their 'lacking' (economically female)
counterparts.

Another defect of the mother's giving-way or standing aside as the boy's model is that the
child is not validated as precious by seeming inalienable. She may also seem to have
given up her penis, even given it to the boy. The father, however, does not have this
defect, because he kept his, and he keeps the boy in his gender category. He seems to
have known how not to give away too much. If the father had only been the mother, the



boy may reason, s’he would have the penis, and the boy would still be like him/her and
still be able to be a nurturer. These speculative trains of thought are moot, of course,
because it is not the penis that takes the boy away from the category of the mother, but
the social construction of gender around the opposition of the gender terms. Socially, we
name him 'male' because he has a penis. If he wants to remain nurturing, and well he
should as a little homo donans, he would not have to change his body, giving up his
penis, but only change the name and the concept of gender in his society (an arduous job
but definitely less threatening than losing a body part). This healing of language would
keep him from wanting what he also must fear, and must not achieve--his castration. The
society would be able to stop over-privileging 'having' and penalizing 'not having' both as
regards to male genitals and as regards money and other kinds of properties.

Puerarchy

Rich people often fear not having, even though they may want to give to those who do
not have. The same kinds of privileges that reward boys over girls are given to the rich
over the poor. The same paranoia and lack of security beset the rich when they perceive
the need of others as a desire to take what they have, castrate them of their goods.
Wealthy women are in a contradictory position, because they only have money or
property, not the male 'mark’ of privilege. This may be the reason they buy expensive
portable objects, like jewelry, that demonstrate they are members of the superior
category. Guns and knives are marks that restore the phallic equation and sometimes do
make it possible for poor people to force giftgiving from the rich through robbery. The
rich often force giftgiving from the poor through the leverage of low salaries and other
means of exploitation. However, they do not define it as robbery but as profit. The system
of profit taking is defended by hierarchies of police or military armed with guns and
knives.

The intensification of the needs of poor people demonstrates the necessity for the practice
of the gift economy on a large scale. However, giving up money resonates with giving up
the penis (castration), giving up the privileged category and thus the possibility of living
in abundance. Abundance itself is a good thing, but it is being used to reward 'having,'
not-giving and the kind of categorization, definition, and de-serving that come from
masculation. By creating widespread scarcity, capitalism provides the conditions for the
exchange economy to prevail and makes what is the birthright of all into the reward of
the lucky few, just as masculation does with the mother's abundance. The relation
between the 'haves' and the 'have-nots' acts out the combination of fear and desire for
castration that arises from the false categorizations of masculation. The anxiety of our
boy children has cast its spell upon society as a whole, causing incredible harm. It may be
hard for us to acknowledge this situation, because we unconsciously feel we should pay
back for the harm that has been done. However, in that case we are needlessly reasoning
according to the exchange paradigm.

There is no payment that could equal the harm that has been done, but the fact is--if we
want to enter the gift paradigm, we must anyway be for-giving. We can begin by re-
defining the system as something that needs to be changed, not just 'the way things are,’



and we can begin by addressing that need. We can re-interpret patriarchy in the light of
the gift paradigm as a bad dream and start all over again. Perhaps we should re-name the
system that is based upon this childhood nightmare, calling it not patriarchy but
'puerarchy,' the rule of the boy. Or even 'puer' archy--the rule of the word 'boy.’

Misogyny

The mistreatment of females in general can also be seen as a reprisal against the mother
for giving up the boy into the other gender. Such an exchange (or evening of the score) is
perhaps not just a mercenary attack, but a renewed attempt to form a concept by creating
repeated instances of the problem of inclusion/exclusion according to physical properties.
This attempt has not succeeded, though the abandonment of the 'have-nots' by the 'haves'
has taken place on ever larger scales. Now the 'haves' are some 250 million people, while
the 'have-nots' are 5.5 billion. One reason for this is that the translation of the problem of
having and lacking the penis into the economic terms of having and lacking the means of
livelihood has created numberless new problems and disguised their common origin in
the infantile misperception. Here, differently from the childhood nightmare (where it may
be feared that mothers give away their penises to their male children), the 'have-nots' do
actually give to the 'haves'--though this is concealed by an over-emphasis on the value
and deserving of the 'haves,' whose 'one' positions are held in place by hierarchies and
gained by competition and domination.

The misunderstanding that is creating this terrible distortion in values (and in reality
itself) is very profound but so innocent and obvious as to be invisible. It is just
masculation and the consequent turning away from the mothering model that is making
us value death and destruction over life and well-being for all. The 'haves' should be
giving to the 'have-nots,' giving to satisfy needs, not abandoning or killing them to punish
them for not having--or so that the 'haves' will value their possessions, jobs, money, and
phalluses more. I am trying to explain patterns that I believe underlie our problems. I do
not deny that many men love their children, and that boys often retain the capacity for
nurturing, but I believe these patterns cut deep channels in our culture and influence the
behavior of all in needlessly negative ways.

Nurturing Exchange

The abstraction, boy = father, is made more important than the concrete creative
nurturing relation in the internal ('marginal')7 priority list of the parents. The visible
physical similarity is more important than the behavioral or the on-going ad hoc
construction of the self, based on love. Yet, that has to happen, too, though it happens
through servitude by the mother and deserving by the child. Equivalence between the
child and father is self-confirming by such mirroring effects as the child reflecting the
father reflecting himself in him (the father fulfilling himself as sample 'one' through being
the equivalent to which the boy is relative) and through other examples of the concept
relations in the wider context. Giftgiving is other-confirming. Presently, it is wrongly
nurturing exchange as its 'other’ and confirming equivalence, the principle of substitution.
It nurtures the contradiction of itself, the substitution of giftgiving, and its replacement by



the phallic equation. Giftgivers give to the process of exchange as our 'other,' and we also
make the boy our 'other' by letting the father sample substitute us--creating the male
image (of equivalence and substitution) for him to follow. A simple other-oriented
process gives to a complex and artificial self-reflecting one.

The mother upholds and nurtures the boy's similarity to the father; she affirms the
importance of their similarity, while it is both obvious and unseen that she does not
require the boy's similarity to herself, because she is in fact nurturing him--who is
someone different from herself (different first because he is a child, and then because he
is being made male). The privileging and the father's attention seem to be conditional
upon the boy's similarity to the father, and perhaps on the size of the child (big boy), and
therefore also upon the size of the penis, which is not really like the father's anyway.
(Their equation is therefore only counter-factual and programmatic in the beginning.)

To this can be added the need or desire to assert paternity and, therefore, also a
privileging of other individual physical similarities, such as facial features, hair and skin
color, height. Even behavioral traits can be identified as similar. Then, also, obedience to
the father's word makes the boy act according to his father's plan, thereby showing who
the child 'belongs' to. The character of 'belonging to' is important also for girls. They need
to belong to the father and, therefore, should be obedient to his Law, even if they have to
be like the mother, eventually. This requirement comes about because property and the
concept coincide as one-many patterns. Since the father cannot be the gender model for
the girl (the other one-many pattern), the property relation emerges more strongly. Girls
follow the model of their mothers in belonging to the father, and in giving importance to
the one-many concept relation among males.

To keep the gift and exchange paradigms in place, it is often necessary for exchangers to
avoid even the appearance of giftgiving. However, a lot of giftgiving in exchange does
happen, through surplus labor, gift labor, and just as the result of cheating. Even things
like inflation, printing new money, and exchange rate differentials provide free gifts for
some. All this is all hidden by an appearance of equal exchange. That is why we have to
keep our gaze fixed on the appearance of equality, and that is one gift of equality--that it
hides the gifts of giftgiving and the bridging of diversity. It does the same in the boy's
change of categories. The equality with his father hides what he has lost to gain his
privilege--the giftgiving he seems to have been dispossessed of, cheated out of--where
the good actually comes from. Once giftgiving is given up, it is as if society decides to
cut its losses in the compromise. Equal exchange seems to be the best that can be had, so
we focus on its gifts which are the values of patriarchy: safety under the rule of the
honored and (occasionally) benign patriarch, equality, and justice. They are accompanied
by the domination and blotting out of the values of giftgiving and abundance: other
orientation, kindness, tolerance, diversity, and the leap of love across the synapse.

1 Money takes the place of the owner as the concept 'sample’ to which commodities are
related as values, until it is given up and the commodities become related as property to



new owners as 'samples.' A 'one-many' property relation is taken over by a 'one-many’
value concept relation, and then a new 'one-many' property relation occurs.

2 See Annette Weiner's book on the cross-cultural economic logic of not-giving:
Inalienable Possessions, The Paradox of Keeping-While-Giving, The University of
California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1992.

3 I believe the OBN (Old Boys' Network), like the group of property owners, incarnates
the differential values of words opposed to one another in the langue. Women and
children have historically been to their husband and fathers as properties are to their
owners and as things are to the words which stand for them. Each of the members of the
category of husbands/fathers is in a differential, mutually exclusive relation with every
other while in a one-many relation with his own family. The husband/father has to keep
the other 'ones' from taking his place and property owners face the same challenge. In the
langue, each word is in a differential relation with all the others, while it is in a 'one-
many' inclusive relation with the things which are related to it as their name. We said that
when the sample is no longer necessary for forming the concept, it becomes just another
thing of that kind. However, its removal might also be attributed to its being incorporated
or subsumed into the word, a kind of logofication. Males (especially those in 'superior’
categories) appear to become words, while females (and others in 'inferior' categories)
appear to become things, 'reified.'

4 The idea of buying and selling labor time seems clear enough, but there are many
differences between the ownership of our lives and the ownership of property. Our
relation to our lives is really not 'one-many,' as our relation to property is, even though
we can divide it into time periods, and we may or may not have many marketable
qualities or abilities.

5 The institution of welfare defines the excluded category as 'poor' and allows some
minimal giftgiving to be done by the patriarchal state. This is a paradoxical masculation
of people as 'have-nots' with consequent humiliation, allowing the subsistence of an
underclass who believe their poverty is due to their personal defects ('lacks').

6 Perhaps the monetary support he gives his wife is a way of making her 'have' what he
could not give his mother.

Chapter 9
Is=9$

The need which a word-gift satisfies is not a need directly for the object, or a need to

consume it. That is why we do not have to carry the things we are talking about around
with us, like the philosophers in Jonathan Swift's Gulliver's Travels. As our experience
goes on, ever-new communicative needs arise to establish human relations of inclusion



with one another, in regard to all the parts of the world. We satisfy those communicative
needs by giving verbal gifts to establish the relations, instead of giving and receiving
material gifts. By doing this, we transform what might have seemed an objective world
into an intensely giftgiving world, in which humans interact with each other on the gift
basis, at least in this one area of their lives, all the time. Linguistic giftgiving continues to
happen, whatever else we do, even when we are acting in very inhumane ways towards
each other. Indeed, if we could bring our actions in the material world into alignment
with the gift aspects of language, we would have the basis for the flowering of humanity.

Word-gifts, however, have several advantages over most material gifts. First, words are
easy for humans to make and store. Second, the different instances of a word are used by
us as one word. This collapsing of the different sound events into one allows the
possibility of the word's being for each of us the 'same thing' that it is for others. It also
makes the word something which can easily be in two, or many, places at the same time.
Third, these peculiarities give rise to the generality of the word, in that it can be used over
and over by many, as something to which things can be related and with regard to which
human relations can be established. A word can be made by virtually anyone and also
received by virtually anyone.

The act of substitution of verbal gifts for material gifts, as well as for 'immaterial' things,
events, situations, ideas which are seen as for-others, is a specifically human act. The
word is a special



In the definition, the verb “to be’ substitutes for
of substitution of a word for other words or of a
f‘“q or phrase for a kind of thing.

Acts of
substitution

The verb “to be” is the substitute word qift for
the (kind of) useful things which are acts of substi-
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Figure 14. Substituting the acts of substitution inserts a meta moment into the sentence.

As the single substitute for acts of substitution, 'is' becomes very general.

kind of substitute gift and the communicative needs which it satisfies are specifically
human needs, which have also adapted to the means of their satisfaction. Multiply the
needs by the number of things there are to talk about that are relevant enough to people to
occasion a single word-gift (a name) to arise in their regard, and we have a linguistic gift
plenum of an immense variety and combinability, in which each word participates as one

among many and which everyone in the community can potentially use.



To Be Meta

There is one abstract word, the verb 'to be' (also called the 'copula'), which has given
philosophers a great deal to think about. Although it is not used in all languages, where it
does exist its presence is intriguing. Its quantitative and logical transcription as '=' seems
to be as widespread as the market economy. I believe that in the definition, the verb 'to
be' is a word-gift which satisfies a communicative need arising from the very sentence in
which it is embedded. It substitutes for the acts of gift-substitution just performed or
about to be performed by the other words in the sentence. In 'a cat is a domestic feline,’
'1s' is the substitute gift for the act of gift-substitution, which is performed by means of
'cat." At the same time, it substitutes for the next gift-substitution, 'domestic feline,' which
can thus be seen as an act of the same kind as 'cat.' Taking the verb 'to be' as a word-gift
substitute for other gift acts, which are happening within the sentence of which it is a
part, allows us to consider it a 'meta’ part of the sentence. (See Figure 14.) This accounts
for the present-time character of the verb 'to be,' since its referents (the 'things' related to
it) are immediately there, happening in the same sentence. This act of word-gift
substitution is itself a service, done for the other person. It satisfies a meta sentential
communicative need, the need for a word re-presentation of the acts happening in the
present sentence, establishing a relation between persons to them in the here and now.
This insertion of a shift into a meta moment inside the sentence mediates its function as a
definition, allowing the definiendum to substitute for the definiens.

If language does indeed function according to the principle of substitute giftgiving, it
should be clear that a very large number of acts of substitution must be occurring all the
time as we speak. The act is itself a very general one. The word which functions as
substitute gift for the act of substitution is therefore the most general of words. There are
no other words at the same level of generality. This does not prevent it from remaining
humble and being used abundantly. It is because of its unique position that the verb 'to be'
is itself difficult to define, but we do try to define it, since it seems to be just a word like
any other. Our minds boggle and seem to expand to the whole world and contract to the
immediate present, when we say such things as 'being is.' Perhaps this is because 'being'--
the verb 'to be'--is a meta word-gift (not a simple substitute, but the gift-substitute for the
act of word gift-substitution itself). It is both very general and does not have a group of
terms at its own level of generality to which it could be opposed as a value.1

In order for words and the communicative needs which they satisfy to develop, there has
to be a verbal plane that is maintained as a common-place alongside the rest of life. When
things become important enough on the nonverbal plane, they acquire a permanent
communicative gift on the verbal plane in the form of a word. We use that word as we
shift our communicative giftgiving from the nonverbal to the verbal plane. That shift may
be seen as a substitution: we access the verbal gift and use it in place of the nonverbal gift
(or in the definition, in place of other verbal gifts) to create bonds with another. It is this
shift or act of substitution itself that we name when we say 'is.' That is why we can use 'is'
both when we speak of something that is nonverbal, pointing it out (deixis), as in "That is
a cat,' and when we use a verbal definiens, 'A cat is a furry friendly animal with a long
tail.' In both cases, 'is' re-presents the shift from a nonverbal to a verbal gift. One, from



the reality plane to the verbal (passing through the relatively empty place-taker 'that') and
the other from the reality plane to the verbal plane, and then again to a more constant
element of the verbal plane.

Sentences combine general collective word-gifts to satisfy contingent and particular
communicative needs. Each of the aspects of a situation or event, taken singly, can be
seen as related to a word-gift, its name. When the words are taken together in sequence
(what linguists call the axis of 'metonymy'), they combine and collaborate with each other
(by giving to and receiving from each other), particularizing each other to satisfy a
particular communicative need arising from the situation which the speaker and listener
are addressing. Together, they are a provisional and fleeting way of bringing forward
some elements of the world as relevant, distinguishing them from elements that are not
relevant. They provide a combination of words to which the relevant elements are related,
at least for the moment.2

The relation between words and things, as well as the concept relation we have been
discussing, take place on what linguists have called the axis of 'metaphor.' Here things at
different levels are related to one another on the basis of an equivalence and the ability of
an element on one plane to take the place of others on another. The axis of metaphor
often involves the one-many polarity.3 Metonymy and metaphor work together in
discourse, as well as in definitions. Strings of words (metonymy), many of which are
individually in one-many relations with the things for which they are substitute gifts
(metaphor), are put together according to transposed gift relations. Providing a word as a
substitute gift is itself a particular kind of service.

The verb 'to be' constitutes an intersection and a passage between the two axes of
metonymy (contiguity) and metaphor (substitution). As a substitute gift for the act of
substitution, it is metaphor, but as a substitute placed alongside the things for which it
stands (the other acts of gift-substitution in the sentence), it is contiguous and forms a
metonymical succession. As we saw above, on the axis of contiguity, a sentence replays
gift relations which could take place on the nonverbal level. However, the definition
differs from other types of sentences, because it is constructed according to layers of
substitution, in which the definiens serves as provisional word-gift phrase for the kind of
thing being defined, and the definiendum then takes the place of the definiens as the
constant and general name of that kind of thing for the listener. The definition is a service
the speaker performs for the listener, creating an inclusive relation and giving, in the
moment, something (a word gift) that may last the listener's lifetime.

Such logical connectives as 'both/and,’' 'either/or,' and 'not' modify (are given to) the verb
'to be,' so as to make it the substitute gift for the act of substitution of two or more items
'a cat is both a feline and a domestic animal,' one of two items 'a cat is either feline or
canine,’ or for something other than the item mentioned. 'A cat is not a canine' says that
the first term does not satisfy the same general communicative need as the second term
and, therefore, cannot be substituted for it. Syllogistic 'if/then' ("if all a's are b's and all b's
are c's, then all a's are c¢'s") says that 'a,' 'b,' 'c' are gift substitutes for the same 'thing.' The
principle of gift-substitution, shifting planes, functions between language and the world,



as well as within language itself in the definition and at a meta level with the verb 'to be'
in the definition.

On the other hand, when we use the verb 'to be' to describe something in the world, 'the
dog is brown,' we use 'is' to 'give' or attribute 'brown' to 'dog.' The dog has the 'property’
or gift of being brown (given by the universe or the dog painter, the source is not at
issue). A thorough discussion of all of the possibilities of the interpretation of language
using the gift paradigm, though fascinating, would make this book too long and
academic. I want only to suggest some of the possibilities in order to go on to the
discussion of exchange for money in their light.

The definition is different from the sentences of ongoing discourse, because it has more
to do with the process of gift-substitution itself and serves a meta linguistic gift function,
satisfying the need of the listener for a word she does not have. However, in a sense, the
definition has been drained of its giftgiving aspects for centuries by patriarchal
philosophers and linguists, for whom it seemed to be expressing 'objective'4 aseptic
relations among words, instead of relations among persons. These objective relations
among words are regulated by abstract laws of syntax similar to the abstract laws which
regulate our masculated society.

We can restore the gift principle to language, recognizing that the patterns of gift
relations among persons continue in language and are also trans-lated or shifted from the
human level to the verbal. Since misogyny has blinded us and kept us from recognizing
those relations among persons, we have never thought of looking for them in language.
Instead, we have recognized abstract and arbitrary laws similar to those we create for the
regulation of masculated behavior in patriarchy. We might ask if our laws are a syntax
used to regulate the self-supremacy of each of our isolated incarnated (male) words, or if
our idea of syntax is extrapolated from our rules of domination, command and obedience.
It might also seem that the verb 'to be' drains the sentence of giftgiving just as
masculation drains the society.

Actually, I believe that this appearance comes from the fact that the verb 'to be' is
associated with the definition (which is itself originally a benign process) where the
mechanism of substitution is used internally in a way which is different from the flow of
speech. The giftgiving in the definition takes place between persons at a meta linguistic
level through a substitution of words for other words. Since the process is different from
the rest of speech, its gifts may not be apparent, and the 'over-taking' function of the
definiendum may appear to be the 'fault' of the verb 'to be.' However, it is really the
primordial use of the definition in masculation (the different levels of substitution and the
hall-of-mirrors effect) that rubs off on the verb 'to be,' giving it a bad name. Some people
involved with General Semantics have felt that they should avoid the verb 'to be'
altogether, and they have eliminated it from their speech.5 It is not the verb 'to be' which
is parasitic upon humanity, however, but puer-patri-archy. Returning to the gift paradigm
in economics (as in language) will allow, among many other things, the restoration of the
verb 'to be'to its rightful place as part of the mother tongue.



Being and Money

The same thing happens in the definition with 'to be' that happens now in exchange for
money--which is a substitute for the act of substitution of another's product for one's own,
and one's own product for that of another. The substitution happens even though the
products themselves are particular--not standing as general, but only as particular
equivalents and substitutes for the products of the person with whom the exchange takes
place. Moreover, the act of substitution is not yet complete when money has been
substituted for it. Like 'to be,' money forms a metonymic succession with that for which it
stands, but it does so by actually interrupting that act and placing itself in the middle of it,
pushing the first product away. The buyer's money often begins the process in the same
space with the product it is being exchanged for (contiguous with it), but then, acting on
the axis of metaphor, it physically supplants the seller's product, changing hands.

The substitution of money for a product anticipates the substitution of the money for
another product, and a reversal of the roles of seller and buyer. Since money takes the
place of all products as their general equivalent, it has the character of generality, which
they do not. Every time it takes their place, it provides this character of generality and
connection with others in the society, for that particular transaction. Every time it is given
away for other products, this character of generality and connection is given away by the
buyer. The substitution of the act of exchange for money for the direct act of substitution
of one product for another in barter does almost the same thing in the economic realm
that the verb 'to be' does in the definition. It creates a metonymic moment with what it
has substituted (the products)--but this requires human beings to take part in the "phrase’
as actors. The actors take turns in their roles of seller and buyer, and this alters the
metonymic succession, keeping it from developing into other kinds of 'sentences' beyond
the 'definition.'6

The exchangers can, however, operate upon the plane of substitution and buy in order to
sell, so as to increase the quantity of general equivalent that they hold. The linguistic axis
of metonymy is recreated in another way in the addition of quantitatively and
qualitatively similar units to one another (one plus one plus one) in the numerical system
by which value is assessed in price. This also permits the addition of sums of money to
one another, which provides the possibility of hoarding and the development of capital.

Since it has retained the character of material gift and concept sample in a situation of
private property, money actually does have to be physically substituted for products and
received or given away in their place (axis of metaphor). When it is present in one's
hands, they are not; when they are present, it is not. And we do actually have to carry it
around with us in order to give it to others, as a substitute for their products. The process
of linguistic substitution has come full circle; the word has been re-incarnated. Swift's
scenario has also proved true. (Little do we know, we have the verb 'to be' jingling in our
pockets.) I believe that subconscious reasons often influence the symbols, as well as the
words that 'stick' in our culture. Thus, the striking similarity of the dollar sign '$' to 'is'
seems to me to support the identification of 'to be' with money.7



Money substitutes the seller's product, and exchange for money substitutes the act of
substitution for her own product, which will take place when she, the seller, becomes a
buyer. If the situation had been one of barter, each person's product would have been
substituted by the product of the other. Rather than receiving the buyer's product directly,
the seller receives its substitute in the artificial product, money. At the same time, this
substitution anticipates the next substitution by the next seller. The whole process takes
the place of the process of barter, which takes the place of giftgiving. Exchange for
money creates a temporal lapse in the metonymic succession of the moments of barter.
Money can be exchanged for one product and then held for days or years before it is
exchanged for another. It pulls the interaction together in its different moments, creating
its own social space, the market. Exchange takes the products and the material 'word,'
which defines them out of context (physically decontextualizes them) in a way which
emphasizes the decontextualized aspect of the definition.

Since money has the character of measure of value, it functions also as a word in that
respect, on the axis of 'metaphor' (substitution). In its defining mode, it answers the
question 'what is it?' with a price.8 The market may be seen as the social area in which
products and their general equivalent are taken out of context in order to define, evaluate
and exchange them. This co-existence and shifting of planes, and the use of verbal
mechanisms in nonverbal areas, allows for the introduction of variables which would not
exist with either giftgiving or barter.

In the situation of barter, one person's product equals the other's. However, both are
individual products, and they belong to a dyad. They only substitute each other and,
though this gives them a common quality reciprocally as substitutes, no general concept
can be formed with regard to them because a one-many relation is necessary for that to
happen. Then the whole process of exchange for money takes the place of barter, so that a
concept-formation type of process is put into effect regarding those two or any individual
products, expressing their common quality as substitutes for each other but related to all
other products and, therefore, having general value.

Because of the situation of scarcity and the mutual exclusion of private property, the
exchangers only want to exchange quantitatively equal items, so they must be able to
evaluate them, to know 'what they are' in terms of price. The linguistic dialectic comes
into play again: What they are 'for others' in general in the society determines what they
are, what price they will have, for the individuals, as well. A social need for this
evaluation (and for the substitute equivalent in which it is made) begins to exist as a
communicative need, an element which is necessary for the communication and
interaction of the persons regarding the transmission (giving) to one another of their
private property.

Then we seem to need the substitute equivalent money for itself, not for the products it
substitutes. What was a linguistic communicative need has become a material need on the
economic plane. This has happened because private property alters the giftgiving co-
munity, isolating us from each other as owners of goods. Our lack of material co-
munication creates a situation similar to that of isolated consciousnesses without



language. We therefore have a common need for the means of co-munication, of
establishing and altering our relations to each other with regard to things--in this case our
private property. This means of co-munication is the material gift concept-sample
substitute, money. Exchange value is the product's value (relevance) to distorted material
co-munication (exchange) in a situation of private property. It is quantitatively assessable
through the material sample equivalent and substitute gift ($).

From a third person, outsider point of view, the 'phrase' in which money is the verb 'to be'
becomes complete by repetition (for example, one shirt equals twenty dollars equals ten
pounds of beans). And from that point of view, the interactors are indeed satisfying each
other's needs, each giving to the other what she does not have and receiving from the
other what she needs. Money is simply a substitute gift, given from one to the other,
satisfying the communicative need that arises every time she has to decide what to
receive from others. But of course, these are rose-colored 'objective' glasses. In fact, if a
person's product or work cannot be sold, it is outside the market (as if it were beyond the
confines of the concept) and does not 'exist' as far as exchange is concerned. It is not
substitutable by another product, and there will be no act of substitution by the money-
verb $ in regard to it. If her work is valueless for others, her decision as to what to receive
to satisfy her need is completely powerless. Her demand is not 'effective.' Her need does
not 'exist,' because giftgiving to needs has itself been substituted.

Being and the Aberrant Norm

The similar functions of the verb 'to be,' the Phallus and money suggest a connection
among the different realms of language, sexuality, and economics. This is a connection
which is 'genetic' in the sense that masculation provides the genesis of the Phallus and of
money, as well as the phallic investment of 'to be.'9 If the father did not take the place of
the mother as sample, there would be no possibility of substituting that act of substitution.
(There would be no act of substitution there to substitute.) Masculation would no longer
exist to project exchange onto society as its economic way, so there would be no
communicative need for money, and it would not have the function of the word. The verb
'to be' itself would not become hypostatized, because it would not be invested
psychologically by equivalence with the Phallus. Thus, while the connections may indeed
be there, they are artificial--because masculation itself is an artificial, unnecessary and
damaging aspect of the boy's socialization. Together, the Phallus, money, and 'to be'
confirm a false picture, or to say it in another way, they are all the 'marks' of the aberrant
norm.

Perhaps the real problem is precocious Phallic genitalization taking the place of the oral
stage for children. The penis or Phallus would take the place of the breast as invested
object of interest. The boy's 'mark' 'gives' him privilege, because it puts him in the
'superior' category--in a manipulative, if 'x' then 'y' way--while the mother's breasts gave
to him directly. Its erotization coincides with the estrangement of the boy into the
privileged, non-nurturing category. Thus, it may appear not only that he gave up the
breast and got the penis, but the gift process may become identified with the internal
sensations of eating and evacuating (having to do with the oral stage), while his change of



category has to do with genitalization and the penis (an external part of the body). The
gender identity of the boy then depends upon a polar equation with the (bigger) father,
who is always in the equivalent position and is the large sample of genitalization. Thus,
the boy's identification in relation to a polarized equivalent takes over from the
giftgiving, turntaking and sometimes playful construction of identity with the mother.
Here quantification begins to be important, because the quantity (size) of the phallus may
appear to be the reason the father, not the boy, is in the polarized 'one' position. Phallic
quantity appears to be the most important quality.10

Quantitative Material Co-munication

It is not a qualitative word or evaluation that is given in exchange but a quantitative word
or evaluation. Money does the same thing on the material plane that words do on the
verbal. Prices explicitly express material co-municative needs as quantities of money.
They are served by quantities of material money taking over the role of words-as-gifts.
The co-municative need that prices express is the need for a means of co-munication the
sellers of those products do not have. Money is the word, but differently from language,
the 'communicators' have to produce (and actually give up) the things it stands for in
order to get it. Money, like male identity is an incarnated word. In its transference onto
the material plane, it too has become somewhat distorted away from the original word
functions. Like a word, its only real use is in being given to others; yet money can be
hoarded and accumulated.

Because money is the general gift substitute for the act of substitution, it influences every
particular act of substitution (exchange) by relating it to all the others. Money is the
material in which the values of products relative to each other and to us can be
quantitatively expressed. As such, it is like language in which words are available to
express the qualitative values of all the parts of our world in relation to each other and to
us. Money is a one-word (material) language.11 Those who do not have it cannot 'speak.'
They do not belong to the 'species,' the category of those who do have it.12

1 Perhaps 'to exist' is almost as general.

2 In the definition, a continuing tension or polarity between what is said and what is not
said, what is present as an equivalent and what is excluded, aids in the fore-grounding of
relevant elements or items, as opposed to those which are not relevant or valuable at the
moment. If I say 'a cat is a four legged animal,' for instance, I do not need to say 'a cat is
not a two-legged animal' or 'two-legged is not four-legged, because the assertion of 'four-
legged' already excludes 'two-legged.' The foregrounding of elements that takes place
gradually in the concept formation process (and more or less deliberately in the
definition) is simply implied in the use of words for communicative need satisfaction in
the flow of adult speech.



3 Metaphor and metonymy (substitution and combination) are two poles of language
function which are also found in aphasia (speech loss) in a 'similarity disorder' or a
'contiguity disorder.' See Roman Jakobson, op. cit., Ch.7.

4 We should suspect 'objectivity' as a reification or fetishization having to do with phallic
property and its analogs, from toy cars and trains to guns and missiles. The boy's male
identity concept and private property are two transposed concept relations among things
as opposed to an ad hoc giving-and-receiving identity. Thus a concept relation among
things constitutes the male identity, not a configuration of subjectivities constructed
through giving and receiving. When things which have been deprived of their gift
character are proposed as 'presents' to be re-"presented' the gift connection between the
levels becomes invisible. The "present' appears to have only to do with time not with the
gift. However, perhaps the temporal aspect of 'present’ derives from the fact that the
satisfaction of needs focusses us on the here and now.

5 To Be or Not: An E-Prime Anthology, ISGS, San Francisco, 1992.

6 In barter, exchange remains a particular dyad, not in relation to a general equivalent. A
barter system provides many moments of dyadic exchange requiring calculations of
equivalence according to time or some other standard. It is important not to confuse
barter with giftgiving. Barter is still giving-in-order-to-receive, while giftgiving is
directed towards the need of the other. The logics are different. The barter systems and
alternative monies that are presently being developed in green and bio-regionalist groups
might be considered a step towards a gift economy. However, they continue to be based
on exchange and contain the defects of exchange, one of which is taking-the-place-of
giftgiving. I want to be very clear that giftgiving and barter are not the same thing.
Abolishing money is like abolishing the verb 'to be.' It doesn't solve the problems caused
by masculation and exchange.

7 Money is actually an icon of words in that every instance of a coin of one denomination
is considered the 'same thing,' making it possible for 'one thing' to be many places at
once, which is what allows it to become general like the word.

8 Both the market and language are ways of determining whether something is the 'same
thing,' having the same value for the people involved, whether this is cultural-linguistic or
economic value. The determination of a price is a collective process similar to the
collective attribution of value, which gives rise to a name.

9 For the present argument, the Phallus re-presents or takes the place of the act of
substitution of the father for the mother, making its function similar to that of the verb 'to
be,' with the general social symbolic character that Lacan believed was norm-al. Jean
Joseph Goux has much to say on the Phallus and money as the general equivalent in
Symbolic Economies: After Marx and Freud translated from the French by Jennifer
Curtiss Gage, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 1990 [1973]. I highly recommend Goux's
book for a more psychoanalytic and historical approach to many of these issues, at least
those regarding exchange.



10 Jerry Fodor says that Vigotsky's idea of the concept is too philosophical and criticizes
his belief that the concept requires the abstraction of a 'sensory invariant.' Yet we have
been describing a widespread situation in which the male 'mark’ is the sensory invariant
of the privileged category, 'abstracted' by our childrearing practices. Money is the sensory
invariant for the privileged category of people who have succeeded in being economic
'ones.' See J. A. Fodor 1972 "Some Reflections on L.S. Vigotsky's Thought and
Language" in Cognition 1, 83-95.

11 As Jerry Martien shows (op. cit.), wampum was a many-word material language. It is
not surprising that the Europeans redefined wampum in terms of their one word material
language, money.

12 It is as if there were a moment in pre-history when those who could speak became part
of the group and those who could not were left to die, in a cruel 'evolutionary' strategy.
We seem to be imitating that pre-historic moment. Those who 'have' the word are
privileged and those who 'have not' seem to deserve to die. From the Greeks for whom
everyone who did not speak Greek was a 'barbarian' to modern speakers of any language
other than standard English, those who do not possess the 'sample' language are excluded
from the privileged category.

Chapter 10
Value

"Gracias a la Vida'

If we take giftgiving seriously, we can at last understand more about our human relation
to reality as a given. I believe there is a certain 'grain' to our experience that comes from
our capacity to give and receive. We have evolved to perceive things at this level. For
example, we perceive apples as round, red objects which we can pick from trees and eat
or give to others to eat, not as collections of atoms, because we cannot give and receive
them as atoms. It is conceivable that we might nurture ourselves with parts of nature as
atoms (by osmosis perhaps), but it would be very difficult to nurture each other with
them. For instance, transporting atoms to a different location, handling and preparing
them, supplying them to the other person, etc. would all be difficult. At the level of
perception, physical integrity and dexterity to which we have evolved, we can nurture
each other relatively easily with things of certain sizes and kinds. Language expands this
giving and receiving 'grain,' giving it added dimensions of collective importance,
abstraction, generality, imagination, space and time.

A theory of knowledge could be developed which identifies knowledge with the gratitude
experienced by the individual as the recipient of the gifts given by life, nature, culture



and other individuals. In gratitude, we respond to our on-going experience and remember
both gifts and their sources--the food we eat and the words we learn, the people who give
them to us and the cultures they came from. Those who are deprived of the good things of
life by poverty, cruelty or disease are being deprived of their human right to knowledge,
to experience the givens of life with gratitude. (The song "Gracias a la Vida" expresses
the gratitude all of us, rich or poor, can feel for the most basic gifts of life.)
Unfortunately, we have misplaced our gratitude away from the mother onto the father,
and we have placed our faith in this change and in ex-change. We are, therefore, more
conscious of the father and of exchange; we know more about them than we do about
giftgiving, towards which we have learned to be ungrateful. We see ex-change and the
ego as necessary for our survival and are grateful for a chance to participate in the
market.

Creative Receptivity and the Giving 'Grain'

If we consider receptivity as passive (and passivity as receptive), we will never
understand our own interactions with our environment, our language, each other. In fact,
things have qualities which are valuable to us because we can respond to or receive them.
(It is not that they exist because we can receive them, but that they are useful because we
can use them for our needs.) An apple seems red, round and good to us, because we are
physically, psychologically and socially adapted to creatively receive and use it. We are
also physically, psychologically and socially adapted to creatively receive the word
'apple,' to which we attribute some of the cultural value of apples, because it substitutes
for them as a gift in co-munication (even though it is not itself red, round, or good to eat).
If we had been able to give and creatively receive apples as collections of atoms, we
might have evolved to perceive them in that way. We do not have any way of handling
them or giving them to each other at that level. Instead, we have physically and culturally
evolved to perceive them as round and red, aided by our language. The kinds of sense
perceptions we have are pertinent to the level of complication of our activity. At this
level, we can also perceive sounds as such instead of as vibrations of air.

Perceptions having to do with a finer grain, for example, collections of atoms, or the
actions of enzymes in our digestive processes, or a grosser grain, such as the migration of
human families or groups, are not available to us per se, because we do not have ways of
giving and creatively receiving them. Instruments and methods, such as microscopes and
sociological statistics, have indeed been developed to study events at different levels of
complication with the goal of satisfying needs--which are themselves finally perceived at
the everyday level. The goal is also usually that of making a profit, for example, in the
case of enzymes by devising medicines, or, in the case of the migrant workers, by
accessing cheap labor. Without the information provided by specialized disciplines, we
must receive the influences of finer or grosser-grained reality passively. Once food enters
our stomachs, we no longer perceive it at the level of gifts, but can only passively allow
our enzymes' automatic processes.

Our language and the world we perceive are fine-tuned to a level in which we can give to
and receive from each other without special instruments, microscopes, telescopes,



surveys or statistics. If we consider this level apart from language, it is the level of 'sense
data,' the world as a given. We can only consider it this way when we have language,
however. If language originally derives from material gift giving co-munication, its grain
has become, by now, much finer than that of the material gifts that can actually be given
by humans to each other. We can communicate about the color red with each other, its
location on the breast of the bluebird singing in the tree, yet we cannot actually give each
other the color or the location.

Much scientific and philosophical investigation goes into the nature of our sense data and
experiential givens. However, both kinds of investigations take place as such after the
giving-and-receiving co-municative mode has been established in childhood nurturing,
and language has been learned by the investigators. Sense data and experience become
interpretable by people as givens after nurturing has established gross-grained giftgiving
and receiving as important and language has given them the fine-grained analysis made
by the life process of the collective.

The extension of the number of substitute word-gifts to cover aspects of experience
which cannot be directly given provides the collective fine-grain which allows
ungiveable gifts to be understood as finer-grained givens. Thus, we can receive the color
red, the momentary location of the bluebird, the detailed geological, horticultural,
biological and cultural histories of the world as givens, because we can communicate
about them and satisfy one anothers' communicative needs, forming our relations with
each other linguistically in their regard, even though we cannot actually hand them over
to each other.

There are various reasons why some kinds of gifts cannot be given. For example, a
mountain is ungiveable because it is too large. The color red is ungiveable as such
because it is too firmly attached to the objects of which it is a part: we can give a red ball
but we cannot give the color red without the ball--or the ball without some coloration.
Alternatively, if the red color we are talking about is a subjective sensation, like an after-
image, it cannot be perceived by others as such, much less handed over to them. Some
things, such as facts and events, cannot be given directly, because they are too transitory
and evanescent.

For example, the fact that the bird is singing in the tree cannot be given, as such, because
it is fleeting and its components can be easily changed. The bird can stop singing and fly
away, creating a new, or many new events. However, we can grasp (receive) fleeting
events as givens and give them again as gifts if we relate their constant and repeatable
elements (the bird, the singing, and the tree) to the substitute gifts--the words which
people in our society use to give to each other in their place. By combining those words
in orderly ways (together with some meta-gift instruction words or 'marks' like 'the' or 'in'
or 'ing"), we make them also give to and receive from each other--forming relatively
short-lived substitute gifts (sentences) which we give to each other. In this way, we make
ungiveable events giveable, forming ourselves as a co-munity in regard to them. Through
our gifts to each other, we are able to creatively receive ever-changing experience as a
common ground, given to us together.



Once we learn how to co-municate and to use language, we do not need to put either
ability into practice all the time. We can leave language aside and simply consider sense
data as givens, but the gifts of language are usually already in place when we approach
the world as a given without them. Moreover, leaving language aside is itself a procedure
which requires language. The world we experience is a gift and a given, because we can
creatively receive and give aspects and parts of it, enhanced by our ability to receive and
give the verbal (and nonverbal) substitute gifts to which the givens give up their value for
co-munication. (Most things are probably not actually giving gifts to each other. We are
doing it for them.) Like receiving, giving-way can be creative and attribute value to the
other. Things give way to words as gifts because we make them do it1--we give them a
substitute--but we make words do what we want them to do also. Giving way attributes
value to the other by implication in the same way that giving implies the value of the
other. The value given to words by things which allow their place to be taken as gifts is
met by the value people give to words as the means of satisfying the communicative
needs of others. Words are thus the recipients of value attributions from at least two
directions (in addition to their value-as-position in the langue). By standing aside together
in the present, allowing their place to be taken by words in combination, things appear to
be related to each other and more valuable for the moment than their surroundings, and
we give our attention to them.

The linguistic mediation of a perception or an experience constitutes a secondary gift that
gives us common access to the perception or experience as a value or as a communicative
or material need-satisfying good. We can consequently act in a variety of ways towards
the good, which we can give to and receive from each other, consume alone, take turns
using, combine with other goods, take apart, save for later, etc. We can also simply
satisfy communicative needs in regard to something, making ourselves who we are as its
common perceivers - perceivers of apples, for example. When we know a language we
can also just think about apples in their substitutability without directly relating them to
words. We maintain a direction towards the community in our thinking2 because the
potential for communicative needs and word-gifts which satisfy them is always there.

The value given by things to words and by words to things at the level of the lexicon
(langue) is somewhat grosser-grained than the value attributed through sentences. In fact,
like things, words are general gifts of the culture which are creatively received by the
culture, as well as by individuals (the many being more than just a collection of 'ones').
Except for the special cases of naming, definition and language teaching, the uses of
words in combination in sentences provide the gifts of individuals to others who
creatively receive them, the satisfaction of communicative needs and attributions of
value, at a finer grain than that of words taken alone. There are really two different
processes going on--the meta-linguistic gift of words through naming and the definition
(upon which masculation and exchange are constructed), and language which uses gift
processes to facilitate on-going communication, the development of the social subject and
object, her community, her world and world view. The existence of different levels
allows individual giving and receiving on the basis of social giving and receiving, an
interplay of 'grains.’'



Things that are important or valuable require our creative-receptive attention. We
appreciate the value they already have, while at the same time we attribute value to them.
Appreciation and attribution are similar to creative receiving and giving. Gratitude is an
aspect of both. We use things to satisfy needs, and we attribute value to others (or to
ourselves) by satisfying needs.

The many values of the world for the community of humans are registered in language. A
similar process causes the exchange value of commodities to be registered in money.
When we receive the satisfaction of our needs by others (and the consequent implication
of our value for them), we can appreciate what has been given to us, and the others as its
source, in gratitude. We can also ignore the source, or see ourselves as the cause of our
own good. In linguistic (and other sign-based) communication, we can share a point of
view and attribute value or give attention to the same things, selecting them as relevant
from our on-going experience and using the social gifts that take the place of those
material (or immaterial) gifts or givens.

What we give value to is in our focus; we direct our creative receptivity towards it. What
we do not give value to remains outside our focus. Our motivation in giving value to
something depends upon a synthesis of previous experiences (needs) and previous
attributions and appreciations of value. The collective means of attributing value, which
is a collective gift (the word), hovers in our minds in easy access for our use in on-going
experience whenever the need for it arises. That need is originally interpersonal, though
we can also use words to satisfy our own communitary communicative needs when
thinking alone, attributing socially mediated value to various parts of our experience, and
foregrounding them in the present when we need to.

Value, a Meta Gift

Value can be interpreted as a kind of meta gift, a giving of attention to something so as to
cause or alter the giving of further gifts. It is a singling out of something upon which
creatively receptive attention is focused. We also often attribute to the object of our
attention the quality 'something for others and, therefore, for ourselves.' Since giftgiving
has been invisible and unvalued, we have not thought of connecting value with the
process of giftgiving, and it has therefore remained mysterious.

Exchange value has taken over the concept of value, becoming its 'sample.' In exchange,
the other-oriented aspect of giftgiving does not dissolve, but it is hidden and
instrumentalized for the purposes of the ego. Giftgiving is embedded in exchange and
made to contradict itself. This logical two-step requires us to measure our satisfaction of
other's needs against their satisfaction of our own, and both against a standard which is
common to all. All needs then become dependent upon this contradictory process for
their satisfaction.



Exchange becomes an ever-present fact of life, and we give value to it as the prerequisite
for the survival of all. By doing this, we hide and discredit giftgiving, thereby denying the
other-oriented gift-based aspect of value. When this aspect is made invisible, value
cannot be understood correctly, and the connections between exchange value and other
cultural values are concealed and denied. Value is divided and conquered. Only by giving
value to giftgiving can we begin to solve the puzzle of value, restoring its other-oriented
content.3

Value is basically a gift (re)distributing device. It is a gift of energy and attention to gifts,
which helps us select some over others for other people and for ourselves. By
overemphasizing exchange value, we distort this collective device for distribution--away
from giving and needs and towards the relatively limited number of things that are
valuable to the processes of exchange and the market. Egotism and the value (and
attention) we give to it can be seen as effects of preparing for and practicing those
processes. We have been accustomed to looking at this the other way around--as if
exchange and the market were natural outcomes of human egotism and greed. This very
view and the values (the re-distribution of gifts) it promotes help to maintain the
monopoly of the exchange processes.

Value Modes

Value is both attributed and appreciated--freely given to people, things and words, and
received from them. It may involve a process of self-stimulation in the sense that we give
value to something by singling it out, focusing on it. Then we turn our creative
receptivity upon it, appreciating its value. We may then forget our part in the attribution,
which was freely given. Selecting something among other things, foregrounding it,
adapting it to needs and giving it to others for their needs are processes by which we
attribute value to something and appreciate its value. That value is also transferred to
others and their needs by implication, as we give things to them satisfying their needs.
(We can also attribute-appreciate their value directly, simply by giving them our
attention.) Giving something a gift-substitute, mutually including others in its regard, also
gives value and appreciates value in that kind of thing and in the mutually included
others.

There are four major modes of value attribution-appreciation: nurturing, language,
masculation and exchange. I believe two of them are the norm (nurturing and language)
and two are distortions (masculation and exchange). As we look at the norm we are better
able to understand the distortions. As we look at the distortions and their consequences,
we are also better able to understand the norm.

Nurturing Value Attribution

Happiness--not the pursuit of happiness--is not only a right but an epistemological
necessity, if gratitude is a basic template for knowledge. 'Grasping' is usually associated
with understanding and considered necessary for knowledge, but it is only a small
specific part of receiving--made necessary by scarcity. By depriving people of



abundance, of the possibility of receiving and giving, we deprive them of their human
being. Homo donans (and recipiens) precedes homo sapiens.4 That is because it is gifts
that we know, and our knowledge is our grateful response to them, whether they are milk
from our mothers' breasts, experiential givens, words and sentences, topics of
conversation, kind actions, babies, rain storms, new cars, works of art or blueberry pies.
(We are grateful to know negative things, as well as positive, because that knowledge is
useful for our coping.) If someone satisfies our needs, we can appreciate her value to us
and attribute value to her. Part of our gratitude is a disposition to care for things which
have particularly nurtured us. We do this not as an exchange but, momentarily, taking
upon ourselves the giver as model, we nurture in our turns.

Nurturing transfers value to the receiver by implication. The giver often self-effaces as
the source making it appear that the value or importance of the receiver is the cause of the
gift. For example, a mother believes she nurtures her baby because the baby is important,
not because she attributes value to her. Yet, if she did not attribute value to her and
nurture her, the baby would die. Value is thus a useful projection, both of the individual
and of the culture and community. The fabric of everyday life is made up of enumerable
attributions of value and it is perhaps that reason that it has recently (at last) attracted
attention of philosophers.

Part of the way we give value to others is by eliciting, honoring, enhancing, specifying,
educating their needs. Mothers, for example, can be fascinated when their children begin
eating solid food, trying different things to see what they like. Teaching itself can be seen
as enhancing others' needs to know about different kinds of things.

The knowledge of the means of nurturing that used to be passed down through the
women's line from grandmothers to mothers and daughters attributed value and
appreciated it in material culture. These values and the manner of attributing them are
being lost as nurturing is being absorbed into exchange. Advertising now educates our
desires not the love, intelligence, or other-oriented, need-satisfying imagination of our
grandmothers. The value of the receiver is not implied directly or maternally but only
through the market--as a 'deserver' or as the responsibility of the care taker state.

We attribute value to things we think may be particularly useful for others or ourselves.
Then we appreciate the value of those useful things.5 Attribution of value is itself a gift
of our disposition to behave with care towards something, and it is an element of our
gratitude. Conversely, appreciation (of which gratitude is an aspect) is an element of the
attribution of value. The two attitudes are intertwined, though attribution is more active
and reflects giving, while appreciation is more receptive and reflects receiving.6

Language Value Attribution

Things become relevant to humans by our use of them in relation to needs. Needs
proliferate and diversify according to the ways in which they are satisfied. They are also,
to some extent, identified by the things which satisfy them.7 In language, we attribute
some of the co-municative qualitative value of a kind of thing to a word which takes the



place of a (usually) nonverbal sample, and functions as a substitute gift for use in forming
human relations and interactions. The thing or kind of thing give way as a possible gift
for the moment and the word (which also has a value-as-position in the langue) becomes
the vehicle for its value in communication, i.e., in establishing or modifying human
relations regarding that kind of thing. The word becomes the vehicle for the value of
things in their use for establishing or modifying human relations. Because each kind of
thing (and therefore each word) has a value which is qualitatively different from the
others in that it is related to different human needs,8 the combination of a few words
according to gift patterns in any statement or proposition can also serve to convey (give)
specific information.

We select parts of our experience as givens to which to give our attention, and we give
new gifts by rearranging the old. We satisfy the listener's communicative needs at the
moment and, therefore, our own as well. We can remember what was selected and
emphasized in our co-munication, storing this information to apply to future material or
communicative needs. Not codes but the logic and practice of giftgiving are the basis of
our understanding.

A code is only a collection of abstract marks. In the cryptographers sense, it serves to
disguise, rather than express the truth. Language, like life, is need-driven. The ability to
satisfy others' needs is the aspect of life that creates society and makes us evolve
culturally--and eventually, perhaps, biologically. In other words, we use our gift for
another purpose--not to get back an equivalent as in exchange, but to alter the others'
relation to the environment, bringing something forward as a value for them in the
present. This allows us to share our relation to it. Each of us knows what the other knows
or appreciates as a value for the moment. We select that part of our experience as social
beings on the basis of what has been selected to satisfy the needs of others before us as
evidenced in the lexicon. By giving substitute gifts to each other, we give a social value
to the same thing together at the moment, and we can, therefore, co-ordinate our actions
and attitudes towards it.9

The selections we make in our on-going experience are similar to the selection process
we perform in developing concepts. But in discourse (because we are satisfying present
and contingent communicative needs, rather than the general process-needs of the
concept or the meta linguistic needs of the definition), we are practicing giftgiving at
many other levels. Our on-going experiences and interactions with each other bring
things into focus verbally and nonverbally (making them 'givens') and consequently push
other things into the background all the time (making them "not-givens' for the present).
Even saying something as simple as 'the girl hit the ball,' picks out part of a complex
experience. We could have said instead 'the sky was blue above the baseball field' and/or
'a mockingbird was singing.' If we go on to say 'the ball hit the window' we are building
on the givens which are the gifts of 'the girl hit the ball.'

Communicative needs (and desires) arise for relating ourselves to each other (confirming
each other as valuable) with regard to a focus on aspects of things which may not be
obvious to the other person already. In fact, we might consider our attention as telling us



something like, "There might be a gift there.' Satisfying their communicative needs
focuses some aspects of a situation for the interlocutors. It gives them a common valued
foreground and a (more or less) common un-valued background. Together, speakers and
listeners consider some elements of a situation relevant and others irrelevant. They attend
to the same things. Then, what has been backgrounded in one instance can be
foregrounded in another. When we satisfy the others' communicative needs regarding
something--what we have seen as a gift to them in relation to us--they are brought to
participate with us in the present.10 A relationship is established as shared in regard to
the gift which the speaker has given but the listener could have (different in this from
private property). The listener's relation is established by the speaker but, perhaps as
unspoken potential, has as much influence on behavior as the overt part of the
communication.

A shared interaction is also the matrix of exchange--where others show they give value to
our product by giving up an equal amount of money. Then money (with its abstract social
quality) becomes the hidden but powerful model for our understanding of language, and
of life. That is not only because money is the 'child' of language, but because of the actual
similarity of the processesof giving value by giving something (else).

Both speech and experience can occasion further attributions of value and further
communicative needs. Moreover, the kinds of things we attend to, the kinds of value we
discover (and attribute), depend on an on-going synthesis of our previous life
experiences, which may be similar to or very different from other people's experiences.
What appears irrelevant in one moment may become relevant in the next, or to another
person (and with regard to something else), so that actually everything is always valuable
potentior (even when presently excluded as irrelevant).

This possibility makes experience like an immanent Garden of Eden, from which we
gather and share the fruits only a few at a time whenever we need them, plucking them
from its fantastic abundance. The material scarcity in which many people live hides the
gift character of life, exiling them beyond the wall of the Garden. Restoring abundance
would allow value to be bestowed again according to the collective and individual
experience, rather than pitting the individual against the collective (as happens in
scarcity-based exchange). Our economics could be in alignment with the humanizing and
bonding part of our language, rather than being at cross purposes with it because of the
excessive value we (unconsciously) collectively attribute to the definition and
masculation.

Masculated Value Attribution

The kind of ego that is useful for exchange is actually the masculated ego. The value
system that promotes this ego reinforces it through economic rewards and punishments,
having and not-having kinds and quantities of properties. The ego is vulnerable to the
advertising which educates its desires. Value may appear to be transferred to a person
who receives the satisfaction of such desires or needs through the market. However, it is
actually being transferred to the seller of the object, who has caused the consumer to buy



the product through a manipulation of the truth. The kind of value-as-position which is
acquired by a person through comparative 'havings' can be understood as status and does
not much enhance the gift-based subjective needs of the individual. The consumer always
needs to have more, because his/her having does not actually give him/her value, but
contributes more economic value to the seller.

While it may sometimes be true that without an instrument of technology (or phallic tool)
men may not know the objective world (because they, and it, are outside the 'grain' of
giving and receiving), women are more often inside that 'grain' because of our caregiving
roles. We are, therefore, more likely to turn our knowledge as gratitude upon the givens
of our experience. Without the object, there would be no instrument. Women are objects
as well as subjects. For example, the penis and the vagina are the psychological
archetypes for the instrument of knowledge and the object of knowledge. If the purpose
of sexuality is other than giving and receiving, satisfying one another's needs,
instrumental 'knowledge' treats the 'object' as if it were a nonliving, noncreatively
receptive thing to be forcefully 'penetrated.' The 'gratitude' experienced in this case by the
masculated phallic knower is only for the reinforcement of his ego, in a one-many over-
taking earth-dominating position. It is not other-oriented gratitude or knowledge. In fact,
it is more like receiving the property transfer of exchange.

Much phallic instrumental knowledge of the objective world has been inspired by the ego
profit motive and reflects the limitations of the focus with which it is seen.
Backgrounding the human needs of the many has given it the destructive power of
acquisition by force or of nonnurturing indifference. Those who continue to view reality
through the giftgiving grain oppose the products of scientific knowledge which threaten
the possibility of all to give and receive. No amount of purported benign uses of nuclear
technology, genetic manipulation or chemical poisons can bring the negative aspects of
those technologies into the giftgiving grain, or convince those who care for needs that
they are really gifts to humanity.

Women can gratefully know the vagina, the 'object,' internally without the phallic
instrument. It is interesting to think that if women are reified 'things,' the vagina would
correspond to the philosopher's supposedly unknowable 'thing in itself.' Then in sex it
would become for another and therefore really for ourselves as well.

As caretakers of things for others, we know more about them than those who do not
satisfy others' needs with them. We can point out the healing plants, the caring ways, as
well as the flaws in the arguments for violence. Our life energy has often gone into the
care and maintenance of others' bodies and our own directly, without exchange and
without an interposing definition or evaluation based on exchange.

Exchange Value
Exchange value 1s communicative (linguistic) value in the kind of distorted

communication that is exchange. Exchange is like definition which locates something
with respect to its name and thus with respect to everything else. The fact that something



has a name depends on the cultural value of that kind of thing for human beings. The
specific name it has depends on the totality of the langue. That differential relation has
become quantitatively ordered in prices.

The language value-attributing process is used again in exchange, when we each give the
same value to the products we are exchanging on the basis of their general social value.
We do it every time we say one pound of beans = one dollar. The fact that one person
gives up the beans and the other gives up the dollar demonstrates that they give the same
value to beans and to a dollar. The beans have that price as a function of all the other
exchanges happening on the market at that time, particularly those regarding beans.
Similarly the use of words depends upon how they are being used by others speaking that
language.

The principle of exchange is do ut des (I give so that you will give). The principle of gift-
based communication is similar, except for the watershed difference that giftgiving is
mutually inclusive while exchange is mutually exclusive. In gift-based communication,
one gives so that the other may give--attention and value to the topic, as well as to the
speaker and the listener themselves. Both speaker and listener have a need for a means to
be able to give value to something together; words serve this purpose and the
interlocutors give value by giving them. Agreement upon a price allows exchangers to
give equal value. The consequences of the co-munication and the attribution of the same
value by speakers and listeners and by sellers and buyers are different because exchange
is mutually exclusive where verbal communication is mutually inclusive. In exchange,
the material do ut des principle requires that the receiver give back an equivalent to the
giver. Giftgiving unilaterally satisfies the other's need.

In our altruism we give the same value so as to establish common relations between us as
human beings regarding things. But in exchange this altruism is used to serve our
egotism. The very similarity of the processes has hidden the giftgiving altruistic side of
communication behind exchange, given that exchange has become such an important
activity for everyone in our society. We only give under the constraint that the other gives
an equivalent, because living in a system based on scarcity and the market, we consider
ourselves in terms of a quantity of things (or of exchange values) which are necessary for
our survival.

Everything we give or spend, every value we attribute, seems to take away from that
totality, assessable as salary--the 'living' that we make. Exchange is like a language in
which things are actually 'given up' when words are spoken (and the words are 'given up,’'
as well). We are always calculating whether we have or are enough, as if we had
performance (or competence) anxiety. There is an economic value-assessment of human
beings, an economic (masculated) name, a salary, which is 'given' to us. It seems that
people don't exist or deserve to exist unless they are masculated, and if they don't exist
they don't deserve to eat--though perhaps they can eat anyway, if they correspond to a
masculated 'one' like a wife does.



Both individually and socially, we invest our energy in what we consider valuable, even
when this is to our own or others' degradation and detriment. For example, we invest
energy and money in drugs and violence. Individuals attribute value to these activities,
perhaps because of physiological pleasure and short-term ego reinforcement. Even if it
does not consciously approve of these individual activities, society gives value to the kind
of ego with which they are in alignment. In fact, hedonism fits with masculation--with
ego-orientation not with other-orientation. It also seems that, by amassing large amounts
of capital, we can have more value than others in an almost unlimited way, a
consideration which provides the artificial ego with the kind of validation it needs to
continue to amass more. Power over others, which appears to be the prerogative of the
sample position, is used to provide the rewards which motivate the masculated ego.
Interactions based on giftgiving are more genuinely satisfying, however, and they are
often co-opted as the 'spoils' of success.

Exchange value seems to be the most valuable, or even the only kind of value. The
society based on it purports to provide an access to the general good by promoting the
sum of ego-oriented values as its goal. Of course, this leaves out other-oriented values
and people, as well as those who simply don't succeed. The OBN's view of homo
economicus as bringing about the general good has recently been challenged by feminist
economists.11 I believe that seeing exchange value as the main or only kind of value
prevents us from a genuinely radical criticism of homo economicus. As an alternative, |
am proposing that we consider as primary the cultural value of things as created through
giftgiving and expressed in language, which functions according to giftgiving. Exchange
value can then be seen as a distortion of the value-giving process.

Re-present-ation

Language continues to maintain our giftgiving way even while we are doing our
experiencing in an economy based on exchange and thus are no longer co-municating
materially. Technology, motivated by profit, expands perception in another direction,
beyond giftgiving to a kind of inhuman objectivity. It sees below the level of possible
gifts to sense impressions understood as electro-chemical reactions, and above the level
of gifts through telescopes that allow us to see the origins of the universe. It also works
against the giftgiving co-munity, using its knowledge to create conventional, biological,
chemical and nuclear armaments. While the levels of 'objective reality' discovered by
technology beyond giftgiving may sometimes be utilized for human need-satisfying
endeavors, they are often also used to great harm. They are patriarchal exchange-driven
(not gift-driven) enterprises. By embracing the nongiftgiving grain, which indeed
produces a useful income in the exchange economy for researchers, academics can
discount those who embrace the giftgiving grain as 'naive realists.' (Because of scarcity,
the 'naive realists' anyway do not usually have access to the technology that would allow
them to see things differently.) When giftgiving has been drained from the 'present' by
exchange the link between life and language is obscured. Then re-present-ation, not
patriarchy appears to post modern thinkers as the reason for tyranny.



Linguistic value and economic value both have to do with re-presentation--that is, with
communication through systems of substitute gifts. We have to recognize their
commonalities in order to understand value itself. It was in looking at these
commonalities that I began to see masculation as an off-shoot of representation, a mis-
representation of the identity of the boy--making him in its image, overvaluing him
because of it, and then broadcasting that mechanism into the society at large. (Itis as ifa
broken piece of the movie projector were being projected onto the screen along with the
movie.) Masculation is a distortion of the value-attributing process--on a par with
exchange and occurring prior to it. It feeds back through exchange and mysogyny into re-
present-ation over emphasizing the 'one-many' and hierarchial over-taking aspects and
denying giftgiving.

Exchange value is nurturing (or gift) value filtered through the anti-gift process of
exchange, modeled on masculation. Masculation de-values giftgiving and instead gives
value to the one-many position, its incarnations in hierarchies, and competition to be first.
Many of the gifts and much of the value given by masculation to its priorities actually
flow through it transitively from the nurturers, who give preferentially to males and to the
masculation process itself. Norm-al, undistorted nurturing gives value directly to needs,
to the receivers of its gifts and to the means for the satisfaction of the needs. Language
provides co-munity value-based, fine-grained verbal giftgiving, which mediates finely
tuned interaction and co-operation, creating the value given by the many working
together on common endeavors and contributing to the individuated physical and
psychological subjectivities of the co-municators.

We are considering noneconomic value as the concealed norm, rather than a sub-case of
economic value. Grounding our idea of noneconomic value in linguistic value, our idea
of language in giftgiving and our idea of linguistic value in the varied importance of the
gifts of the world to the community, gives us a different perspective from which to look,
not only at economic value, but also at what are usually called 'moral' values. By
disconnecting the different kinds of values from each other and denying giftgiving (or at
most considering it a curiosity due to an irrational propensity towards nurturing),
patriarchy has imposed the values of masculation upon the society at large. It practices
domination by categorization, repeating everywhere in different terms, the masculation
that was done to boys through their gender definition when they were categorized as
separate and superior. In this situation, 'moral' values are an attempt to regulate the
mutually exclusive interests away from harm, to mitigate their negative effects, and to
reintroduce giftgiving after the fact in an auxiliary way. Instead, giftgiving rather than
masculation is the basis for creating a society where everyone can care for everyone free
from harm.

Other cultural values, such as aesthetic, historical, spiritual, and ethnic values, are
originally located within a context created by nurturing and language, but are usually now
altered by masculation and exchange. What cultural values might be beyond that
alteration will be seen when we are finally able to dismantle patriarchy. However, many
of them already contain the hope for a better world. They are gifts of the imagination
which heal some of the suffering endured by humanity throughout the centuries.



1 Does it make a difference if this is just a projection upon things as long as it works to
let them give value to words for us? In patriarchy we have believed women were passive
in giving way to men but they were still giving value to the men by implication. The
kinds of giving way that are done by apples, mountains and a bird singing in the tree or a
girl hitting the ball are similar enough to give value to the word-gifts which take their
place even if they are very different as parts of the world. Abstract ideas (e.g., justice)
and fantasy creatures (e.g., unicorns) put up even less resistence to having their places
taken.

2 In reading about the philosophical standpoint of women's caring labor, I finally
recognized what fit for me into Marx's phrase about language as practical consciousness
that exists for others and, therefore, really for me. Caring labor is practical
consciousnesslanguage is one of its general aspects. For the perspective of care, see Sara
Ruddick, Maternal Thinking, Ballantine Books, New York, 1990. In a more specifically
economic context, Nancy Folbre, Who Pays for the Kids?, Routledge, London and New
York, 1994,

3 'Use value' is a category of the market, defined in opposition to 'exchange value' and
similarly taken away from giftgiving. Gifts are goods with a source and a destination, part
of a human relation. It is from the point of view of the exchange paradigm that we see
something as a use value, having a generalized and indifferent potential to satisfy a
human need'nameable’ with money, objectified as property. Use value is the pre-requisite
for exchange value, which at the same time renders the product extraneous to the gift
process, outside the giving 'grain.' From the point of view of the gift paradigm, use values
would be part of a more complete process involving people. While it is true that, after
exchange, people use products to satisfy their needs, the relation to the producer as the
original source of the products is usually broken. Moreover, in capitalism, producers do
not produce use values as gifts but as objects people will pay to use. Gratitude is given to
the market, to the exchange process itself. That the gift logic is still strong is shown by
the 'brand name' phenomenon which identifies the source of goods in a particular
company as if it were a gift, reinstating an artificial human relation with the 'giver' so the
'receivers' will buy more. Bargains, sales and give-aways have a similar dynamic.

4 Food sharing practices were widespread in prehistory among the early hominids.
Masculated archaeologists typically see hunting as more important for the development
of man.

5 V. N. Volosinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, New York, Seminar Press,
1973 [1930] says, "Every stage in the development of a society has its own special and
restricted circle of items, which alone have access to that society's attention, and which
can be endowed with evaluative accentuation by that attention. Only items within that
circle will achieve sign formation and become objects in semiotic communication." Any



such item ". . .must be associated with the vital socio-economic prerequisites of that
group's existence." pp. 21-23. I am thinking also of the prehistoric cave paintings, which
(it is now believed) were done through mouth paintingspitting the color onto the wallsas
is still done by some Australian aboriginal cave painters. The paint is spewed upon the
wall (attributed), then it is viewed. The analogy, which seems to me stronger than
painting with hands or brushes, comes from the physiological alteration of breath and
saliva that must come from spewing the paint. An acceleration of breath or an increase of
saliva might serve as a physiological 'anchor' for value accents or attributions, which are
always taking place in our on-going experience, and of which we are not even conscious.
The attribution, appreciation (and projection) of value through language thus would
coincide with emphasis given through alterations of the breath. Breathing also involves
receiving (inhaling) and giving (exhaling).

6 Michel Foucault in his chapter "Exchanging" in The Order of Things, An Archaeology
of the Human Sciences, Vintage Books, New York, 1994[1966] discusses value from
within the exchange paradigm as 'attributive,' 'appreciative' and 'articulative.'

7 See Karl Marx, Critique of Political Economy, trans. N.I. Stone, Charles H. Kerr & Co.,
Chicago 1904 [1859],(pp. 274-292), for a discussion of the relational character of
production and consumption, the specification of needs through the production that
satisfies them, as well as the specification of the production by the kinds of needs that are
to be satisfied.

8 I believe this relation to different needs underlies the 'purely differential' values
Saussure recognized as the abstract organizing principle of the langue. Different kinds of
things are used in different gift processes, to satisty different kinds of needs, and they
give way to different words which take their place as communicative gifts. Cases of
hononymy and synonymy are not problematic as long as the mutual exclusion is
maintained on the phonetic plane and the needs satisfied are clearly different from each
other. The mutually exclusive value-as-position which is found in the langue is repeated
in the structure of institutions deriving from masculation like the OBN or private
property. Hierarchies have structures similar to those of terms which are superordinate or
subordinate according to generality and inclusiveness. For example, a superordinate such
as 'plant' is more general than, and includes subordinates such as 'flower,' 'tree,' 'vine,'
while 'flower’ is a superordinate which is more general than, and includes 'rose,' 'daisy,’
'mimosa.’'

9 The postal metaphor: sender (encoder) package (message) and receiver (decoder) is
giftgiving seen as 'mail." A code is a shared collection of 'marks' which one group 'has'
and another group 'has not.' Encoding and decoding, sending and receiving a message are
metaphors of packaging and opening a gift. In fact, another locus for the gift economy in
our society (besides mothering) is the sending and receiving of celebratory gifts on
birthdays, Christmas etc. See David Cheal on celebratory gifts, The Gift Economy,
Routledge, London, 1988.



10 I think what semioticians call 'natural signs' can also be interpreted as gifts, even
though the behaviors in which they are useful for animals maybe less complex than our
own. Flowers by their color and odor say to insects, "Here is nectar." The color and odor
are secondary gifts, which lead to the material gift of the nectar. The gift depends on the
receiver for its existence as a gift. The black cloud is a gift (a natural sign) for anyone
who can use it to get home before the rain starts. The tree falling in the forest is a gift to
anyone who can use it as such. I recently heard an environmental song about trees falling
in the rainforest.

11 The Journal of the International Association for Feminist Economics (IAFFE)
Feminist Economics, Diana Strassman ed., began in 1995 and is published by Routledge,
New York.

Chapter 11
Shifting into Exchange

When we use words instead of material gifts to communicate, we shift to another plane
that we have created--language, which works according to similar co-municative
principles. But when we shift from material giftgiving to economic exchange, we actually
shift to the logic of substitution in place of the logic of the gift. The logic of substitution
(which has a linguistic function) in a self-similar process, itself takes the place of the
logic of giftgiving. Because of the double, two-level substitution of money for a product
and of one logic for another, we cover more ground than we realize; there is a wider gap
between giftgiving and exchange than there is even between things and words. (This gap
is filled on the one hand with 'deserving' and on the other with correspondence between
word and thing--perhaps what we sometimes call 'truth.")1 There is a move from the
micro to the macroscopic through the self-similar structures of substitution and exchange.
(See figure 15.)

The alignment of self-similar structures creates a sort of mind warp, a hole in the roof, a
breach with a strong updraft which draws us up into the 'new' mindset of exchange. Then
this new mindset or paradigm attracts the attribution of value to itself. (It is only 'new' as
opposed to giftgiving, which preceded it ontogenetically and phylogenetically.)

Because of the similarity and self-referentiality at the different levels, we give at least the
amount of credence to the substitution of the whole logic of giftgiving by the logic of
substitution that we do to the simple substitution of one thing for another. The new
grosser-grained material level is familiar.



Shift into Exchange

In barter, things are equated, and one
takes the place of the other.
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Figure 15. Exchange over-takes giftgiving and barter.

We know unconsciously how the fine-grained micro level works, because we are using
that substitution process all the time when we learn language and define things. We did
shift to a new level when we gained language, and having language has mediated
everything we are. The similarity to masculation of receiving a new 'name' in the price, of
being given away by the 'producer' and out of giftgiving into the new logic of



substitution, again sets up reciprocal confirmations. Exchange draws us in, and the
exchange paradigm takes over, taking the place of other possible models for our concepts
of human interactions.2 If superior value were not being continually attributed to
exchange, it would not continue to exist as such. Nor would the masculated male
continue to exist as such if superior value were not attributed to him. Giftgiving, and the
extension and valuing of the gift paradigm, would make exchange unnecessary. So
actually, at present, giftgiving is sustaining its 'competitor' (competition is of course an
aspect of the exchange, not of the gift paradigm). The logic and the practice of exchange
need this attribution of value, and everyone satisfies this need, even those practicing the
gift paradigm. Having been given superior value, exchange becomes the only way to
achieve survival--occupying the field, pervading our lives, and marginalizing or
excluding its alternatives. The social institution of exchange for money lets us shift
paradigms every time we buy and sell. The shift itself becomes so common we do not
notice it; it permeates our lives. Both the 'new' paradigm and the shift become natural and
normal for us. The 'old' paradigm of free goods and services is dis-counted and valueless
by contrast, though it continues to function. Ego-oriented people attribute value to
exchange, not only because they need it to survive, but also because by engaging in it
they can individually deserve and receive extra value, appearing to be self-made (the
source of their own superiority). Moreover, the masculated pattern of exchange repeats
their own over-coming. Other-oriented people also attribute value to exchange by logical
consequence, because they attribute value not only to themselves but to others who need
exchange to survive. Exchange occupies center stage, and it also attracts attention,
because it promotes competition to which visibility is useful. The seller must elicit the
choice of the buyer through the visibility and attractiveness of the product-in-exchange.

The substitution of giving--precluding it--makes the transaction of exchange adversarial.
Since the other person is doing the same thing in a different phase of the process (giving
money while we are giving a product, for example), she is our delayed or anticipated
reflection and like ourselves, in scarcity is always ready to get our product for less or sell
her product to us for more--even to cheat us. In exchange, when we "put ourselves in the
other's place,' we recognize our adversarial interests. A mechanism of our altruism
thwarts itself by the realization that the other person needs to cheat us, as we need to
cheat her. It would be in each of our mutually exclusive 'interests.'

The shift into exchange cross-validates with masculation, so it attracts some of the value
which is given to masculation and vice versa. Like masculation, it cancels and invalidates
the giftgiving source, making its practicer appear to stand alone. It sets the standard for
the economic field and often even for 'reality’ itself. What is similar to exchange appears
to be not only more valuable but real and normal, while everything else is unconfirmed
and uncertain (another way women and giftgiving are discounted). Exchange deals with
evident value overtly, names it, accumulates and stores it as money, foresees its social
fluctuations. It seems to be the crux of the matter. In other words, at this level the
exchange process attracts the gift of value. We move back and forth from appreciating it
to attributing value to it, contradictorily receiving from it--from the process--and giving
to it. We breathe the living breath of value into the exchange process, like God breathing
the breath of life into Adam. The value given to exchange by those who participate in it,



as well as those outside it, is influenced by market forces and finally accumulated in
capital, which provides the rewards for having and the punishment for not having that
motivate the whole process.

The importance of exchange is overdetermined, as might be expected, but giftgiving too
would be receiving value and confirmation from many different areas, if its gifts and its
value were not being drained into exchange. Many processes can be interpreted as
giftgiving-and-receiving--from sexuality to birth, to breastfeeding, to breathing, to
Mother Nature dropping her handkerchief for us to pick up (in windfalls and
synchronicities), and to all the many ways of nurturing we have mentioned at all levels.
These can be and are symbolized in many different ways, beginning with Mother Earth
and Sister Water, the cornucopia and the grail. However, giftgiving is often concealed
because exchange (like masculation) is in competition with giftgiving and parasitically
depends upon it for the value that is attributed to it. Exchange needs to be in the forefront,
to disguise giftgiving or blot it out, and to seem to receive value because it deserves it.

Exchange actually needs its value to appear to be revealed as its own rather than as
attributed by others. That is, it needs to seem to have the source of its value in its own
double logic, as if it were only getting back an equivalent of what it, exchange, 'gave.' It
appears to re-institute giftgiving at its own (partial) meta level, and we may be led to
believe that exchange is a very beneficial gift to the community. In fact, so-called
'developing' communities often have this idea when they begin to raise crops for sale
instead of for their own consumption. The initial increase in prosperity and
'independence' appear to be almost magical, but they are soon off-set by the defects of
dependence on a market economy. This dependence actually privileges only the very few,
while making it appear to the others that their own defects--lack of intelligence,
ineffective strategies, wrong choices, bad luck, etc.--are the reasons for their failure.
Blaming individuals (instead of the system) for their failure allows excessive value to
continue to be given to exchange and to the market.

Since exchange appears to be the only source of goods for survival in an economy based
on scarcity, it does seem to deserve all our attention. However, the system has to create
the scarcity as the prerequisite of exchange--because giftgiving in abundance subverts
exchange by making it unnecessary. As the monetized economy expands, it occupies the
space that previously was available for gift production and consumption, making it
difficult for those not participating in exchange to survive. Natural resources are
employed or destroyed (intentionally or unintentionally), so that they cannot be used as a
source of livelihood for those who traditionally were nurtured by them. The economic
marginalization of Native Americans and the destruction of the huge herds of buffalo on
the North American plains, which were the free source of livelihood of many tribes, are
one tragic example among many.

By showing how exchange is parasitic on the gifts of the paradigm which it hides and
denies, we can finally see that it is not the primary source of economic well-being and
that, even on its own criteria, it does not deserve the attention and the value we give to it.



Giving value to a wider meta view for the good of all, we can shift the paradigm back
from exchange to giftgiving.

1 Actually telling the truth should be seen as other-oriented communication, satisfying
others' communicative needs to know about a situation in order to satisfy their other
complex needs. Lying is ego-oriented. Like exchange, it uses the other for the satisfaction
of the needs of the ego. False advertising is a lie which promotes an exchange. 'Objective’'
truth, the correspondence between words and things, might be seen as a reflection of
equal exchange, outside the giving and receiving grain.

2 The new naming also happens in fundamentalist Christianity with baptism and with
being re-born, which is similar to acquiring a new (exchange) value by relating oneself to
the general equivalent. It is also similar to masculation and almost creates a third gender
identity, with its own mandates for behavior.




