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1.The paradox of gratuity

The purpose of this paper is to explain the extdeof a paradox, the
paradox of gratuity in economics

To understand this paradox means providing an eafilan of why gift is
hidden in contemporary society, but (above allydgntemporary economy,
when it operates paradoxically in many places f& b6r of activity of
people.

Gift spreads over individual action in the couo$ethe whole life (the gift
of birth, the gifts received as children, the giftat circulate in family, the
gifts for conventional celebrations, the inherimnonly to name a few
limited examples related to people origin context)t its existence is
always denied. And even when gift is, with redadeice, recognized, is
often devalued.

Once we have solved this mystery, we should refiectvhat have been
the theoretical and practical consequences ottrsealment.

Finally it should be necessary to make clear th@omance of the
rediscovery of gift not only in social sphere, la$o in economic field,
with special attention to microeconomic level, silta its existence within
companies.

2. Gift hunting

To find gift in the market, in the sphere sgcondary sociabilityis a hard
task, but not impossible. It is easier to find giftthe sphere oprimary

sociability. Primary sociability is the place where the idigntif the person
has more importance in comparison with the functidrich the person
performs in a social relationship

It is the place where it counts more who is in ¢joesin the social
relationship than what is done in the relationsi8p. it is the place of
personal strong affective relationshipgfamily, friendship, love, club
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activities, associations, etc.). It is a placenafividualization and of loving
(*aimance™y.

What principle governs the sphere of primary satitg® The principle of
loyalty. What may be the negative consequences of thecijplen of
loyalty? The difficulty to get out of the social fmb which can become
sticky and oppressive, and the painfulness offexib the bonél

One should notice that the relations of primaryiautty may be very
different.

There are some which can not been choosen and waneclvertical and
asymmetrical (parents/son/daughters relation; miakige relation; feudal
lord/serf relation).

There are others which are free, horizontal, symuoat (love and
friendship relations).

To get rid of the first category of relations isedy heavier.

Gift can be seen more easily in primary sociabiltyrld, because a certain
type of gift (therelational gift) is a relation-builder.

It is more difficult to discover gift in secondasgciability.

This is the place where the function that is exgpedsby people matters
more than the identity of person entering the s$oeiationship. So it is the
place of impersonal feeble anaffective relations (like a contractual
relationship, a bureaucratic relation between @itiand State). It is an icy
place of anonymous and liquid relationships anembtional detachment.
Impersonality is anyway guarantee of universaliarket infact is driven
by economic laws that apply to all, State is ledegyality (legal norms
apply to everybody)

What principles govern market and State?

In the market there is th@inciple of exitnamely the ease of entry and exit
from a contractual relationship (because it is impeal) to punish an
unfair behaviour or to seek better business candifi with a gain in
efficiency’. In the State, in addition tequality, there is theprinciple of
voice alias the ability to use one’s own voice to detcauinefficiencies, to
participate to public choices, to sanction publieh&viours through
democratic vote

Gift has more problems of citizenship in secondaogiability world,
because this is a sphere characterized by de-knkagwhichrelational
gift is ostracized.
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2. The definition of gift

But which is the nature of the gift? Can we givdeéinition?
Very schematically we can say that there are twgosimg interpretations
of gift: one can be defingalrist, the otherelational.

The purist interpretation of gift

Many identify gift with pure altruism, because giticcording to this
interpretation, would be, unlike market exchangeelfless actgift is not
moved by calculating reason)frae act(gift is done without expectation of
return), arunilateral act(gift goes one way from the donor to the donee), a
discontinuous acfgift is an isolated acf)

The typical example of this kind of gift isharity: it is a gift made to a
single individual, a stranger, with whom | do nat gnto deep relation,
which does not trigger any reciprocity.

Pure gift is agift with no return which recalls the figure ofacrifice an
absolute and irreversible Idss

By whom this interpretation of gift was made and/@h

This interpretation of the gift like an “abandonniems the banning of the
donor from its gift, was made by some French pbijpbers (J.Derrida and
J.L.Mariony and by the major Western monotheistic religionsdéism,
Christianity, Islam) to answer to the frantic naedlifferentiate gift from
market exchange, which is self-interested and daomething back of the
same amount. The non-symmetrical and disintereskettacter are the
guarantee of the purity of gift, are the guaramtieeo contamination of gift
by market exchange.

Which arethe most attractive aspects of pure gift?

The fact that pure gift is so adamantine, so traresg, so noble, makes it
more appealing to common sense.

The fact that pure gift was embraced by all theg¥estern monotheistic
religions has contributed to its legitimacy andwdifon.The great Western
monotheistic religions infact:
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1. have universalized the gift in the sense of igheorized and promoted
gift to strangers and enemies;
2. have radicalized the gift in the sense that tiee legitimized the gift as
the ultimate sacrifice of the self (martyrdom);
3. have sentimentalized the gift in the sensettiegt have theorized the gift
as the fruit of love for others and have estabtistiee primacy ofagape
(love is not replaceable) daros and Philia (both forms of love based on
reciprocity)°.
But the triumph of pure gift is linked also to atairical trend, is linked to
gift evolution in society during the transition fmoarchaic society to
modern society.
The passage fromarchaic gift to class gift to modern gift can be
summarized in:
1. passage from obligation in giving to freedom inigiy
2. extension of gifts (from siblings to strangers);
3. passage from gifts in favour of collective anonysaubjects
(class gift) to anonymous single person gift;
4. growth of the importance of unilateral gifts in qoanison with
relational gift (growth of charity/philanthropy ithe unlimited
individualism era).

Which are the inconveniences of pure gift?

Pure gift wants to oppose to market exchange, tads ep drawing out the
same flaws: individualism and anonymity.

Pure gift requires compliance with requirementhemwic for its existence
that flows into impossibility (for this reason pugit is called the figure of
the “impossible”).

Pure gift, because of its attributes, becomes pegiwe only of people of
the highest nobility of soul (like St. Francis ofs#isi). So pure gift
becomes ineffable, disembodied, spiritual. Funddatlgrit is no longer of
this world.

Pure gift does not build social relation, so itncaiot be placed in the
sphere of society, but within affectivity. It is gift that belongs to the
private sphere, to the sphere of feeling. Purelgittomes an unilateral act
of love that is at the discretion of the subjedte(Icharity performed by
good heart of the philanthropist).

10 See Boltanski (1990).
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Therelational interpretation of gift

Therelational interpretation of gift, which was conceived by seminent
anthropologists such as Marcel Madéssd by other scholars such as those
belonging to MAUSS (the Movement Antiutilitarianrf&ocial Science)
like A. Caille and J.Godboti, refutes all the features of pure gift
(gratuity, unilaterality, disinterest, discontingit

Isgift really afreeact?

Gift is not a free act, because it claims to bérecated.

Gift, in most cases, implies reciprocftyGift involves restitution, even if
this restitution is a special kind of return, besmit isfree because it ifar
from the equivalencebecause it igleferred over timeThis means that
there is no certain guarantee that restitution wadur, you do not know
what amount it will have, nor what form it will tak nor when it will
happen. All the opposite of market exchange whsatbligated, respectful
of equivalence, instant.

Restitution can also take place even if not desbgdhe donor, it can
assume different aspects including immaterial fofllke gratitude), it can
often lie in the same action of giving (ie in thegle pleasure of making
gift or in the cathartic transformation that occiunsthe donor like in the
case of organ donations).

Giving make usually people happy because gift spwads to donor’'s
identity and because gift takes into account thedgaf the Other, and does
not respond to criteria of good education. The I§sg gifts” are those gift
which are made to respond to the values of so¢@tlguralism) or to the
rules imposed by society (structuralism) or to thections assigned by
society to some subjects (functionali$m)rhese are altonventionalor
ritual gifts.

Restitution should not respect equivalence, bwhituld not deviate too
much from it, because a gift that can not be recated humiliates the
person who receives it and becomes a form of d@mioiver peopleThe
value of the thing reciprocated should not be thenes as in market
exchange, but it should be proportional to the cép#o reciprocate of the
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person who receives the gift, according to the giple of “restitution
according proportion”. Generallthe return is, in sum, very often greater
than the gift received, having capitalized the wofigratitude, which takes
place over time.

Unlike market exchange where agents are well iiedtand the contract is
valid only with each other, in the case of gift pleocan often be benefited
by gift of anonymous individuals (like in blood gif The circulation of
gifts can infact take place according to the forifnsyanmetrical reciprocity
between two people who know each other, or may émpm a less
restricted way, among people who do not know recilty, in the manner
of generalized reciprocitywithin networks potentially open to infinite,
both from the point of view of space and tifné&eneralized reciprocity in
space are anonymous gift made remotely on the basi® recognition of
belonging to human race. Consider the gift of blawdthe gift on the
occasion of natural disast&trsGeneralized reciprocity in time (which is
also calledgeneralized reciprocity in open chains a form of non-circular
transmission over time of goods (such as hereditgneironmental goods
which are passed down to future generations).

Isgift really an unilateral act?

Gift is not an unilateral act, but it serves toab#ish or strengthen social
relations: the gift creates or feeds an interpeakoelationship between
donor and donee, is a catalyst of sociafti&ince archaic societies epoch,
where gift was intended to avert war or violenceveen tribes or clafs
until now individuals try, through gift, to “tameaeh other” (how does the
little prince with the fox in the famous tale Ahtoine de Saint-Exupéry
“The little Prince”).

In archaic societies gift has a political significa: it is a builder of
alliances, it turns enemies into allies (that isywdift is called ‘the
paradigm of politicy. Gift is the painless and the most economic
substitute of the w& In archaic societies and /or in exotic sociefiesple
compete in generosity and win peacefully over svéherivalistic gift,
which is relational, it is an instrument of domioat and is a symbol of
prestige in the positional competition among indils§’.
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Three are the dimensions of archaic’§ift

1. the horizontal and synchronous archaic among peamen are
given brides to enemies to build alliances;

2. the vertical and diachronic gift: women give bitth children to
establish alliances between generations;

3. the gift to the godsceremonial gift: people make gift to nature as
a form of gratitude, respect and acknowledgmeneddbnging to
the same cosmic order.

Isgift really a selfless act?

Gift is not a selfless act. There is an interestlnground of gift: it is to
build fraternity. The interest of gift is therefote establish a relationship
between subjects (in this aim resides in the triiyen@logy of the term
“interest” which means “inter-esse”, alias to be oag the people).
The interest of the gift is to build aauthentic and balancedrelation
between people. The relation must not be instruahéatherwise we fall in
case of instrumental gift, of hypocrite gift), rrelationship of dominion
(otherwise we fall in the rivalistic gift, whereettrelation is in favour of
only one side) So the interest of gift it is to build a friendstapvirtue, not
of utility, Aristotle would say. Relational gift perience is then placed
between the selfish utilitarianism interest andohlis pure altruism.

Isgift really a discontinuous act?

Gift is not an isolated act, but it is a cycle tiean be broken down into
three stages (give, receive, reciprocate) deferved timé®. The passing of
time is at the heart of gift, while instantanegythe character of the market.
The three moments can also be confused logicallthg¢ case of voluntary
work, for example, people often give to others bseathey have already
received much from life). Naturally giving is theuhdative step of the
system and normally precede the other two steps.

Gift lies in a story between people and has menadrihe relationship.
That is why gift reflects, in addition to exchangdue and use value, even
thevalue of the social bond he gift is affected by the length and quality of
the relationship. Thus gift has alssymbolic valugis the symbol of the
relationship which is at its roots (gift is alsdled “the paradigm of the
symboli¢).

24 See Lévi-Strauss (1984).
25 See Godbout (2007).



Definition of gift according to the relational interpretation

In light of all these special characteristics lielal gift becomesd supply
of goods or services performed, with no guaranteesturn, in order to
create or feed the social bond between pedple

From this definition we can deduce that gift givigth no guarantee of
being reciprocated, assumes a great trust in ther@trust is the basis of
all civil partnerships and also of the market).

Gift giving, as an unconditional openness to Othexysa mysterious leap
into the unknown, in the kingdom of surprise andifef

On the contrary market, which is governed by themaaical principle of
equivalence, is for this reason predictable. TheteSis also predictable
because obedience to the laws, under the prinofpéguality, makes the
behavior of citizens standardized (apart from ther@mena of social or
mental deviance).

Which arethe inconveniences of relational gift?

The relational gift is full of ambiguities.

But what are these ambiguities? The ambiguity efdtit relationship can
be schematically traced to the fact that:

1. relational gift presupposes reciprocity and tieed can annoy for two
reasons. The first reason is that the gift is adaicwe like gift, but at the
same time gift puts us at the mercy of the Others@veral languages the
word gift means alspoisor); the second reason is that reciprocity can be
easily confused with market exchange and gift then perceived as
“polluted”;

2. gift is a mix of obligation and freedom: on dmend people make gifts to
respect the values, the rules, the functions asdigny society, but
fortunately there are also free gifts which avdidalism; on the other hand
people can make also spontaneous gifts which esdefminism, but
these kind of gifts risk to fall into social insi§jpance if not accompanied
by conventional gifts;

3. gift is a mix of interest and disinterest, aswh before.

26 See Godbout (1993), p.30.



3.Gift, Political Economy and Economic Science

In which way gift was expelled from economic theory? And what have
been the consequences?

Gift was expelled from economic theory because “boetonomicus”
paradigma, on which economic science has been &aljndg incompatible
specially with relational gift conception.

“Homo economicus’has unrealistically been portrayed as an agent onl
individualistic fefractory to personalaffectiveand empathic relations
and selfish haximizer of individual utility An agent essentially illiterate
in emotional field and unable to donative pracfites

The reason for the ostracism of relational anddsoistic dimension in
economics are different.

To suppose that an economic agent has only anorg/mod impersonal
relations with other people, which means he isiratividualist has an
undoubted advantage: to minimize the importanceso€ial ties in
economic transactions can make them be run witlatgrespeed and
efficiency as seen before.

To suppose that an economic agergalish(and thus impervious to gifts)
has the advantage of expelling, once again, thetioehl dimension in
economics (because gifts, specially those madeeémame of reciprocity,
build social bond), allowing the transformationtbé economic discipline
from asocialto anatural science, with a gain in objectivity and rigor (fro
Political Economyto Economic Scieng®. In this reconceptualized science
can finally be discovered the universal, imperspeatrnal laws of the
functioning of economic system under which the fiatcan be predictétl
The positive consequences of the transition fi@alitical Economyto
Economic Sciencbhave beenthe discovery of some of these laws and the
stylization of economic facts into mathematical misdf general validity.
The negative consequences have been the excesaitrematization of
economics (a tendency that is exacerbated espetiatecent years); the
neglection, in the name of the quantity, of the lijgive aspects of
economic phenomena and of their relational andtitisinal dimensions;
the prevalence of the method on the contents; xbessive reductionism
The relations between men and things have beepatigs and also those
between people and the means of production (bgireseged, respectively,

%7 See Montesi (2003).
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through utility function and production functionjhile relations among
men, more difficult to be presented in algorithnierms, have been
forgotten. Thus was sealed the end of Economics s&sience of “public
happiness” in vogue in the eighteenth century é&sihappiness depends,
among other factors, orelationsamong people) and celebrated the advent
of Economics as the “sad” science that must beesddd only to “wealth

of nations” (in Adam Smith's thought), to “persompdasure” (in Jeremy
Bentham's thought), to “individual utility” (in nelassical economists’
thinking). From the research of well-being (nottjiesconomic) in a
community’s dimension, Economics has been driven napclassical
economists of twentieth century to deal with omlgiterial consumption at
individual level The coming of “homo economicus” paradigm has thus
collimated with the sunset, in a single shot, opgiaess, gift and even
women from the horizon of Economics (especiallgsimomen have more
attitude to relations and embody and practice g#radigm par
excellenc®). The practical consequences of the twilight dt gind of
relational goods in Economic Science have been uhsustainable
economic, social and environmental impact of gromtdel (including the
tragedy of the commo#y, although the economic crisis and all the recent
scientific work of discovery of gift and of the atibnal perspective in
Economic¥ are respectively an opportunity and a tool for i@majing the
current scientific symbolic ord&r

What space does till exist for gift in Economic Science?

Given the characteristics of “homo oeconomicus” adgma (an
individualist and a selfish man) and given the adight notions of gift, it
can be observed that
1. Individualism is not compatible with relational ibut is
consistent with pure gift;
2. Selfishness is not compatible with relational giid with pure gift,
while is consistent with instrumental gift.
So it can be deduced that:
1. instrumental gift is compatible with “homo oeconcos”
paradigma, but its lack of authenticity weakengdssistency;

%0 See Vaughan (2004b) and Kailo (2004).
%1 See Montesi (2013).
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2. pure gift would be compatible with “homo oecononsitu
paradigma, being its more direct antagonist, bué ift does not
exist in reality, because of its “impossibility”;

3. relational gift is the most irreconcilable with ‘imo oeconomicus”
paradigma, who is lacking in sociability.

Given the incompatibility between gift and “homo coaomicus”
paradigma, where is then placed gift spatially semdporally in Economic
Science?

Spatially, gift has theoretical citizenship omlytside the market

1. gift has been relegated to the sphere of prinsagiability (family,
friends, associations), where it has been studiglg by some social
sciences (sociology, anthropology, ethnology, psiady, philosophy);

2. gift has been confined to the sphere of nondporfjanizations (as an
exception to the market), a world that has forcednemists to question
gift enigma to explain at least the origin and thede of operating of this
sector.

Temporally, a chronological discrepancy betweehagitl market has been
legitimized and this reconfirms, on an other dinemsthe fracture still
existing between the two:

1. gift should act, through philanthropy, downstnesor only after the
market has produced wealth, making a partial cbomeof inequalities that
may have been generated by the market (in a corepliamy way with the
redistributive function of Welfare State in the reaof fairness).

4.The actual challengeto catch the presence of gift inside the market

The actual challenge is to catch gift presencédénrmharket, nobut ofthe
market andhot afterthe market, bunsidethe market.

This perspective has emerged only recently thaokshé discovery of
“Civil Economy”™*, whose historical roots dip into the Middle Ages
(more patrticularly in the Franciscans and Benededtiadition) and in the
Civil Humanism of fourteenth and fifteenth centui@oluccio Salutati,
Poggio Bracciolini, Leonardo Bruni, Leon Battistalbérti, Matteo
Palmieri) with ramifications that reach the Italizmlightenment with the
Milan school (Ludovico Muratori, Pietro Verri) aride Neapolitan school
(Paolo Mattia Doria, Antonio Genovesi).

34 See Bruni and Zamagni (2004), Bruni and Zamagnigp00
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All these scholars emphasize the importance ofatoelations, which are
based on gift and reciprocity, for the edificatioh the city, in which
markets are embedded.

So gift becomes the prerequisite of the marketides the prerequisite of
the civil society. In building social bonds, gifideed gives rise to those
forms of acknowledgment that are at the foundadibthe community and,
therefore, also of the market, which is part ofmtheThe market begins,
among other things, from an original gift: the @fttrust®. Marcel Mauss
writes about it: “In all the societies that havegeded us and in all the
societies which still surround us, and also in mamstoms associated with
our popular morality, there is no middle way: tastror distrust entirely®.
Market can start to run only from what Alain Caitall the “conditional
unconditionality”. According to Caille no contractso alliances can be
generated without a minimum of plausible hope thatother will be able
to give what is necessary in case of need or réduél union can be
formed or could hold a moment. But this unconddilbopening, essential
to reach at least the contractual phase, is nohgeent, but is subject to a
condition: that, once entered into the contracsttwill not be betrayed. In
this case, since the contracting parties are tréertminate the contract, the
alliance will end.

But gift is essential to the birth not only of thearket, but also of some
companies (consider, for example, the role of giftamily for the start-up
of family-busines®). Without strong social bonds, built by gift, matk
could not rise, but neither work, according to ttlassical authors of
anthropological research on gift and according he tmore recent
exponents of the “social construction of the mdrkeased on the study of
the Italian industrial distriét Gift is therefore not only a prerequisite to the
market, but also serves as a lubricant of the mafReinforcing “social
capital” through gift make transaction costs anel tisk of opportunisms
become lower. Gift may also remedy some markatred like situations of
information asymmetry between economic agents {aipedhe case of
hidden information).

% See Heinemann (1989).

36 See Mauss (2002), pp.137-138.
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5.Gift in Economic Theory
Deconstruction of “homo oeconomicus’ paradigm

The rediscovery of gift reaffirms the rift betweahstraction and reality,
with a gain of truth and an increase in awarenbéssitathe inadequacy of
“homo economicus” paradigm.

“Homo economicus” is infact portrayed as a raticagént, but gift shows
us that man is capable of actions that are theltre$uspontaneity and
sentiments, not only of calculated choices.

“Homo economicus” is represented as an agent whosens are in line
with his goals, but in gift the relationship “me#s®is” is absolutely not
known a priori: in making a gift you do not have ttertainty that it will be
reciprocated.

“Homo economicus” is depicted as an agent only-isédfrested (guided
only by instrumental rationality), but gift debunits sad connotation of
misanthropy. Gift testifies that actions can bedgdi by feelings of
benevolence towards people (think of the gifts ttargjers) or by moral
convictions (by a rationality according to valtuiés)

More Capacity of interpretation of economic phenomena

Gift widens the concepts of economy: we hpubélic economy ananarket
economy which can be divided into two branchpes/ate and civil

Gift widens the conceptions of economic goods wifle notion of
relational goods to which gift, for its characteristics, belongel&ional
goods are characterized mainly by the fact thatréh&tionship between
individuals is constitutive of the good, by the tfélcat there is a selfless
motivation at the root of the relation, by the falcat in the relation is
important the identity of the persons who are imedi. Gift implies or
even creates a social bond, is a free act, meetplgde need for
acknowledgment (it is called for this reasothe acknowledgment
paradignf). Gift makes unique the donor, as well as theefierary. Gift
reflects the personality of the donor, incorporabés “spirit” (the hau
studied by Mauss), but it takes into account also preferences of the
donee.

Gift widens the concepts of valuexchange valuaise valuelink value

40 See Zamagni (2002), Zamagni (2007).
41 See Donati and Solci (2011).
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Gift widens the forms of economic regulation, beyonarket and State,
including an other principle after market excharaged redistribution:
reciprocity’”.

6.Gift in company

Gift permeates, as an intangible factor, companjgsrating within the
organizational capital. The functioning of the company, as a set of
contracts, would be impossible if only conceivecadgeral application of
the contract by the worker. Think of Akerlof's inpeetation of labour
relation as “partial gift exchang@” And that work is not limited to the
minimum contractually required, but exceeds thentjyacorresponding to
equilibrium wage, is a circumstance observed ajsMbrcel Mauss in his
“Essay on the gift”, when he says that the workeas always felt, but this
time more sharply, to give in return something ikanore of a product or
a work time; he wants to give something of himgeis, time, his life, and
wants to be rewarded, albeit moderately, for thfs o refuse such a
reward is equivalent to incite him to laziness smthe minimum return®.
But even if the firm is conceived not as a set oftracts, but like an
organization, its functioning can not be explainied terms of mere
compliance of the hierarchy by the worker. In comea there are in
circulation a series of performances which havectirenotation of the gift.
The success of Japanese company is largely baséslaommunity spirit,
that is continuously fed by gifts and that is carted to the importance of
the gift in that sociefy.

But gift also can improve the functioning of themgmnent ofhuman

capital. The making of gifts by manager to employees off paternalistic

or instrumental, and if it takes place once enstagdreatment of workers,
can help to increase, in addition to other formssbére-economy, the
involvement and the motivation of employees, whare crucial in an
organizational context that requires increasingabalration and work
team. Gift creates social link and contributes ke tconstruction of
corporate citizenship, while traditional monetangéntives tend rather to
produce a displacement of intrinsic motivationstted employee towards
work. Furthermore, the quantity/quality of the Ikkiland abilities of
employees can be increased through the gift of kenye. Learning, which

42 See Polanyi (1974),Cella (1997).
43 See Akerlof (1982).

44 See Mauss (2002), p.133.

45 See Dore (1990).
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is the basis of “Knowledge Economy”, is a sociaqass that is based on
the free transmission of knowledge that improvelibheman capital of the

company. Creativity and intuition, so important fonovation, should be

considered a precious gift for the company likéstictcreatiof®.

Finally, gift can even increase the company's cditiypeness in various
modalities. Gift is present in the informal relatdhips inside and outside
the enterprise, in theelational capital that are strategic for the continuous
improvement of quality and innovation, which arsaarce of competitive
advantage. Quality and innovation, especially im@etal innovation,
require free passage of information, implicit amgleit knowledge among
individuals, among companies, between companiesnatitLitions.

A second way to increase the company's competéb®is an instrumental
use of the gift at the service of the market.

Gift may infact contribute to the achievement ofrked share especially in
the case of the launch of a new product (think led free samples
distributed to customers as in the case of perfumekugs). Gift may also
increase market power as many marketing stratdgige shown, like in
the case of bundled sales or free distributionoofies goods that are useful
to the affirmation, on the market, of a dominamdurct (strategy that is
particularly widespread in the context of the “N&sonomy” and among
consumers who are able to use ICT, namely the rmdton and
Communication Technologies).

Sometimes gift relates to goods and services ointkenet, always offered
free of charge to the public. Even in other type#Cd is widespread this
gift practice: consider the case of some modelsnobile phones given
away to customers as long as they sign a serviogram (commercial
tying).

Sometimes gift can serve to consolidate marketeshmr encouraging
customer’s loyalty with gifts, as often happenshia retail trade or in retail
distribution of fuels.

But the gift can become a factor of competitive aattage because an
altruistic orientation of the company, which may tem@lize in the
practices of corporate social responsibility (CSf)gial marketing, ethical
finance, can differentiate the brand, improve coafm reputation with all
direct and indirect benefits associated witH, itmprove relations with

48 See Hyde (1983).

47Reputation canmprove business ratings, raise share values, snfeemation problems
between company and customers/suppliers or relativeontractual incompleteness and
contractual uncertainty.
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citizens, institutions and natural environment. ikgaowever, CSR can be
more effective if paradoxically it is not so muéte tfruit ofopportunism(ie
the consequence of the calculation of the undoubtidhntages of the
market that CSR objectively manifests) or the faofitegal coercionor the
fruit of civil or political pressuresbut the fruit ofconscious choigeeven if
the different modes can coexist with each othethi& frame of Civil
Economy and in a Civil Compafly In the long run, in a climate of
widespread confidence, the values represented byR CBuld be
internalized in the intrinsic motivation of the ogrs/managers/employees,
transforming businesses companies oriented exelysito profit into
“companies oriented to an ideal motiVeThey should become much more
competitive thanks to this genuine moral enthusiasm

7.Conclusion

While it is now taken for granted the importancegift in the field of
anthropology and social matters (acting as a valtdrnative between
methodological individualism and holism), the nestiysof its revelation in
economic field is less recognized.

Yet this discovery could be precious not only for mcrease of the
interpretative capability of some economic phencmdiut also from the
anthropological point of view, for a change of thdea of man”
underlying economic sciencelomo reciprocansould serve as alternative
paradigm to “homo oeconomicus” selfishness of peiveconomy and to
the obliged and bureaucratic solidarity of Welf&tate.Homo reciprocans
has preceded historically “homo economicus” featilitg its coming and,
fortunately, is not yet extincted: “Our Westernisties have transformed,
only very recently, a man into an economic anirfife man was for a
long time different, and only recently has becomenachine, even a
calculating machiné®.

At microeconomic level gift is working in organimatal, human, relational
capital and in many coexisting forms (relationalrgy instrumental gifts).
Gift can also change the “modus operandi” insidé antside companies.
Gift can modify the relationship between capitatl dabour, overcoming
both the social antagonistic paradigm of Marxiantrmaboth the
individualistic and contrattualistic paradigm dbéralism and establishing
forms of cooperation between the two productivauiapGift can also lead

8 See Bruni (2009).
49 See Gui (2000).
%0 See Mauss (2002), pp.131-132.
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firms to take into account, in making their buss)aa addition to profit, of
other variables of collective interest and to adtvrelations of cooperation
with various actors based, above all, on the diknowledgé".
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