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Abstract: Aside from the calculating and always troublesome utilitarian ethic, a moral theory of
value can better serve as a desirable form of the veil of ignorance analogy on the part of the

arbitration of allocation procedures. Philosopher Soren Kierkegaard suggested a 'moral
absolute' that achieves a 'teleological suspension of the ethical'. This suspension or the veil of
ignorance can be formulated as a randomization of allocation procedures across agents in a
given preference space; such that, a truly self-interested gain is unpriced and therefore a true

gift, that is, a gift without an obligation.

The teleological suspension of the ethical and the veil of ignorance analogies [1][2] will be
implied after the main lemma but before that consider the aesthetic nature of the gift and that of

what is seen as the moral; of which this lemma is proposed to be a framework. The famous
postmodernist Derrida wrote about the "impossibility of a gift" because of it always being within

the logic of economic exchange like the instances where "gifts are exchanged". He saw the
ineradicability of a necessarily obliging "intentionality" in giving and receiving gifts. The true

gift, he thought, must be veiled from the gifting intentionality in the giver as well as the receiver.
[3]  An obscure philosophy meme put it this way: "that the impossible as impossible is now

possible"; this is that punning possibility of the impossibility of a gift which Derrida wanted for a
true gift which he could never conceive of. The true gift proposed here is that which is made of
the economic logic itself such that it orthogonally defies the measures of the exchange logic of

economy from within that very exchange. As even a greater requirement of this paradox the true
gift here is made singular with a truly subjective and therefore a true self-interest as the sublime
or the aesthetic of subjectivity. Kant in Critique of Judgement ties the sublime and the aesthetic

with the moral as a "supersensible" world of aesthetic taste and virtue. As Kant put it: "For these
properties taken together constitute the characteristic social spirit of humanity by which it is

distinguished from the limitations of animal life." [4] [5]



The Gift Lemma:

Definition: A true self-interest lies in the existence of a 'non-price' p* as, p*(v(p(x))) ≤ 0, for a
preference bundle x, with a positive market price p(x), for its truly subjective preference v(p(x)),
when x is strictly preferred to a bundle y, as x ≻ y, given a priced and weak preference called a

preorder ≿ on all locally similar preferences, (x ≿ y) in which either x is preferred to y or there is
indifference between the two, in a randomized endowments and exchange market allocations

procedure P, such that v(p(x)) is 'unpriced':

p*(v(p(x))) ≤ 0,

That is, the price p* of the truly subjective value, v(x), of the price of x as p(x), is ≤ 0.

And where, 0 < p(x) > p*,

while, x ≿ y⇔ p(x) ≿ p(y) ∈ P

So the gift value g(x) ∉ P

And g(x) =: { (v(x)/-p*(x)) - (p(x)) }

And,

(g ∩ P) = ∅ .

Statement:

∃ p*(v(p(x))) ≤ 0,

∀ x ≿ y ∈ X ⊂ ℝ^n+

and ∀ p(x) ≿ p(y) > 0, ∀ p ∈ P ⊂ ℝ^n+

If and only if,

x ≻ y,

for some x, y ∈ X.



Condition:

It is impossible for a social preference, s(x), to not be priced.
That is, it is a must that,

s(x) = p(x),

And, a priced, and therefore randomized, individual preference, h(x), is always such that,

h(x) = s(x),

∀ x, y ∈ X.

Discussion:

Conversely, a truly subjective preference must be unpriced.
And because the unpriced preferences are only subjective and therefore truly self-interested (for

instance, a consumer surplus), the self-interest is best pursued by going for the priced social
preferences given in the preorder like, x ≿ y. Therefore a true gift is the one where there is no

obligation of an exchange left for the receiver. Thus, only an unpriced and a true gift without an
obligation can constitute a true self-interest; only if it is mediated by a "veil of ignorance" [1]

and a "teleological suspension of the ethical" [2] - for instance, the utilitarian ethic - in the form
of a randomization of allocation procedure. Such a procedure, seen in this practical way, mirrors

the suggestion of a moral absolute instead of that of an ethical universal.

Proof:

Let P be the market price allocations across preferences in the commodity space X, and P ⊂ X,
or even P = X, where P, X ∈ ℝ^n+.

Let P be the retraction of X as a continuous function,

r : X →P as r|P,

then, P being a retract of X, a continuous inclusion map,

f : P →X must be injective.

That is, the p*(x) ∉ ℝ^n+.



Through Invariance of Domain:

If P is the open price subset of the commodity space X and P, X ∈ ℝ^n then there is an f(P),

f : P→X is continuous and injective,

that is, there does not remain a p ∈ P which is not corresponding to an x ∈ X so that the
p* ∉ P, as shown above.

And then f(P) is open in X so the inverse function, f^-1 : f(P) →P is also continuous.

Remark:

Given the discontinuity of p*(v(p(x))) in P, the v(x) can be conceived as a single point, related to
any respective good like x, with Lebesgue measure zero.
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