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Geoff Hodgson

The transfer of allegiance from paradigm
to paradigmisa conversion experience that
cannot be forced. Lifelong resistance, par-
ticularly from those whose productive
careers have committed them to an older
tradition of normal science, is not & vio-
lation of scientific standards but an index
to the nature of scientific research itself.
The source of resistance is the assurance
that the older paradigm will ultimately
all its problems, that nature can be
he paradigm provides.
TroMAS KUBN

The Structure of Scientific Revolutions

solve
shoved into the box t

een preoccupied with several key debates

he one that has drawn most attention is
heory, in which one side has urged that

he body of theory laid down in Capital.

t primarily about acceptance oOr
rejection of the labour theory of value, but it has since developed in
that way. Opponents of the labour theory are perhaps more confident
and intransigent. Its supporters are divided into groups ranging from
repetitive fundamentalists to inventive and sophisticated defenders of
its indispensability. Erik Olin Wright, in his contribution ‘The Value
Controversy and Social Research’, comes close to the latter end of the
spectrum. His graphic rigour, and his aversion to the fundamentalist
habits of label-daubing the opposition or appealing to the hallowed

Marxist theoreticians haveb
during the 1970s.* Perhaps t
the controversy about valuet
drastic surgery is required ont
Initially, the discussion was no

* In writing this paper 1 have been aided by discussions with Leo Panitch and by
useful remarks by lan Steedman on an carlier draft. Their help is acknowledged with

gratitude. Responsibility for errors and omissions in t

entirely mine.

he final version 18, of course,
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¢ that labour-power does not have special charac-
and must be understood if

fabour theory, O
cs that are worthy of identification
to be explained.

the inner workings of the capitalist system are
Labour-power is important, central, and unique. But we have to
demonstrate this uniqueness and centrality, not assume it at the
outset. At thisstage the important point is to note that therecan beno
f we proceed from any other basic input of the

ts. Wright's elaborate and

formal objection i
system and view it as placing limits on profi

clegant account does begin to look blinkered by the preconceptions
of its author.

limits

Sociotechnical
conditions
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n capitalism. There is, therefore, an clement of truth in the
as a limiting condition 18

the choice of surplus-value
It is arbitrary with respect to the specific problem of

fits, and if this was the only reason for a theory of
n then indeed there would be no grounds for
any other factor as limiting con-
far from arbitrary with respect to a
derstanding classes and class
of production, and linking such
capitalist mechanisms of
us-value and profits. It is

charge that
“arbitrary”.
caleulating pro
proﬁt determinatio
choosing surplus-value over
dition. . - - But the choice is
proader theoretical project—un
struggle in terms of social relations
class struggles to the specific analysis of

appropriating surplus labour through surpl
because we are interested in understanding class relations and class

struggle that we seek a model of determination of profits that allows
link classes to profits, not because we have an autonomous
such, independently of their social determinants

In these terms, the specific way in which one
del for the calculation of profits is conceptually
he qualitative theory of social relations within

which profits acquire their social content.’
The same point is repeated, in slightly different terms, in a

footnote: ‘Because Marxists are subjectively committed to a certain

set of values and thus have an interest in studying exploitation, an
ideal-type model revo i

lving around surplus labour is appropriate. In
fact, the argument does not rest simply on the value preferences of the
theorist, but on the realist claim that classes and class struggle,
defined in terms of production relations, are the decisive social forces
which shape social change. Class

es are real, not simply analytical

conventions. Surplus labour also establishes real limits on possible
profits, not simply analytical limits.’

In short, then, we must focus on labour and surplus labour because

it leads us to an examination of classes, class struggle, and exploi-

tation. Classes arc real, and they are the key elements in social

change.
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coretical apparatus to fit in with our own preconceptions.
tion of a modern ecologist to Wright’s essay. This
atthe fundamental force in the world is the flow and
f energy and therefore understands the world in

¢ apparatus can be accepted eagerly by the
wrong!” he cries. “There is a place

he limit on profits. [ believe this

with a true picture of the world as 1 understand it.”
this line of argument further, by examining, for
of a Christian evangelist to Wright’s scheme
g that profit is the result of and reward for
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e. Surplus energy ist

pain).

Calculation and Causality

Wright's first main assault on the Sraffian account of profit determi-
nation, as we have seen, is 10 point out thatto assemble a set of factors
necessary and sufficient to calculate profits is not the same as to
assemble a set of causes of the profit level. At first sight this seems
plausible, but on closer examination it is as empty as his justification

for the selection of surplus labour.

In reply to Wright it must first be pointed out that he has not

demonstrated causality in his own model. His attempt to distinguish
or ‘modes of determination’, is

three or four different types of causes,
does not help. In his scheme he asserts that surplus
fits, and the nature of these limits are mathematical

So the allegation against Sraffa can be turned
t out a factor, or set of factors, that limit
oint out a cause, of any type, of the profit
evels. Thereisno difference here.
at are sufficient to calculate the

impressive, but
labour limits pro
maxima and minima.
against Wright: to poin
profitsis not the same astop
level or of a range of possible profitl

graffa identifies a set of factors th
precise level of profits; Wright identifies a factor (surplus labour)

that is sufficient to calculate limits on profits. Both are calculations
and not, at this stage, demonstrations of cause and effect. The only
difference worth noting is that Wright’s calculation is a weaker and
less precise yersion of the one provided by Sraffa; Sraffa’s is sufficient

to provide an exact answer, whereas Wright's is not.
To reinforce the point let us consider Wright’s diagram that is
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abour is the cause limiting profits, and he assumes that

ctional, causal link between the two. He proves none
t is to show that other analysts, using Wright’s
y, may well assume other plausible connections. The only
h them is that they do not square with the Marxist
hat are the very objects of dispute in the post-Sraffa
ticle may have been welcomed by those Marxists
jously worried by the impact of the Sraffa system on
With its relative rigour and apparent
the labour theory of value. But on
snothing. Despite claims to the
ot lay bare real processes in the real world: real

d effect. His work is nothing but a scholastic
into old boxes. But, as we shall argue, they

conceptions t

1d appear to rescue
Wright proves

Nested Modes of Determination

The next line of criticism, like the previous One, requires that we tackle
Wright's methodology on its own terms. According to Wright, socio-
technical conditions of production plus the real wage select the profit
level; that is, no other factors are required to determine the level of
profits. But also, according to Wright, surplus labour limits profits.
This raises an obvious question: if selection is sufficient to determine
the result, what then is the status of structural limitation? The level of

profits selected will always be within the limits provided by surplus
labour, because by definition the limits contain all the feasible profit
rates for a given amount of surplus-value. So surplus labour is a
‘cause’ that plays no role, because the other causes act to determine
the outcome. Surplus labour will never actually bring itself to bear

y that they

upon the result. Wright has defined these limitsin such a wa

are redundant.

In general, itis di
if other factors, throu
to determine the outcome.
sapiens is caused, through
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humanoids could not survive on Earth if
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These things can be read into Sraffa, aseasily asa
predilection for the market can be read in to tarnish the Sraffa system
by association. But the accredited Marxist interpretation of Sraffa is
just as valid, for the length of the working day and the level of output
do appear prominently amongst the coefficients of the Sraffa system.
Wright's association of Sraffa with a concentration on the market is

mere prejudice, nothing more.
This prejudice is manifest on more than one occasion. Such
misinterpretations of Sraffa are so widespread that it is worth
discussing them in more detail. In Wright we find passages like this:
‘Within Sraffian theory, classes play a systematic role only in terms of
the determination of the real wage, and the combatants in the class
struggle are defined by their location within the market. All wage-
earners, therefore, would be part of the working class, since the
income of all wage-earners takes the form of a deduction from
profits. . . . In Marxist theory, the concept of class is closely linked to
the question of surplus labour. Classes are defined by the social
relations of production, not primarily by market relations.” This is
wrong, through and through. If Wright read Sraffa more attentively
he would find that classes are not defined, and the results of market
forces are taken as given. There is no explicit or implicit definition of
class in terms of the market, production, property, Of anything else. It
is just as valid to say thatin Sraffa profits are a deduction from wages
as it is to say that wa fits. Both are false
propositions, and neit It does not follow
from Sraffa, therefore, th t of the working
class. Wright can interpre f several ways.
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We have noted that Sraffa

important omission, and in my view class is indeed
economic category. But jt must also be noted that thereis no clear and
explicit definition of class in Capital. Marx moves towards such
definition at the very end of the unfinished notes for Volume 3. Of
course, a focus on production and the labour process js clearin Marx,
but Wright has not shown that thjs focus is Inconsistent with Sraffa,
The drift of hjs paper, that the recast Marxist theory of value lead
an appropriate investigation, or ‘social research’,
process, whereas Sraffian the
Or rigorous theoretjca]
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1s well behaved and will conform to his single-product (and relatiVely,
uniform organic composition of capital?) model s reminiscent of the
neo-classicist faith in the well-behaved aggregate-production fune.
tion, despite the fact that the Sraffian critique of neo-classicy]
distribution theory has shown that there are no reasons for assum;j

such special, ‘well-behaved” cases. In response many neo-classicy

article of faith. It would be dangerous to retain ‘structural limitation’,
and such a well-behaved causal relation between surplus labour ang
profits, for the same reason.

The faithful might find some solace in Wright's essay. It postpones
the demise of the old paradigm when it is the new one that should be

adopted and enriched with fresh scientific insight. To me, the state of

value theory in the classical-Marxist/Srafﬁan tradition can be
compared to the state of astronomy after Copernicus. The analogy
should not be pushed too far: Sraffa is not Copernicus and neither
Marx nor Adam Smith were Ptolemy. Common features, however,
can be found. The Ptolemaic mode] was an elaborate construction
designed to demonstrate the geocentricity of the universe, It involved
a complex system of thirty-nine ‘wheels’ to ‘carry’ sun, moon,
planets, and stars in their heavenly motion. The problem with the
Ptolemaic universe, and similar labours of his Alexandrian col-
leagues, was not that of failure to make correct predictions, nor of
failure to be of practical use: ‘Hipparchus’s Catalogue of the fixed
stars, and Ptolemy’s Tables for calculating planetary motions, were
so reliable and precise that they served, with some insignificant
corrections, as navigational guides to Columbus and Vasco da
Gama.’!S The Ptolemaic theory was not refuted by evidence, nor
made redundant through any failure to construct a practical view of
the world. It was eventually displaced, after more than a millennjum
and a half had passed, by a different view, in which the earth moved
around the sun and the stars Were not requested to describe circles for
the benefit of a static Earth.

What were the Teasons for its displacement? The Ptolemaic System
could claim to explain the universe ip terms of elaborate sky
geometry, of cycles and epicycles, centrics and ececentrics. It served

'S Arthur Koestler, The S/ecy)u'tz//\'em, London 1968, p. 70.
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