Reconsiderations

Erik Olin Wright

Like most Marxists, I have considered the |
(LTV) to be one of the essential elements in the
of Marxist theory.* It provides
way of talking about exploitati
basis of this account of exploit
diverse concepts

abour theory of value
conceptual framework
an elegant and intuitively gripping
on in capitalist society, and on the
ation provides a way of linking such
as class, class struggle, accumulation, crisis and so
on into an overall theory of capitalist development. While it is true
that my empirical research has never been directly based on the
categories of the labour theory of value, nevertheless jt always seemed
that value concepts provided a very general point of departure and
inspiration for the questions and direction of that research.

It was in this context that I wrote “The Value Controversy and
Social Research’. That paper was primarily an attempt to come to
terms with the Sraffian critique of the labour theory of value as
formulated in the work of Ian Steedman. I attempted to establish two
principal theses: 1. That if the Marxist account of the relationship
between surplus-value and profits is properly reconstructed, then it is
possible to demonstrate the formal compatibility of the labour
theory of value and the Sraffian account of the determination of

profits. This compatibility rested on the argument that the Marxist
account specifies a process of structural limitation on profits whereas
the Sraffian account specifies a process of concrete selection of profits
within those limits. (This distinction will be explained below.) 2. That
the labour theory of value generated a different research agenda and
provided the basis for a different theory of class relations than did the

*1 would like to thank Michael Burawoy and Herb Gintis for their helpful
comments on an earlier draft of this paper
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reason for reading further in this essay. !

Summary of Original Argument

The heart of the original argument | advanced revolved around why
I termed a ‘model of determination’ of profits. This model containeg
four principal elements: profits, surplus-value, the rea] wage and the
socio-technical conditions of production (STCP). I argued that thege
elements were connected in the manner depicted in my figure 4 (p. 46).

This model should be read in the following way: With a given

quantity of surplus-value generated in an €conomy, there is an upper

and lower boundary to the quantity of profits possible in thyt

cConomy. As long as that quantity of surplus-valye remains un

changed, then profits cannot exceed that maximum regardless of how
one might change the stcp or the real wage, Changes in the stcp and
real wage, however, can affect the level of profits within those limits,
and thus a selection determination links these two variables directly
to profits.? Surplus-value s itself structurally determined by the stcp
and the real wage: the sTcp determine the range of possible levels of
surplus-value within which limits the real wage has a selection effect,

! Since I will not treat any of the issues assocjated with joint production in this essay,
I will not discuss many of the criticisms raised by Bandyopadhyay. Much of his essay
directly or indirectly springs from this issue since he emphasizes the ‘puzzies’ of
negative surplus-value, negative prices, etc. His long discussion of the ways in which |
confuse or conflate surplus labour with surplus-value also jg really based on the
problems associated with joint production, since in the absence of joint production
surplus labour can be interpreted as the actual difference between total labour
performed and necessary labour in a straightforward way. I do not mean to dismiss
these criticisms out of hand, and eventually a Marxist €conomist needs to produce a
rigorous solution to Joint production within a value framework (or,ata minimum, a
rigorous critique of the Sraffian solution), but these concerns are outside of the domain
of this paper,

* Although in the model these two selection-determinations are not themselves
hierarchica”y ordered, there is nothing in the concept of selection which precludes such
ordering, Thus, as Bandyopadhyay argues, the selection-determination from the real
wage should be seen as operating within limits established by the selection-determi-
nation from the stcp.
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al are equal in all sectors and thus surplus-value
evel of profits (i.e. the limits collapse). In such a
1 there are many changes in the real wage or the STCP which
ffects on the level of surplus-value. The vector of com-
basket could change in certain ways—some
thers—without the amount of surplus-value
s could change without the
of labour changing, and thus surplus-value would
tant. In such instances, no change in the level of profits
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re complex when we move to a situation
compositions of capital. Under such
he case that profits change only when
e to have a change in the level of

or the choice of technologie

way implies that it is irre
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with heterogeneous organic
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owever, the degree of possible variation in profits is
he level of surplus-value, and it is in this sense
that I argued surplus-value imposes limits on profits.* If one is willing
to accept that ‘structural limitation’ is a legitimate form of determi-
nation, then there is no contradiction at all in saying that the sTCP
impose limits on surplus-value and surplus-value imposes limits on
profits, any more than in the simpler case it is contradictory to say
that the sTcp and real wage directly determine surplus-value, which

determines a unique level of profits.®

surplus-value. H
still constrained by t

on of capital is homogeneous across sectors, then
he necessary and sufficient condition for changes in
profits; when the organic compositions are not homogeneous, then changes in surplus-
value become necessary and sufficient conditions for changes in the limits on profits,
but not the specific level of profits. It should be noted that in the equal organic
composition of capital case, changes in the sTcp and real wage are still necessary
conditions for changes in profits, but they are not sufficient conditions: it is entirely
possible to have changes in these two variables which have no effects whatsoever on
profit levels (namely, changes which leave the total surplus-value constant).

s Hodgson also seems to fall into the same error as Bandyopadhyay when he argues
that surplus labour cannot constitute the basis for real limits on profits since it does not

affect the real wage and the STCP:

4 When the organic compositi
changes in surplus-value become t
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2. Structural Limitation as a Mode of Determination

The above argument presupposes that ‘structural limitation” is a for

of real determination. This claim is challenged by Hodgson. In order
for something to count as a cause, he argues, it must have a positive
impact on the outcome in question: ‘In general, it is difficult to
envisage a causal role for structural limits if other factors, via the

process of selection, are entirely sufficient to determine the outcome,

Since the concept of limits plays such an important role in the strategy
I adopted for linking the Marxist labour theory of value to the
Sraffian analysis of profits, it is important to explain the sense in

which a cause can be real and yet not determine a specific outcome.

The concept of limits may be somewhat clearer if, for the moment,
we shift our attention from the problem of the determination of
profits to the theory of the state. (This example was used in footnote

19 in the original paper.) If we want to explain fully the policies of a
given state, we are faced with two complementary explanatory tasks.
First, we need to explain the determinants of the range of possible
policies open to the state, the determinants of alternatives within the
agenda of state policies. Second, we need to explain the determi-
nation of the specific policy option within that range which is actually
selected by the state, which concretely becomes state policy. These are
quite distinct tasks, and they may involve quite different explanatory
principles. Thus, pluralist interest-group theory, with its emphasis on
active bargaining/negotiations between organized interest groups in
the process of decision-making, may provide a reasonably accurate
account of the selection-determination of specific state policies within
the range of alternatives, and yet be totally unable to understand

‘In the case of surplus labour, this structural limit can never be a cause because it
never . . . affects socio-technical conditions or the real wage. We are led to conclude
that surplus labour does not affect profits either.” This formulation by Hodgson would
apply equally well to the situation in which all organic compositions of capital were
equal and thus the level of surplus-value directly defined a unique level of profits, since
it would still be the case that surplus-value would not affect the sTce or the real
wage. Thus, even though in the simple case, variation in surplus-value is a necessary and
sufficient condition for changes in the level of profits, while changes in the stcp and the
real wage are not sufficient conditions (since they may vary in ways which do not affect

surplus-value), Hodgson would reject a treatment of surplus-value as causally effective
on profits.
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6 For a penetrating discussion of the problems of studying systematic ‘pon-events’ in

the theory of the state, se€ Claus Offe, ‘The Structural Pl;obllegrr’x] ff the State’, in von
Beyme (ed.), German Political Studies, vol. L, Beverly Hills .
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In the analysis of profits, as in the anal
process, it is thus legitimate to construc
structural limitations at work in the process.

take place within limits,

imposed, then limits can designate real causal processes.
Hodgson is thus wro

of determination sim

of limits which I bropose remains largely formal in character and that
I have not presented any arguments whatsoever concerning the
causal mechanisms operative in the relationship between surplus-
value and profits. This is a serious weakness in my analysis and
undermines the force of my critique of the Sraffian perspective as
well. Let us examine this problem in more detail.

Formal vs. Real Determinations

In my critique of the Sraffian account of profits I argued that
Steedman and others had collapsed the distinction between formal
calculation and explanation. While they had established that surplus-
value was a redundant concept in the calculation of profits, they had
not at all established that it was redundant in the causal process
through which profits were actually determined. Using the example
of explaining vs. predicting state policies cited above, I argued that it
was entirely possible to be redundant or irrelevant in a formal
mathematical process of calculation and yet play a pivotal role in a
real process of causation.

Hodgson correctly points out that I have failed in my own analysis
to provide any account of causation: ‘In reply to Wright it must first
be pointed out that he has not demonstrated causality in his own
model. His attempt to distinguish three or four different types of
causes, or “‘modes of determination”, is impressive, but does not
help. In his scheme he asserts that surplus labour /imits profits, and
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He pays the price of machinery,
yet the product is worth more t
words, is the source of s
appropriates?’8
The solution to this riddle, Nicolaus argues, following Marx, lies in
the capacity of labour-power ‘to produce more value than is
necessary to reproduce it’. Thus capitalists end up with a profit
because they are able to force workers to work more hours than ig
embodied in the commodities which they purchase with their wages.
The labour theory of value certainly does provide an elegant
solution to this problem, but if the Sraffa vs. Marx debate has
demonstrated anything, it has shown that the LTV does not provide
the only logically possible solution. An account of exchange-value
based on the sTcp and the real Wage can also formally solve the riddle.
This of course does not imply anything about which solution is

correct, but simply that the argument for the logical necessity of the
LTv to account for profits is inadequate.

2. Behavioural account of value. The behavioural argument for the
labour theory of value usually makes some reference to Adam
Smith’s famous parable of beaver- and deer-hunters.? In this story it
is demonstrated that beaver and deer will exchange proportionately
to the amount of time it takes their respective hunters to caich them,
since it would be irrational for the hunters to exchange their prey in
any other ratio (as long as it was possible for hunters to switch back
and forth between beaver- and deer-hunting). If it is assumed that the
actors in the system can choose what they will produce and that they
have knowledge of the time it takes to produce the commodities in
question, then such minimal behavioural assumptions of time-
efficiency rationality make this account plausible,
The problem with this causa] defence of the labour theor
as has often been noted, is that the behavioura]
down as soon as we leave the simpl

y of value,
mechanisms break
e world of directly exchanged (or

8 Martin Nicolaus, ‘Proletariat and Middle Class in Marx’, Studies on the Left, No.
7, 1967, pp. 266-267. For a more extended commentary on this argument, see my
Class, Crisis and the State, London, NLB, 1978, pp. 117-118.

° For example, Paul Sweezy in The
beaver- and deer-hunter story as a vehicle
calculations of exchange-values.
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CommOdltleS'lﬁ‘ex f energy, human and mechanlfzal. An 2 s
emt:i(?t('i . C:rlr?t::)eSyo‘machine time’ as well, i}rll. Whl;%egu?flahaving ;
would © 1 machine. vl
. Conslt)ittl? tr?c:lvr:gsl ); r(::ceests)gi/ :ofndition for excharéie, it is not
ol e o s o SR
Second’"as Ma;iciltlir;rsxeilsf ;t;fssz(?r’logeneous, but ratherhics) r:g;gﬁ;
?xﬁenc?i:grllguﬁ:ged by its skills, specializations, etc. The
ively
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Marx uses this kind o




fanciful society in which al]

requi , ) com e
q ired no labour inputs at al] modities grew on trees which

And imagj
d imagine that each tree was the

therefore
. , must devel
giorefor Op some so
¢ ;xbsltmg labour to these tasks Tf“i’f
O . . . ’
€m In a peculiar way, since th:

meghagism for adequately
capitalist economy poses th

ally (i.é. each
nd how much

of the products ©

about-
_mechanis

tself is to €
. ‘pryoduction.m
onal argument seems to me to be legitimate in

' principl
(ie. 2 necessar

Reconsiderations 143

such an economy is organized anarchi-
tion makes its own decisions about what
to produce). What mechanism guarantees the
at labour be distributed in the socially
that is offered is that the exchange
}in ratios proportional to the
duction provides such a
is seen as
st if society
f capitalist

duction of use-values in
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ntities? The answer
f1labour (commodities
necessary for their pro
m. The labour theory of value, therefore,

he necessary causal process which must exi
ontinue to exist under conditions ©
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entifying ¢

This kind of functi

e. That is, if one indeed does identify a functional requirement

y condition for reproduction) of a society and

ticular structure or mechanism provides a

establishes that a par
nd no other structure or

solution to that functional imperative (a
mechanism provides such a solution), then one has gone at least part

of the way in ‘explaining’ that structure and decoding its effects. I say
4t least part of the way’ since a full functional explanation also
requires an account of the chain of causes and effects that regulate the
functional relations. But functional explanations are not in principle
illegitimate aspects of causal/historical explanations.''
In this particular case, however, the functional explanation as a
causal defence of the labour theory of value is quite shaky. Several
it. First of all, it is clearly not the case

objections can be raised against
that there exists ‘a necessary distribution of social labour’ for social
reproduction. Rather, there exist a multitude of socially possible

distributions all of which are compatible with social reproduction. To
be sure, there are some distributions of social labour which would
make social reproduction impossible—if all labour produced tooth-
brushes the population would starve. But the fact that radically
catastrophic distributions exist does not imply at all that a unique

functional distribution is needed.

ended defences of the LTV in terms of the functional
be found in 1.1. Rubin, Essays in

10Ope of the most ext
tion of social labour can

imperatives for the distribu
Marx's Theory of Value, Detroit 1972.

11 For a defence of the use of functional arguments in Marxist theory, see G.A.
Cohen, Karl Marx’s Theory of History: A Defence, Oxford 1979.
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of the labour theory of value has not been

adequately established through any of the conventional Marxist
s. 1. The LTV is not the only logically possible causal basis
f profits. 2. The behavioural causal arguments are
r producers do not directly calculate the value of
labour times. 3. Labour time as the substance of
e very possibility of the exchange

Thus, the causal defence

argument
for the existence O
_inadequate wheneve
 their commodities in
valueisnota logical necessity for th
of qualitatively heterogeneous use-values. 4. The functional require-
1 reproduction do not necessitate that the exchange of
d by embodied labour times. Hodgson is
nts as being just as formal

_ ments of socia
commodities be regulate
thus quite correct in criticizing my argume
as the Sraffian account.

It should be noted in this context that the Sraffians, including the

Marxist-Sraffians, have also not established a systematic causal
argument about the relationship between physical inputs, the real
wage, and prices/profits. What they have accomplished, in a way
quite parallel to the traditional Marxist analysis, is to provide a
causal argument for the social process which pushes prices back
towards values when market-based deviations occur (i.e. through the
movement of capital into sectors in which prices are above values). 13
This is the causal story that Hodgson tells in his essay. But they have

not as far as I'm aware provided a causal account of the mechanisms

that translate the sTCP into real determinants of prices and profits. In
here islittle

terms of the debate over the labour theory of value, then, t
basis for a choice between positions on this particular problem,
important though it may be.

To restate the issue: while it is possible to argue formally that
surplus labour/value imposes limits on the range of possible profits,
no satisfactory causal argument in support of this formal limit has
been offered. This is an important weakness, since from a strictly
formal point of view a wide range of other limits could equally well be
posed. As I pointed out in the original essay—and Hodgson also

move to sectors of production
he rate of profit is above the
he full edifice of the labour
ces and the average rate of
hich prices are above such
provide such a

13 Thisis the heart of the ‘law of value™: that capital will
in which prices deviate above values (and thus in which t
average). The law of value, however, does not require t
theory of value. It merely needs a theory of equilibrium pri
profit, and of the response of capitalists to situations in w
equilibria. Both the LTV and the Sraffian approach to prices and profits

framework.
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stresses—if any input to production is held ¢
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limits, surplus labour enabled us
general theory of class. Let us now

The Labour Theory of Value and Class Theory
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mits are themselves completely
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debate between the defenders and crit

did from the Marxian account.

This argument met with
Hodgson and Bandyopadhy
the basis of a concept of clas

two basic criticisms in the essays by
ay: first, that the defence of the rTv on

s rooted in the appropriation of surplus
labour was circular, since it had to presuppose what it intended to

establish; second, the Sraffian account of profits is just as compatible
with the Marxian notion of class as it is with any other class concept.
In what follows I wil] attempt to show that the first criticism is
incorrect, while the second is largely accurate and requires a

modification of my initial position.
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not all human activity is ‘labour’
questionably one of the most funda
activity. 15 Furthermore, Marxists have u
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dominated, controlled, is thus of great importance for the character
of social reproduction and social change.

Alienation. When the social relations within which labour is
performed are organized in such a manner that the people who
perform the activity of labour lose control over some or all aspects of
that activity, we say that their labouris ‘alienated’. Alienation, in this
sense, is a social relation which is variable in form and degree, ranging
from the alienation of a small part of labouring activity in the case of
tribute-paying organic peasant communities to the pervasive alie-
nation of capitalist industrial production. In the latter case the

worker not only loses control over surplus labour, but over the entire
labour process.
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2. Class and the Sraffian Approach to Profits

While the conceptualization of class outlined above does not

presuppose the labour theory of value, the two sets of concepts clearly
have a systematic affinity to each other. Traditionally, the LTV has
provided the answer to a specific problem of class analysis, namely:
how does it happen that surplus labour is appropriated in a capitalist
society in which, it appears, workers are paid the full value of their
labour power when they work for capitalists. At first glance
capitalism seems precisely to be an example of a social system within
which the capitalist class appropriates 2 surplus product without
actually appropriating any surplus labour, since all labour-power is
paid its full equivalent in products (via the wage). In such a view,
exploitation is absent from capitalism. The labour theory of value is,
in these terms, an account of the mechanism by which surplus labour
is ‘pumped out’ of workers, namely through forcing workers to
perform more labour than is embodied in the commodities which
they consume. On the assumption that the value of commodities is
regulated by embodied labour times, this mechanism provides the
basis for exploitation in capitalism. In this way the LTV links the
theory of class to the theory of capital accumulation, profits, etc.
In my original article I argued that the Sraffian account of profits
did not spontaneously lend itself to a concept of class rooted in
production relations.!” While the formal structure of Sraffa’s
argument was not actually incompatible with a production~based

17 [t js important to stress that Sraffa and most theorists working in his tradition
never explicitly define classes or reflect on the broader problems of class analysis.
Whenever | speak of a definition of class ‘based on’ or ‘derived from’ the Sraffian
approach I do not mean to suggest that such a definition has been actively adopted by
any particular theorist in the Sraffian tradition. A notable exception to this silence on
questions of the concept of class within work that is heavily informed by the Sraffian
tradition is the very important recent work by John Roemer. Perhaps more than any
other theorist, Roemer’s work can be characterized as an attempted synthesis of the
theoretical thrust of Marxist social-historical theory and the technical economic
strategies in the Sraffian tradition. The result is a reconstruction of the analytical
foundations of Marxian economic theory which in principle does not sacrifice its
sociological, historical, and political logic. See in particular his Analytical Foundations
of Marxian Economic Theory, Cambridge 1981; 4 General Theory of Exploitation and
Class, Harvard University Press (forthcoming 1982), and ‘New Directions in the
Marxian Theory of Exploitation and Class’, Working Paper Series No. 161,
Department of Economics, University of California-Davis, November 1980.
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ansforming the quantity of steel purchased into the

d or electricity purchased into electricity actually
t to every purchased input of production there isa
problem of potential waste, of a difference between the potential
input represented In the market transaction and the real input
represented in the production process. The structure of concepts in
the Sraffian framework thus does not distinguish between the
engineering problem of physical waste (including the engineering
aspects of the problem of waste of labour time) and the social
problem of labour control. Unless one brought to the Sraffian
framework a theoretical commitment to the special importance of
labour as such, there would be little impulse to draw out the
implications of the Sraffian concepts for a class analysis. In the case of
the labour theory of value, on the other hand, class relations are
inscribed in the core concepts themselves, and thus one is insistently

pushed towards a class analysis.
Second, if one does decide to

steel actually use
used. With respec

draw out the implications of the

Sraffian framework for a production-relations class analysis one
would be led more naturally towards a theory of domination in
production rather than exploitation.'® While the Sraffian framework
does suggest a relational, production-level concept of class, it would
not suggest building that concept around the problem of the
appropriation of surplus labour as such. While labour and its relation
to labour-power do have a status in Sraffian theory, the concept of
surplus labour has, at most, a marginal status. (And as Bandyopadh-
yay pointed out in his analysis, when it is discussed it has little to do
with the actual division between mnecessary and surplus labour
performed by producers, but rather is a purely technical parameter
derived from the technically minimum amount of labour needed to
produce various commodities.) The Sraffian analysis of prices and
profits and other economic issues could proceed perfectly well
without ever mentioning surplus labour. The Sraffian approach to
production, therefore, suggests a concept of class structure based on
pt of domination in production, and not simply
in the Sraffian framework is thus

t of class 1
ncept of class used by Ralf

ed against the co
neralized concept of authority

18 Note that this is still a conce
domination in society. The implied concep
not subject to the criticisms sometimes levell
Dahrendorf, Gerhard Lenski, and others based on a ge
unhinged from the process of production.
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the ownership/non-ownership of the means of production (the aspeg
related to the real wage) and the control/non-control over the

performance of labour (the aspect related to stcp), but not for.

malized around the problem of the appropriation of surplus laboyy

as such. Thus, while the labour theory of value implies a concept of

class that links exploitation and domination, the Sraffian framework
implies a concept of class more strictly based on domination of
labour alone.

The question then becomes how much of a real difference this
makes for a class analysis. While the emphasis on exploitation rather
than just domination certainly has significant polemical implications;
it is far less clear that it has much substantive effect on the theoretical
elaborations and uses of the concept of class (e.g., the theory of the
state, class formation, class consciousness, etc.) or on concrete
programmes of research. When Marxists begin to systematically
decode the social relations of production, the concern with the
appropriation of surplus labour generally plays the role of serving to
justify the concern with the labour process and the relations of
domination/control within it. Certainly in my own work this is the
case.!® While I do discuss the problem of the mechanisms through
which surplus labour is appropriated, the concrete strategy I
advocate for defining the structure of class relations revolves much
more on the social relations of domination/subordination within
production. With some variations, the same could be said of the class
analysis of Poulantzas, Therborn, Carchedi, and others. In practical
terms, then, many Marxist treatments of class shift their focus from
surplus labour as such to the relations of control over the perform-
ance of labour.

Indeed, we can make an even stronger statement: in those cases
where Marxist treatments of class do attempt to directly derive
classes from the categories of the labour theory of value (rather than
using the LTV as a point of departure for designating the relevant
dimensions of social relations), they tend to fall into serious errors.
This is most clearly the case in the preoccupation with the
productive/unproductive labour distinction in some treatments of

19 See especially, Class, Crisis and the State, chapter 2; Class Structure and Income

Determination, and ‘Varieties of Marxist Conceptions of Class’, Politics & Society,9:3,
1980.

Reconsiderations 155
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problems of social control within production, market barriers whig
protect the wages of certain strata of workers, forms of shop-flog
struggles, etc. In the end, therefore, the emphasis on surplus laboy
might not make as much difference even in the study of incom

inequality as it might first seem. While the idiom of the discussiong
would differ, the substantive causal explanations might in fact b

rather similar.

It appears, then, that the substantive distance between a Marxist

concept of class explicitly based on exploitation and a Sraffian.
derived concept of class based on domination-in-production is not as

great as [ originally argued. Indeed, some theorists would argue that

for all practical purposes the Sraffian-derived concept of class is
equivalent to exploitation. This would seem to be the upshot of G. A,
Cohen’s argument in “The Labour Theory of Value and the Concept
of Exploitation’. Cohen argues that the concept of exploitation is
meaningful whenever one class appropriates the surplus products of
labour of another class. In capitalism workers produce all com-
modities. It is their labour and not the labour of capitalists which
actually transforms nature and produces use-values. That labour is
exploited simply by virtue of capitalists appropriating the products of
that labour, irrespective of any relationship between a notion of
‘embodied labour times’ and prices. The magnitude of that exploi-
tation would be defined (presumably) by how much less labour they
would have to perform to produce their same standard of living
without producing anything for the capitalist’s own consumption
and capital accumulation. This concept of exploitation requires only
two elements: a) that capitalists own the means of production (and
thus have property rights in the commodities produced), and b) that
capitalists can force workers to work long and hard enough to
produce more than their own subsistence (i.e. that capitalists have at
least some control over the labour process).2* Both of these elements

21 This second condition is not explicitly included in Cohen’s argument, but it does
seem to me to be necessary. The capitalist ownership of the means of production (and
the corresponding dispossession of the means of production from the working class)
gives the capitalist class the right to appropriate the surplus product if a surplus product
is produced. But, by itself, it does not guarantee that there will be a surplus product. For
an actual surplus product to be produced the second condition must also exist, namely
that capitalists must have enough control over the labour process to get their workers
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engaged in political activity (broadly understood) than in capitalist

society.

This conception of socialism is clearly linked to the traditiong]
Marxist distinction between necessary and surplus labour: necessary
labour is that amount of labour-time that must be spent in the
production of use-values needed for the reproduction of the pro-
ducers; surplus labour is labouring time beyond that quantity. The
surplus labour performed in capitalism is thus a rough index of the
time available for alternative purposes in a socialist transition,
especially for the political tasks of collective control of social life and
development.?2 The usual Marxist claim that socialism becomes
increasingly possible as capitalism develops is in large part a thesis
about the decreasing amount of necessary labour time resulting from
the development of the forces of production, and thus the increasing
time potentially available for the social and political tasks of

socialism.

The grounding of the concept of class in the appropriation of
surplus labour thus serves to link togsther a number of critical
concepts: class ‘domination, the development of the forces of

production, and the emergence and development of historical
alternatives to a given set of class relations. The power of the Marxist
concept of class lies precisely in the ways these different concepts are
tied together within a single conceptual field. The definition of class
relations in terms of the appropriation of surplus products does not
preclude the analysis of the social use and control of time, but the
concept itself does not underwrite the centrality of this issue.

The net effect of these various arguments is that I must significantly
modify my original conclusion about the implications of the Sraffian
approach to profits for a class analysis. While it may still be the case
that Sraffians in practice are less likely to talk about class and that
those who do may tend to adopt uncritically a quasi- Weberian notion
of market classes, this is not logically entailed by the categories within

22 The amount of surplus labour (surplus-value +unproductively performed surplus
labour) in capitalism is an indicator of the minimum amount of time available for
collective, social tasks in a socialist society. A certain amount of necessary labour
under capitalism would probably be easily eliminated in a socialist society, since
capitalism itself generates certain costs of reproduction which might be absent or
reduced in socialism.
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2. This argument about limits is a purely formal one. None of th ‘

traditional Marxist causal defences of the LTV are very satisfac.
tory, since none of them actually explains the causal mech
by which value regulates/determines/limits prices.

3. The Sraffian account of profits is also purely formal in character,

and thus at this point at least, there is not a coherent causal basis
for adjudicating the debate.

4. The positing of surplus labour as a limiting relation, however, doeg
enable us to link the theory of profits to the Marxist concept of
class (class based on the decoding of the social relations of
appropriation of surplus labour).

5. However, contrary to my earlier conclusions, the Sraffian account
of profits does not lead one necessarily to adopt a Weberian,
market-based concept of class. The Sraffian approach can also

suggest a production-relational conceptualization of class
structure.

6. Where a Sraffian-based and a Marxist-based concept of class are
likely to differ is on the emphasis on surplus labour, rather than
simply production. The Marxist concept of class revolves around
the problem of the relations of appropriation of surplus labour; a
class concept derived from the Sraffian account of profits and
prices is much more likely to focus on the relations of control of
labour (the labour process) and the appropriation of surplus
products, but not on the appropriation of surplus labour as such.

- Itis not clear, however, that the emphasis on domination within
production instead of explicitly exploitation makes a great deal of
difference for the theoretical and empirical uses of the concept of
class in the analysis of capitalist society. The concept of class
derived from the Sraffian treatment of production, like the concept
linked to the labour theory of value, would suggest a research
programme concerned with transformation of the labour process,
degradation of labour, struggles over the control of technology,
the mechanisms which facilitate or block the access of different
social groups to different kinds of wage-labour positions, etc.
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regime of domination instead of freedom. Most of this can be read
into the formal structure of the Sraffian framework, but the
framework itself does not insistently demand such an analysis. The
Sraffian framework for the analysis of prices and profits can be used
perfectly well as a purely technical apparatus for the formal
calculation of economic parameters, and it certainly can be used
without any imperative for understanding classes within the system
of production. The labour theory of value as developed within
Marxism is unintelligible without a production-based class analysis.
Thus, while I overstated the ways in which the Sraffian conceptual
apparatus impeded class analysis in my initial essay, it remains the
case that it does not impel such an analysis as vigorously as the labour
theory of value.

To be sure, this is not a scientific basis for defending the labour
theory of value. Marxism, however, is not simply a scientific-
theoretical programme (although it is that as well). It is also a
political and ideological project. The labour theory of value has been
so durable in spite of its critics and continues to serve as the point of
departure for much Marxist thought precisely because of the ways in
which it combines the agendas of Marxism as science, politics, and
ideology. And until such time as its scientific-theoretical inadequacies
are definitively demonstrated, the labour theory of value can legiti-
‘mately continue to fulfill this function.




