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the determination of capitalist profits within 4 bro
structural limitations, selections,

plicit suggestion is that the Sraffi

an model is intrinsically unable to
accommodate such Integration. Moreover, through its critiques

the Marxist model can reveal the *possibilities’ in
while the Sraffian model is strictly positive and tt
‘possibilities’. Two additional

conclusion. First, as g research
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tion. Second, Steedman and others like him
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have been concerned
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a genuine causal determination of the

Wright’s statement of Steedman’s position is admirably concise
and largely correct. In two important respects, however, it needs
amplification. To start with, the problem of fixed capital and joint

production cannor be ignored in an argument that claims to establish
the greater generality of a reconstructed Marxian approach and seeks
to incorporate the Sraffian approach into it. For, as wil] be evident to
every reader, greater generality will be an attribute of the
theory/model that can accommodate more states of affairs and
greater complexity than a model that is consistent or workable only
under simple or restrictjve assumptions. The existence in any real
capitalist economy of fixed capital and joint production (either in the
‘pure’ case or as a characterization of the existence of fixed capital) is
both evident and pervasive. If the labour theory of value (in Marx’s
formulation) cannot be successfully applied in a capitalist economy
with fixed capital and joint production, and if the Sraffian model can
be so applied, then it is the latter that must be ascribed greater

* The charge that mere calculation of profit rates
proﬁ[—determining process was raised earlier by An

Value and the “Transformation Problem™”
Anatomy of Capiralism. Santa Monica 1977, pp. 106-139. Shaikh also argued that the
‘transformation’ was from a direct expression of values to a more complex, modified
expression of values, in other words, that *prices of produc

tion” were modified values
and had nothing to do with the prices of orthodox economics.
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real wages, and if prices and profits can be calcul
data, then no transformation whatev
theory of capitalist profits and dynamics. Not th
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® This notional minimum quantity of labour-time is

* Some relevant works are: V.K. Dmitriev, Economic Essays on Valye,

and Utility, London 1974: L. von Bortkiewicz, ‘Value and Price in the Marxian
System’, in International Economic Papers, 1952: Francis Seton, ‘The Transformation
Problem’, in Review of Economic Suudies, vol, 24, 1957, reproduced in M.C. Howard
and J.E. King (eds.), The Economics of Marx, Harmondsworth 1976 M. Morishima,
Marx’s Economies: A Dual Theory of Value and Growth, London 1973, Part HI; Luigi
Pasinetti, Leciures on the Theory of Production, New York 1977, appendix to chapter

V., pp. 122-150. The list is ordered in terms of mathematical difficulty from the least to
the most demanding,

> Arguments and demonstrations to this effect
Steedman, Marx After Sraffa, London, Nis, 197
¢ M. Morishima, ‘Marx in the Light of Modern
vol. 42, 1974, pp. 611-632. This is Morishima’s in
the Chair of Mathematical Economics
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intervention, limited-access training facilities, demand for labour op
the part of capitalists, ete.), selects the prevailing rate of profit. The

ing the aggregate real-wage bundje from the ‘net product’; alternat.
ively, the Morishima redefinition of *surplus labour’ can be accepted,
In general, however, in neither method will ‘surplus labour’ equal
what Marx would call ‘surplus-vajue’. (There are, of course, simple
situations, subject to many restrictions, in which Sraffian ‘surplus
labour’ would indeed equal Marx’s ‘surplus-value’. |t is Sraffa’s
formulation that has the greater generality and that reveals the
limitations of Marx’s formulation of the labour theory of value). In
figure 4, representing the reconstructed Marxian position, the modes
ofdetermination are written in, but with several puzzles. Why should
the connection between the stcp and profits be one of selection, when
in the Sraffian model and by Wright’s own words it is one of
limitation? It ig in fact one of limitation, since by themselves the STCP
establish only the maximum rate of profit, while the real wage must be
known to select the actualrate of profit. In other words, the Very same

determination on profits without one exercising subordinate selec-
tion within the limits established by the other.

Another puzzle is the limiting determination exercised by surplus-
value. At first, this could seem to make sense if the role of both the

an enigma in what sense it selects profits,. After all, the surplus-value
that is limited by the stcp itself establishes only limits for profits. For
figure 4 to be a serious model alternative to the Sraffian, and for

model requires at Jeast one missing 'structure’, to be placed, say,
between real wages and the stcp and establishing limits on surplus-
value, these limits either being nested within the limits established by
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capital, that in such a case ‘surplus-value’ would be endogenous since
entirely determined by the sTCP and real wages, and that ‘these two
factors have their effects on profits only by virtue of their effects on
surplus-value’. Finally, he affirms that even when the organic
compositions of capital are not equal, the basic relationship between
surplus-values and profits remains {he same. Except that now, in-the
more realistic case, changes in surplus-v alue are not the necessary and
sufficient condition for changes in profits; ‘nstead, ‘they remain
necessary and sufficient conditions for changes in the limits on
possible profits’. But these assertions are by no means self-evident,
and once we leave the world of equal organic compositions of capital,
we face, if we persist in using Marxian labour-values, the transform-
ation problem. The long history of discussion of this problem has
shown that the transformation can be achieved (at least in the

absence of fixed capital and joint production), given a normalization

condition.'® But whatever proposed solution is adopted, one of both
of two equalities upheld by Marx—the equality of total values and
total prices of production and of total surplus-value and total
profits—must be lost.
The whole debate about the re-examination of Marx and the
reconstruction of a materialist (Marx—inspired but not necessarily
Marx-repeating) analysis of capitalist economies with a central focus
on the exploitation process arises because of the implications of the
discussion about the transformation of values into prices of produc-
tion. Some have worried about an invariant measure of value and
found that socially necessary labour-time, in the most general case,
will not do the job. 19 Others have worried about the relation between
values and surplus-values on the one hand and prices and profits on
the other and found that under some conditions the value system is a
‘double’ of the price system, but that in more general models
(admitting fixed capital and joint production) values are not strictly

determinate i

Critiqu

and could be negative, of require drastic redefinition.??

18 See the references in note 4.
19 For example Sraffa, who devis

problem of an invariant measure of value.
20 For example, Morishima in his book on Marx’s economics, and Andras Brody in

his Prices, Proportions and Planning. A Mathematical Restatement of the Labour
Theory of Value, Amsterdam 1970. lan Steedman showed by illustrative hypothetical
cases how values could be negative, see Marx After Sraffa, pp- 150-162.

ed the ‘standard commodity’ asaway of solving the
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One result of these studies has been to view Marx’s values and prices,
in so far as they are related at all, as twins arising from the physical
data once the real wage is given and incorporated into the relevant
matrices or equations. Both change with alterations in the physical
production data, but neither directly determines the other. They are
related as two tines of a fork stemming from the sTcp and real wages.
But even whilst admitting this duality, some would argue that the
price and profit analysis (on the basis of the STCP and thereal wage) is
more basic, since questions about choice of technique when various
techniques are available can be answered in terms of that analysis,
whereas the value analysis, by its nature, can be completed only afier
the choice of techniques has been made; alone, it cannot illuminate
how the choice will be made. Wright’s casual dismissal of one
objection that he does anticipate therefore amounts merely to a
profession of faith in a dogma; he neither confronts nor refutes the
argument. Besides, what is to be made of the notion of a privileged
endogenous determinant? Why ascribe privileged status to surplus-
value except as the re-affirmation of dogma?

Wright uses the problem of natural-resource scarcities |
pretext to adumbrate some aspects of the classical Marxian theory of
classes and social relations of production. But in the process he
appears to concede too much to ‘factor-scarcity’ approaches to
profits and prices, since he writes that the choice of a theory of labour-
values with surplus-value as the limiting condition is arbitrary in
caleulating profits and that the reasons for focusing on surplus-value
have to do with understanding cl

asses and class struggles and linking
them to the specifically capitalist mechanisms by which surplus
labour is appropriated. This

may strike some readers as a startling
admission, coming as it does after so many belaboured points about
the importance of surplus-value during the discussion of the Sraffian

model. It certainly will not be seen as a strong argument by anyone
not already convinced that the Marxist concepts of classes and the
details of class struggle provide the correct approach to the study of
human history and politics in capitalist societies. It comes perilously
close to the popular adage that for those who believe in god no

reasons are necessary and for those who do not no reasons can be
given.
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discussed here. (Some indications of the relevant sorts of work is
provided below.22) The point of interest here is that in principle the
Sraffa analysis has a means of incorporating non-reproducible
factor-scarcities while still preserving its structure as a circular
production model that maintains the demonstration that profits and
wages are inversely related and shows that real wages exogenously
determined (i.c. determined by causes not strictly technical-
economic) will then determine what surplus product is available to
capitalists. This remains more than simply the capitalists’ consump-
tion, since it includes investment in means of production and the
material basis for the reproduction of capitalists as capitalists and
workers as workers.23
The Sraffian will concede relatively little to the problem of factor
scarcities. The models will be rendered more complex, but not
fundamentally different or untenable. To observe this is to identify
another point of superiority of the Sraffian over the traditional
Marxist approach, with or without Wright’s reconstruction. This is
not to say that there are no difficulties with the Sraffian analysis,
especially as regards the introduction of monopolies, changing
demand conditions, exhaustible resources, the incorporation of
services and public goods, etc. These problems do constitute the
research frontiers for theoretical work and elaboration for those
interested in developing Marx-after-Sraffa. These are the problems
that require critical attention. The issues Wright considers still
unresolved and excludes from consideration in his paper—fixed
capital, varying time-structures of capital, and joint production—are
in fact quite well clarified in the work of Sraffa, Von Neumann,
Morishima, Steedman, and others.2#
For Wright, however, the whole issue of input scarcities and their
role in the determination of profits was merely a pretext to introduce
a complicated systems-theoretic schema representing the Complex
Approximation (as opposed to the earlier First Approximation)

*2 Piero Sraffa, Production of Commodities by Means of Commodities, pp. 74-91, and
Gilbert Abraham-Frois and Edmond Berrebi, Théorie

de la Valeur, des Prix et de
l"Accumulation, Paris 1976, chapter 111, pp. 90-165.
23 Mario Nuti, pp. 101103,

** Sraffa, chapters VII-X, pp. 43-62; Morishima, Marx’s Economics, chapters 13
and 14, pp. 164-196; Steedman, Marx After Sraffa, chapter 12, pp. 163-183.
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head pointed at ‘profits’, on the grounds that this is unwarranted and,

without an appropriate re-definition of ‘surplus-value’, erroneous,
The statement that ‘class struggles do not directly affect surplus-
value and exploitation® because they operate through effects on the
sTce and the real wage would not be acceptable to Sraffians as regards
exploitation. For in a Sraffian analysis, the rate of exploitation
depends on the proportion of the net product that goes to workers as
real wages. Class struggles over the real wage will therefore directly
affectthe rate ofexploitationand indirectly influence the proportion of
‘surplus labour’ (in the Morishima definition) that goes to the
capitalists.

With regard to his figure 6, Wright re-affirms the dogma noted
earlier, without any further argument, namely that ‘it is still the case
thatclass struggles have their most decisive impact on profits by virtue
of their effects on surplus-value’ (Wright’s emphasis). Perhaps un-
convinced of the dogma himself, he adds in a teleological vein that
this has ‘very important implications’ for the empirical research
agendas that will emerge, as though these outcomes constitute the
best support for the dogma (that Marxian surplus-value is unambigu-
ously identifiable and sets the limits on the possible rates of profit).

Finally, in drawing together his assessment of the Sraffian model,
Wright advances a number of claims, some simply stated, one
developed at length through a review of some recent studies of the
labour process in capitalist industry. He repeats the allegation that
the Sraffian analysis is concerned solely with calculation of profits
and cannot account for the social possibility of profits. This is quite
false. True, Sraffa’s own work is monastically austere, devoid of any
social comment. But it can be used, when combined with socio-
historical data, to demonstrate that profits are appropriated by those
who own and control the means of production, that their level is the
outcome of social processes that determine how much of the net

product must be paid out as real wages, and that if real wages rise
under given STCP, then profit receivers will garner less profits and will
thus attempt to reduce real wages or alter the STCP so as either to
bring about a result equivalent to a fall in real wages or to raise the
maximum possible level of profits, i.e. raise the net product. All these
results arise from Sraffa-type analyses and show that they do raise
problems of social process and can provide answers, or a locus for
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mistake lie in what we have discussed previously: the confusion of

- surplus labour with surplus-value, and the failure to understand the
‘production—model’ aspects of the Sraffian theory. Before examining
Wright’s claims, it is well to state an important respect in which he,
most Marxists, and, 1 believe, Sraffians would agree. It is that the
basic concepts of class theory must be established independently of a
theory of value, relative prices, and profitsin a capitalist economy—
so that the theory of classes can be deployed more generally than
simply with reference to capitalist societies; and that the theory
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and relations of classes in a capitalist society
to profits and wages, amongst other things.

It is this requirement that gives surplus labour and its specific

identity in different modes of production primacy ove
which is a concept in a specific theory designed to
basic properties of
does, that surplus labour is surplus-value (in M
of the concept) and that together they st
scientific concepts (with regard to capitalist economies), then one is
likely to consider that all Sraffians have lost a central locus for the
exploration of the various ways in which the magnitude of surplus
labour can be altered in a capitalist economy. The recommendation
that no more time be wasted on surplus-value is interpreted as
implying that the analysis of surplus labour and its variation is of no
importance. But as I have suggested, this assumption of Wright’s is
anerror, and even a cursory reading of Marx After Sraffa will reveal a
sustained interest in the formation, magnitude, and variation of

surplus labour. The concept itself is understo

od in some respects
differently than in, s

ay, Capital Volume 1, although the concern with
the length of the working day, the relation of paid to unpaid labour,
the intensity of the work process, etc. is preserved. This should suffice
to show that there is no reason to assume a priori that Sraffians who
also accept a Marxian theory of classes are uninterested in the labour
process.
The charge that Sraffians are inclined by their theory to a Weberian
market-oriented theory of class is the sociological version of the
frequently levelled charge that Sraffa-type analysis is concerned with
the ‘sphere of circulation’—the mechanisms of distribution (for
example, the share of output making up real wages)—and not the
‘sphere of production’, with the production of surplus-value and the
structuring of the labour process. It is puzzling why this misconcep-
tion is so persistent. First, the division of the net product explored in
Sraffa-type production models is examined specifically to clarify
what happens to profits and relative prices if and when the re
rate is altered. Such exercises do nor imply that the net product
actually is or can be so casually divided up. Whether or not the real
wage can rise depends on the €xogenous (i.e. exogenous to relative
pricing) determinants: class power, alternatives to wage labour,

al-wage
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is likewise not true of the work of Sraffa or P
respect the Sraffa-type anal

basis for social classes and how it is re
expression in the organization of production.

th

notion of social class, or whether it must treat all wage-earners ag
necessarily belonging to a single class. [t may'turn out that social class
is a highly abstract concept with several subsets of characteristics that
may not be well-ordered; conversely it may be so strictly a matter of
the modalities of the extraction and distribution of surplus labour as
to leave indeterminate its effects on relations in other social spaces,
This is an area of analysis that has benefited from Wright’s previous

work, but which still remains, in important respects, theoretically
open.

Finally, there is the important and related (to the theory of class)

question of whether the Sraffian analysis inhibits rigorous study of
thelabour process and how the magnitude of surplus labour available
to capital can be varied within it, along with the associated long-term
strategies of the organization of work, jobs, and careers. Again, a
detailed re-examination of the studies Wright cites in his support,
though quite relevant, will not be attempted here. Only three counter
claims will be made, which the reader may evaluate in the light of
both the studies cited by Wright and the work of Steedman.
First, the studies cited are of very uneven merit, at least in terms of
the clarity and precision with which their theoretical claims are
developed. They raise several problems for exploration, but none
presents a theory of the labour process comparable in conceptual
rigour and deductive fecundity to, say, Steedman’s theoretical
discussion of the labour process and the problem of hetrogeneous
labour in Sraffa-type models. I say this not because I believe that
mathematically expressed pure theory is indispensable to scientific
work, but because in the absence of such clarity one can reasonably
remain unconvinced and discover unresolved ambiguities. The
debate is then difficult to conduct with the sharpness that has
characterized the debates arising from Sraffa’s work.
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This is not to say that the implications of the Sraffian analysis for 3
eory of social class are crystal clear. There are still too many
unresolved issues in the conceptualization of social classes, let alone
empirical measurements, for anyone to be certain of whether the
Sraffian work is capable of supporting other than an income-strata
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connected with the labour process. In a considerably more complex

analysis all these aspects could be studied in a Sraffian model, With
simple illustrations, however, Steedman shows how some of the
standard issues in shop-floor struggles are related to the rate of profit,
and how many courses of action available to capitalists will have the
effects of a wage-cut, although the experience of the workers will be
different according to whether there is an actual cut in real wages or,
say, an intensification of the work-process that has effects similar to a
wage cut. In principle, virtually all Marx’s concerns in Capirg)
Volume | regarding the labour process could be analysed in ap
appropriately complex Sraffian mode] (which will, of course, con:
tinue to be successful in determining prices, profits, and rents in the
general case).

. It would seem that g long as changes in labour-process socigl
relations have effects on and can beindicated or measured by changesin
the STCP data and/or real wages, they can be analysed precisely within
Sraffian models. There may, of course, be aspects of the labour
process that have no concomitant indicators Or measures in terms of
the sTce or real-wage data: such as, say, purely ideological effects.
These will have to be analysed with the help of appropriate
sociological/socioapsychological theories, and such analyses will in
no sense be incomparibie with a Sraffian analysis of those problems
with which it is best equipped to deal. The chojce between a post-
Sraffa Marxian analysis and a traditional, labour-theory-of-value
Marxist analysis will not be decided by these sociological analyses of
the political and ideological processes accompanying the exploitation
of labour in the production and consumption of commodities in
capitalist economies, because such analyses would be compatible
with either type of model.

To conclude, it may be noted that this discussion has attempted to
show that Wright’s conclusions I,2,and 4 are unwarranted; indeed, |
is false and 2 ought to be inverted: it is the Sraffian model that
incorporates the traditional Marxist model as a limited, special case.
Asregards 4, neither model has an intrinsic advantage over the other:
the strict-Sraffian is silent on these matters, but a Marxist Sraffian
accepts the warrant of Marxist sociological and philosophical claims.
The Sraffians may be able to analyse some problems of socialist
€conomies more clearly than traditional Marxists, whose labour
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