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Duncan Foley’s “Recent Developments in the Labor Theory of Value” argues that the temporal single-system (TSS) interpretation of the “quantitative” dimension of Marx’s value theory “seems counter to the Marxist interpretation of the labor theory of value” (1997a, p. 28).�  It is held to be an inauthentic interpretation because it does not equate living labor extracted to the “value of the net product,” and because it treats dead and living labor as homogeneous.  Following the methodological lead of Bort�kiewicz (1952), the author claims to correct these errors and, on this basis, dismisses my claim to have refuted the Okishio theorem.





This paper will respond to these criticisms.  It will suggest that value added as Marx used the term is not the same as the value of the net prod�uct, and it will show that the contrary view implies either that surplus-labor is not the source of all profit, or that commodity values cannot change in the aggregate.  It will argue that, whether or not the TSS interpretation is authentic, TSS critiques of the Okishio theorem have refuted it.  It will sug�gest that Foley’s conception of dead and living labor as heterogeneous (labors of different “vintages” produce different amounts of value) has a marked advantage over traditional simultaneism (interpretations in which the prices and values of inputs and outputs are determined simultane�ously):  it arrives at “Sraffian” conclusions, but avoids the internal incon�sistency of traditional simultaneism.  Yet the vintage labor notion, too, will be shown to imply that commodities’ values are constant, and that the monetary expression of value is transformed into a monetary expression of use-value.  After presenting textual evidence showing that Marx held that commodities’ values were variable, and that the use-value productivity of labor does not affect the value produced by it, the paper will conclude with some comments on the significance of the new value controversy.  I will suggest that the various different versions of Marxian value theory should all have the right to contend in the public space, and that unless it is proven to be self-contradictory, this right should extend to Marx’s own value theory (which may or may not be authentically represented by the TSS interpreta�tion).








Value Added vs. “Value of the Net Product”





	In his critique of my refutation of the Okishio theorem (Kliman 1996a), Foley (p. 28) notes that my representation of value determination in Marx’s theory does not equate the “value of the net product” (VNP), evi�dently measured here in labor-time, with the living labor expended.  He charges that this “seems counter to the Marxist interpretation of the labor theory of value,” evidently because it permits new value to be created other than by the extraction of living labor in capitalist production.





	It is correct that my equation does not equate the VNP to living labor, but incorrect that it departs from the conception that living labor is the source of all value added.  The reason is that, according to the tempo�ral single-system (TSS) interpretation of the quantitative dimension of Marx’s value theory, the category of value added as it appears in his work differs from the VNP.  Value added is the difference between the value of output and the actual amount of value used up in producing it, while the VNP is the difference between the value of output and the end-of-period cost of replacing the inputs that were used up.  When prices are constant, the two are equal; otherwise they are not.  Thus in my representation of value determination in Marx’s theory, living labor was indeed the source of all new value, the value added, as Marx himself held.  But since value added is unequal to the VNP when prices change, so is living labor. 





	Foley’s paper uses the concepts of value added and VNP inter�changeably:  “the expenditure of living labor adds money value to the inputs ….  The value added in production [is] the net domestic (or national) product. …  the monetary expression of labor [is] the ratio of the net domestic product at current prices to the living productive labor expended [p. 18].”   He evidently believes that this accords with Marx, for he claims that my distinction between value added and VNP is contrary to “the Marxist” theory.  





	Yet Foley seems either to have changed his mind or to be uncertain.  In Foley (1982, p. 38), he provided a general definition of value added (and of the VNP!) as “the money value of the commodities consumed plus the money value of the change in stocks.”  It is this very concept that he now criticizes TSS work for adopting.�  He now contends that it holds only in “a model economy with stationary technology” (p. 27), which implies that his 1982 definitions refer only to a special case, so that it is impossible in gen�eral directly “to operationalize the concepts of the labor theory of value in terms of the income statements of capitalist firms” (Foley 1982, p. 42).  





	Likewise, in Foley (1986 p. 44, emphases added) he not only provides what I consider to be a correct interpretation of Marx’s concept of value added but also justifies it well:  





The capitalist advances capital both to buy labor-power and to buy nonlabor means of production ….   The value of nonlabor means of production appears unchanged in the price of the finished commodity.  …  Marx calls the capital advanced for nonlabor means of production constant capital, because it does not expand in the process of produc�tion ….





For example, suppose that in a certain year an average capitalist firm spent $100 million on nonlabor inputs to production … and $50 million was spent on the wages of production workers.  If the firm sold its fin�ished commodities for $200 million, we would view $100 million of that total price as a recovery of the costs of nonlabor inputs, or constant capital, $50 million as the equivalent of the wages paid, or variable capital, and $50 million as surplus value.  The value added would be $200 million less $100 million purchased inputs, or $100 million.  Thus Marx expresses the total price of commodities as:





	c + v + s                                             





This is correct.  This is indeed how Marx reasons, without regard to whether prices are changing, and without regard to how economists would later construct the national income and product accounts on the basis of Keynesian concepts. This passage is incompatible with Foley’s new cri�tique of my refutation of the Okishio theorem and with the identification of value added and the VNP.  If, for instance, prices fall during the period, the end-of-period replacement prices of the nonlabor inputs may total $90 mil�lion instead of $100 million, so that the VNP is $200 million - $90 million = $110 million.  It is also incompatible with all simultaneist interpretations of Marx’s value theory, interpretations which hold that the prices (values) of inputs and outputs are determined simultaneously, or that they must be equal.  





	It is the infamous TSS interpretation.�





	Rather than working with replacement prices, Foley here under�stands constant capital as the amount actually “spent,” used to “purchase” nonlabor inputs, an amount “advanced.”  This sum of value “does not expand” or contract but reappears “unchanged” in the price of the output.  Note, moreover, his wonderfully succinct justification of this concept:  “$100 million of that total price [is] a recovery of the costs of nonlabor inputs, or constant capital.”  





	Precisely.  When commodities are sold at value, capitalists exactly recover the full costs incurred in their production, including the portion of cost for which no equivalent was paid, surplus-value.  Thus the surplus-value is the difference between value and the paid portion of costs that has been recovered through sale.  “The excess of the total value of the product over the sum of the values of its constituent elements is the excess of the capital which has been valorized over the value of the capital originally advanced” (Marx 1977, p. 317, emphasis added).  It is otherwise with the replacement cost of nonlabor inputs.  This sum does not recover the costs of nonlabor inputs if values have changed.  If values have fallen, for instance, the value of the capital needed to replace them is less than the sum of value originally advanced for them, so that the portion of the sale price of outputs that represents replacement cost is insufficient to recover the costs that were incurred in acquiring them.  








The Quintessence of Simultaneism





	The opposite holds when values, or prices, or both, are rising, and it is instructive to examine this case.  Let us assume that the figures above are economy-wide figures, that 2 million hours of productive living labor were extracted during the year, and that, at the end of the year, $150 mil�lion would be required to replace the nonlabor inputs used up.  Thus, their cost has risen 50%, on average, due to a nominal rise in the monetary expression of their value, or due to declining productivity and thus a rise in their real value, or due to some combination of the two.  This is an extreme example, but clearly within the experience of many countries.  The VNP in money terms equals $200 million minus $150 million, or $50 million, and dividing this figure by the living labor, we obtain what Foley considers to be the MEL:  $50 million/2 million hrs. = $25/hr.  Hence, the $50 million spent on wages represents 2 million labor-hours.  The workers’ work of 2 million labor-hours exactly replaced this sum.  No surplus-labor was extracted. From where has the $50 million in surplus-value come?   I don’t know, but it clearly has not come from the exploitation of other people at the point of production.  The replacement cost interpretation of constant capital and its companion, the concept of “value added” as identical to the VNP, thus imply that surplus-value can be created by means other than the extraction of surplus-labor in capitalist production.  One who was less tired than I of being labeled orthodox and dogmatic might wonder whether these notions may perhaps be the ones that run “counter to the Marxist interpretation of the labor theory of value.”�





	It is of course possible that the $50 million of monetary surplus-value in this example is due entirely to a purely nominal rise in values.  In other words, were the monetary expression of value to have remained con�stant throughout the year, it is possible that the total money value of the output would have been $150 million instead of $200 million, so that the real surplus-value equals zero.  This would make sense of the computa�tions above, since the surplus-labor extracted was zero. 





Yet if even a bit of the amount by which the total money value of output exceeds $150 million is due to a real rise in commodity values, brought about by declining use-value productivity of labor, then the com�putations above lead to a discrepancy between surplus-labor and the real magnitude of surplus-value. Hence, the case of a purely nominal rise in values is the only case in which the New Interpretation concepts and pro�cedures (as expressed in Foley’s latest paper) can be relied on to yield a surplus-labor figure that accords with the real surplus-value.  And thus, every calculation made on the basis of the equation of the value of con�stant capital with the replacement cost of means of production, and the equation of value added with the VNP, implicitly but necessarily presup�poses that all increases and decreases in the aggregate money price of a constant “basket” of the outputs represent purely nominal increases or decreases in commodity values.  Putting the same thing more simply, these concepts imply that a constant “basket” of the outputs always has the same real value, so that, on average at least, the unit values of commodities can never rise or fall, no matter how much the amount of labor needed to pro�duce them changes.  





This is the quintessence of simultaneism:  a “labor theory of value” in which value is not determined by labor-time.  Changes in aggregate value must mirror perfectly changes in the amount of use-value.  The contradic�tion between value and use-value that we encounter on the first page of Capital, and follow through to its culmination in the law of the tendential fall in the profit rate, has been made to vanish.  Later in this paper, we shall study another instance in which the constancy of unit values, a heretofore well-hidden presupposition of simultaneism, has reared its head in Foley’s new critique of the TSS interpretation. 








TSS Refutations of the Okishio Theorem





	Foley dismisses my claim to have refuted the Okishio theorem because, when the living labor figures I take as data are “corrected” so that they equal the VNP, “the resulting price and profit rate paths do not contra�dict the Okishio theorem” (p. 28).  In other words, he dismisses my claim because he disagrees with the TSS interpretation of Marx’s value theory, according to which living labor and the VNP differ.  This is hardly the same thing as having identified an error that needs to be corrected. Nor does Foley disprove the authenticity of the TSS interpretation or even provide any textual evidence or reasoned argument for his own claim that Marx’s concept of value added is identical to the VNP.





What we have, then, are not an error and a correction, but two opposed interpretations.  And the very fact that there does exist an inter�pretation of Marx’s value theory which succeeds in showing that viable labor-saving innovation itself can lead to a fall in the general profit rate without a rise in real wages, an interpretation that has not been shown to be either internally inconsistent or contrary to the texts, is itself a refutation of the claims that his law of the tendential fall in the profit rate has been demonstrated to be logically incoherent.  Its very existence also refutes the claims that the Okishio theorem has proven that viable labor-saving inno�vation at constant real wages cannot lead to a fall in the general profit rate.   





When one reads Marx in one way, one concludes that he made a mistake and that the Okishio theorem shows it to be a mistake; when one reads Marx in a different way, e.g., without presupposing that his concept of value added equals the VNP, one concludes that the law of the falling profit rate flows inexorably from his value theory and that the Okishio theo�rem has failed to show that the opposite is the case.  Thus, what were heretofore regarded as internal contradictions within Marx’s value theory have now been shown to be external contradictions, contradictions between his actual texts and interpretations of the texts that fail to make sense of them, and contradictions between an interpretation that is able to make sense of the texts and those that fail to do so. 





The most peculiar aspect of the current controversy over Marx’s value theory is that those whose interpretation of Marx’s value theory repli�cates his theoretical results are told by those whose interpretations fail to do so that the former interpretation is contrary to Marx’s value theory.  It is as if someone who could not succeed in making pudding were to tell some�one who had just done so that s/he was not reading the recipe correctly!  Thus, when it is claimed that the discrepancy between living labor and the VNP in my work somehow suggests that I’ve failed to vindicate the logical coherence of the law of the falling rate of profit, the most conclusive reason for rejecting this claim is precisely that the identification of the VNP with living labor leads to Okishio’s results, against those of Marx, while the TSS interpretation of value added leads to the refutation of the theorem and to a vindication of the logical coherence of the law that Marx (1973, p. 748) considered to be “in every respect the most important law in modern politi�cal economy, and the most essential for understanding the most difficult relations.”  The proof of the pudding is in the eating. 





	In any case, the authenticity of the TSS interpretation of Marx’s value theory simply has no bearing on whether we have refuted the Okishio theorem, in the mathematical and logical sense of the term refutation. It seems that Foley has forgotten that, to refute the Okishio theorem, it is not necessary that a counterexample conform to Marx’s value theory.  All that is necessary is that one demonstrate that the theorem’s conclusion fails to follow necessarily from its explicitly stated premises, by, for instance, pro�ducing a counterexample which satisfies all of the explicitly stated premises of the theorem but arrives at a contrary conclusion.





	In order to refute the Okishio theorem, therefore, it is irrelevant whether the path of prices is that which Marx himself would have gener�ated.  One merely needs to produce some conceivable set of prices and quantities that is not ruled out by the theorem’s explicitly stated premises, yet results in a falling rate of profit.  That I have surely done.  Even if, for the sake of argument, I were to say that my set of prices differs from that which Marx would have generated, it is still a conceivable set of prices, and it yields a falling rate of profit.  Foley himself acknowledges this fact:  “the monetary expression of labor in the New Interpretation sense is not con�stant, and the falling monetary rate of profit in [Kliman’s] examples reflects this changing monetary expression of labor” (p. 28, emphasis added).  No mention is made of any discrepancy between the example and the explicitly stated premises of the theorem, because there are none.  I have therefore refuted the Okishio theorem, as Foley’s own statement implies.  





	The paper I am presenting at this Convention, “The Okishio Theo�rem:  An Obituary” (Kliman 1997) spells out in considerable detail how TSS work has refuted the Okishio theorem.  Here I will merely adumbrate the main points.  Readers of Sraffa have often thought that the establishment of a uniform rate of return on capital advanced requires that input and out�put prices be equal (something which is not an explicitly stated premise of the theorem). This is incorrect.  Therefore, given a set of technical coeffi�cients and a uniform real wage rate, there is not just one, but an infinite number of possible uniform profit rates. What the Okishio theorem actually shows is that one of these profit rates cannot fall due to labor-saving tech�nical change – the hypothetical profit rate which would exist were output prices to equal input prices.  Yet if output prices fall below input prices, the actual uniform profit rate will be lower than that hypothetical rate, and if output prices are low enough, the actual profit rate can be lower than the pre-innovation rate.  This is sufficient to refute the Okishio theorem.





	For an example, note that in a single-sector economy with identical producers, the profit rate is necessarily uniform.  Imagine such an econ�omy.  Assume that 3 bu. of corn are laid out for seed and 1 bu. for wages, and that 5 bu. of corn are produced.  Assume that both the input and output prices of corn equal 10.  The profit rate thus equals 25%.  Assume that in the next period, the same outlays are made, and the labor extracted and thus the real wage are the same as in period 1, but that 6 bu. of corn are produced.  This is an Okishio-viable technical change, since it reduces unit costs at the current price of 10.  But imagine that the output price of corn falls to 8.  The uniform profit rate has fallen to 20%.  This is not a very exciting refutation of the Okishio theorem, to be sure, but it is a sufficient one. 





	 


“Vintages” of Labor





In addition to the VNP argument, Foley’s paper presents a more pro�found objection to the TSS interpretation of Marx’s value theory.  He sug�gests (p. 27) that we do something wrong when we count an hour of labor expended this year as equivalent to an hour of labor expended last year:





the gross product contains means of production of various vintages, produced under different technical conditions, and embodying labor of different vintages and different productivities.  Thus the labor embod�ied in the gross product is under these circumstances [technical change] a vector of labor of different vintages.  The definition of the monetary expression of labor as the ratio of a scalar (the contempo�rary value of the gross product at market prices) to a vector (the labor embodied in the gross product) is incoherent mathematically.





Here, Foley seems to suggest that there is a connection between dis�tinguishing among labors by their “vintages” of labor and the different pro�ductivities of these labors.  He does not, however, say what the precise connection is.  In order to demonstrate that the vintage labor notion has the effect of obliterating completely the antagonism between value and use-value, I want to first establish the exact connection between different vin�tages of labor and different productivities of labor.   





For simplicity, I will begin with the case in which only a single com�modity exists, and then generalize the results.  Also for simplicity, I will abstract from fixed capital.  Let (t and (t  indicate the amounts of dead labor (embodied in means of production) and living labor, respectively, that are needed to produce a one unit of the commodity in period t, and let (t be the total labor embodied.  According to the vintage labor notion, one cannot add (t and (t.  The labor embodied in the means of production is last period’s labor, a unit of which, he contends, does not yield the same amount of value as a unit of living labor.  To commensurate labors of different vintages, dead and living labor must be weighted differ�ently.  





Letting (t be the weighting factor for period t’s labor, (t(t is the value added and (t-1(t is the value transferred to the product of period t.  Likewise, I think Foley would agree that, according to Marx, the unit value of the commodity is





(t(t   =   (t-1(t  + (t(t,	             				(1)





since this equation simply says that the unit value of the commodity is the sum of constant capital and new value added by living labor.  





(t has the dimension (labor of vintage 0/labor of vintage t), so that the unit value of the commodity has the dimension (labor of vintage 0/output).  In other words, labor of, say, vintage 0 is the “base year” labor, and the weights convert labors of other periods into equivalents of base year labor.� 





	At the end of period t, a certain fraction of output (xt) becomes the means of production of period t+1 (At+1).  Clearly, in the single-commodity case, and when labor-times are appropriately weighted, the value of the constant capital of period t+1 ((t(t+1xt+1) divided by the value of the output of period t ((t(txt) must be equal to the means of production of period t+1 divided by the output of period t:





((t(t+1xt+1)/((t(txt)  =  At+1/xt.			(2)                            





 	Now, as we know, Foley accepts the Okishio theorem, and he thinks that when labor-times are weighted correctly, Marx’s value theory implies that the labor-time value rate of profit is of the same magnitude as the profit rate of the Okishio theorem.  In the single commodity case, Okishio’s maximum rate of profit in period t is (xt - At)/At, which, defining at = At/xt, can be written as (1 - at)/at. The maximum labor-time value rate of profit is the ratio of the value added by living labor ((t(t) divided by the value of constant capital ((t-1(t), so that 





((t(t)/((t-1(t)  = (1 - at)/at.  				(3)





From (3), we see that ((t-1(t) = ((t(tat)/(1 - at), which, when inserted into (1), yields





(t(t   =  ((t(t)/(1 - at)					(1’)





– which is the unit value of the commodity.  Substituting this result into (2) yields





((t(t+1xt+1[1 - at])/((t(txt)  =   At+1/xt.	





But since ((t(t+1) = ((t+1(t+1at+1)/(1 - at+1), and At+1/xt+1 = at+1,





(t+1/(t  =  [(1 - at+1)/(t+1]/[(1 - at)/(t],� 		





or, letting (t = (1 - at)/(t,





	(t+1/(t  = (t+1/(t. 					(4)





(t = (1 - at)/(t is the ratio of physical net product to living labor in period t.  It is a measure of the physical (use-value) productivity of labor in that period.�  Hence, (4) demonstrates that the weights reflect differential productivities alone.  If, for instance, a unit of labor expended in one period produces only half as much use-value as does a unit of labor in another period, the first unit produces only half as much value.  This contradicts Marx’s texts, as we shall see below, but it does demonstrate what Foley seems to imply, that his labors of different vintages are simply labors of different productivi�ties. 








The “Vintage” Labor Notion Makes Simultaneism Consistent





The vintage labor notion has one marked advantage over other simultaneist interpretations of Marx’s value theory (that it is indeed a simultaneist interpretation will be demonstrated presently).  It is internally consistent, whereas traditional simultaneist interpretations are internally inconsistent in that they permit a commodity to have two different (social) values at one and the same time, one as the output of one period, and another as the input of the next period.  This inconsistency leads immedi�ately to other absurd conclusions.  For instance, traditional simultaneism implies that there can be a constant, positive profit rate throughout all time, and all profit can be reinvested, yet the rate of accumulation of value and the rate of growth of the value of output are both always zero.  The vintage labor notion avoids these logical problems.





Consider the following very unrealistic example, which, however, makes the analytical issues strikingly clear.  There is a one-sector, 


circu�lating-capital economy, in which workers live on air.  Measured in labor-time, surplus-value (profit) therefore equals living labor extracted.   Techni�cal changes occur in the following manner.  In the initial period, period 0, 256 bu. of corn and 128 hrs. of living labor are used to produce 320 bu.  In each subsequent period, exactly the same amount of living labor is extracted, but both the corn input and corn output increase by 25% each period.  Through period 3, the physical quantities are thus:





Period               Corn Input               Living Labor               Corn Output


    0                         256                           128                            320


    1                         320                           128                            400


    2                         400                           128                            500


    3                         500                           128                            625





Note that all corn output of a period is reinvested as the corn input in the next period.  





	According to traditional simultaneist interpretations of Marx’s value theory, in which labors of different productivities are weighted equally, the unit value of the commodity in any period, both as input and as output, measured in labor-time, equals the ratio of the living labor extracted to the net product (corn output minus corn input).  These interpretations would thus compute the following value and profit rate magnitudes:








Table 1





TRADITIONAL SIMULTANEIST VALUATION





Period    Unit Value   Const. Capital    Living Labor  Tot. Value    Profit Rate


     0           2.000               512                    128             640                25%


     1           1.600               512                    128             640                25%


     2           1.280               512                    128             640                25%


     3           1.024               512                    128             640                25%








In this, and the following tables, one adds constant capital and living labor to obtain total value, and the profit rate equals living labor divided by con�stant capital, since variable capital equals zero.





	We see that although traditional simultaneism holds that there is a constant profit rate of 25% (in accordance with the Okishio theorem), and although all profit is reinvested since the whole of the corn output of one period becomes the corn input of the next, the total value of output remains stagnant throughout time, and there is no accumulation of capital in value terms.  Moreover, according to the traditional simultaneist interpretations, although all corn output is reinvested and becomes the means of production of the next period, the total value of output in any period does not equal the constant capital advanced in the next period.  Finally, note that traditional simultaneism violates the well known identity between the rate of accumulation (investment relative to capital), on the one hand, and the profit rate (profit divided by capital) times the share of profit that is re�invested on the other:





          Investment             Profit        Investment


          ---------------   =     ----------  x   ---------------  		(5)


             Capital              Capital            Profit





since (profit/capital) is held to equal 25% and (investment/profit) equals 1 in this example, but (investment/capital) = 0.





	These logical problems disappear when labor is weighted accord�ing to its use-value productivity, as the vintage labor notion suggests.  Given the same physical quantities, we would have:








Table 2





“VINTAGE” LABOR VALUATION





                Constant           Labor                              Value        Total     Profit


Period       Capital       Productivity       Weight       Added       Value      Rate


	0              512	              0.500              1.00           128           640	25%


	1              640	              0.625              1.25           160           800	25%


	2              800	              0.781              1.56           200         1000      	25%


	3            1000                   0.976              1.95           250         1250	25%








The initial value of constant capital is set exogenously, as is the period 0 weight.  Then because, for example, productivity in period 1 is 25% higher than in period 0 , the weight attached to living labor is also 25% higher, so that the same 128 hours of labor yield 25% more value, 160 as against 128.





	Table 2 shows that the vintage labor notion avoids the obvious inconsistencies of prior attempts to reconcile Okishio-type results with Marx’s value theory.  The whole of the output of one period is reinvested as corn input in the next and, accordingly, the value of the output of one period does equal the value of constant capital in the next.  Moreover, with the profit rate of 25%, and all profit being reinvested, total value increases by 25% each period, as it should, and the rate of capital accumulation is likewise, and appropriately, 25%.  Thus identity (5) is satisfied, since the rate of accumulation of 25% does indeed equal the profit rate of 25% times the share of profit that is reinvested, 1.





		For the sake of comparison, Table 3 presents the determination of value, again for the same physical quantities, according to the TSS interpretation.  It weights the labor of each period as equal, but like the vintage labor notion, it avoids the internal inconsistency of the traditional simultaneist interpretations by making the value of constant capital in one period equal the value of output of the prior period (given the assumptions of this example).  The initial figure for con�stant capital is again set exogenously.  Adding the living labor gives the total value of period 0, which becomes the value of constant capital of period 1, to which the living labor is added to obtain the total value of period 1, and so forth:








Table 3





CONSISTENT VALUATION, WITH VALUE 


DETERMINED BY ACTUAL LABOR-TIME





                     Constant                                   Value            Total           Profit


Period            Capital            Weight            Added            Value           Rate


     0                  512                 1.00                 128               640          25.0%


     1                  640                 1.00                 128               768          20.0%


     2                  768                 1.00                 128               896          16.7%


     3                  896                 1.00                 128             1024          14.3%








	As was the case with the vintage labor figures, here the value of the output of one period does equal the value of constant capital in the next, which must be right, since all of the output of each period  becomes the corn input of the next.  Moreover, the rates of increase in the total value of output, and the rate of capital accumulation, conform to the identity that the rate of accumulation equals the profit rate times the share of profit re�invested.  Since, in this example, all profit is reinvested, the rate of capital accumulation should equal the profit rate of the preceding period, and the rate of increase in total value should equal the profit rate of the current period.  These equalities do hold.  Constant capital increases by 25%, 20%, and 16.7%, between periods 0 and 1, 1 and 2, and 2 and 3, respec�tively, and total value increases by 20%, 16.7%, and 14.3%.  





	Unlike the others, Table 3 also exhibits a falling rate of profit under conditions in which the Okishian profit rate is a constant 25%!  The falling rate of profit under these conditions results from respecting both the simple facts of economic dynamics and Marx’s theory that value is determined by (real) labor-time.








The Constancy of the “Vintage” Labor Unit Values





The vintage labor notion thus seems to be able to rescue the simul�taneist “labor theory of value”:  the simultaneist profit rate is obtained, and this is accomplished without doing violence to the simple facts of economic dynamics.  This rescue operation does, however, come at a price. 





A constant price, to be precise.  Dividing the total value figures in Table 2 by the corresponding corn output figures, we see that the unit value of output always equals 2.  Dividing the constant capital figures by the corresponding corn input figures, we arrive at the same result.  This is by no means an accidental consequence of this particular illustration.  It holds generally.  Equation (2’) implies that (t/(0  = (t/(0, so that (t/(t  = (0/(0.  According to (1’), the unit value of the commodity in period t is (t(t   =  ((t(t)/(1 - at) = (t/(t, which equals (0/(0, a constant.  Thus, according to the vintage labor notion, the unit value of the commodity never changes, no matter how much productivity varies.  Likewise, the unit value of constant capital can never change.  We have seen that (3) implies that (t-1(t  = ((t(tat)/(1 - at).  The unit value of constant capital is ((t-1(t)/at, which thus equals ((t(t)/(1 - at) = (t/(t = (0/(0.





Therefore, according to the vintage labor notion, the value of the commodity is not determined by labor-time – variations in the labor-time needed to produce it fail to influence the magnitude of the commodity’s value.  Moreover, even the relation between value of constant capital and value added is determined independently of labor-time.  Since (t/(t  = (0/(0, the value added per unit of output, (t(t, equals ((0/(0)(t(t =  ((0/(0)(1 - at).  Similarly, since the total value per unit of output equals (0/(0, the remain�ing portion of value, the constant capital-value per unit of output, (t-1(t, equals (0/(0 - ((0/(0)(1 - at) = ((0/(0)at.  Hence, the sole influence on the relation between value transferred and value added, according to the vin�tage labor notion, is at, the physical “capital/output” ratio. �





Table 4 illustrates these results for the production of one unit of the commodity, assuming that (0 = 1 and (0 = 0.2.  We see that the value of the commodity always equals 5, no matter how much the labor needed to produce it varies.  The relation between value transferred and value added, moreover, is the same in periods 1 and 5, 2 and 6, etc., even though the amounts of labor needed to produce the commodity differ quite markedly, because the physical “capital/output” ratios are the same.





		What accounts for these results?  According to Marx, commodities’ values vary inversely with productivity:





The value of a commodity would therefore remain constant, if the labour-time required for its production also remained constant.  But the latter changes with every variation in productivity.  … The value


Table 4





STATIONARITY OF “VINTAGE” LABOR UNIT VALUES





t          (t         at          (t           (t      (t-1(t    (t(t    (t(t


1         16.00         0.02         0.061           0.306         0.1         4.9         5


2       197.00         0.34         0.003           0.017         1.7         3.3         5


3           0.01         0.66       34.000       170.000         3.3         1.7         5


4           3.00         0.98         0.007           0.033         4.9	         0.1         5


5           6.00         0.02         0.163           0.817         0.1         4.9         5


6           0.05         0.34       13.200         66.000         1.7         3.3         5


7         82.00         0.66         0.004           0.021         3.3         1.7         5


8         20.00         0.98         0.001           0.005         4.9	         0.1         5








of a commodity, therefore, varies directly as the quantity, and inversely as the productivity, of the labour which finds its realization within the commodity [Marx 1977,  pp. 130-31].





When, for instance, productivity doubles from one period to the next, the unit value of the commodity falls in half.  This, however, is only true if the labors of the two periods are weighted as equal.�  According to the vintage labor notion, on the contrary, a unit of labor of the latter period produces double the value that a unit of labor produces in the former period, which exactly cancels out the decline in labor-time per unit of output, and thus the commodity’s value remains unchanged.








The Monetary Expression of Use-Value





	Foley seems not to have recognized that, if his notion that labor of different “vintages” are incommensurable is right, then the very measure for which he has become famous, the “value of money” or its reciprocal the “monetary expression of value” (MEV), is wrong.  To be sure, one may take the ratio of money value added to the actual living labor extracted from productive workers, but according to the vintage labor notion, the latter is not the amount of value added measured in labor-time.  Labors of different productivities, in this view, produce unequal amounts of value, so the rela�tion between money value added to total value added is not the same as the money value added divided by living labor.  In any given period, this does not matter – any given period may be taken as the “base period” – but if the amounts of living labor actually extracted are incommensurable, then so are the ratios that have them as their denominators (or numerators), and the procedure for which Foley is noted cannot produce a consistent time series.





To correct this problem in conformity with the vintage labor notion, the amounts of living labor extracted in different periods need simply to be weighted according to their use-value productivities.  In the case of a single sector, where Pt is the output price of period t, measured in money per unit of output, the measure of the monetary expression of value that Foley has heretofore employed is 





mevt  = (Pt[1 - at]xt)/((txt)





whereas it should be, according to the vintage labor notion, 





	mevt  = (Pt[1 - at]xt)/((t(txt).





Once this is done, what are the implications?  As we have seen,  (t(t = ((0/(0)(t(t =  ((0/(0)(1 - at), so that the corrected MEV is equivalent to 





	mevt   = (Pt[1 - at]xt)/([(0/(0][1 - at]xt).





	Accordingly, the base period’s MEV is mev0  = 


(P0[1 - a0]x0)/([(0/(0][1 - a0]x0) = (P0)/([(0/(0]).  If we set (0 so that the base period’s MEV = 1, we have 1 =  (P0)/([(0/(0]), so that (0 = P0(0.  This then implies that 





	mevt = (Pt[1 - at]xt)/(P0[1 - at]xt).





	Notice that labor-time has disappeared from the denominator of the MEV.  In its place is P0[1 - at]xt, which we may call the “real net product,” since it is the net product expressed in “real,” “constant-dollar” terms.  In other words, it is a measure of physical production in period t.  And thus, the MEV has been transformed from a measure of the relation between money value and labor-time value into a measure of the relation between money value and use-value. It has become a monetary expression of use-value, an index of inflation (in the non-Marxian sense).  





	To make this even more clear, note that by dividing the money value of the net product by the MEV, we should arrive at its labor-time value.  Using the MEV that Foley has heretofore employed, we would have  (Pt[1 - at]xt)/{(Pt[1 - at]xt)/((txt)} = (txt, so that the labor-time value of the net product is the living labor expended.  Using his corrected MEV, however, we have (Pt[1 - at]xt)/{(Pt[1 - at]xt)/(P0[1 - at]xt)} = P0[1 - at]xt, so that the “labor-time” value of the net product is the constant-dollar measure of use-value produced, the “real net product.”





	Analogous results can be obtained in the multisector case, by using the procedures employed above and the measures developed in footnote 8.�





	


Marx on Values and Productivity





	Marx, of course, did not think that commodities’ values always remained constant; perhaps hundreds of passages could be brought forth to prove this, but the matter seems too obvious to bother.  The attempt to reconcile the determination of value by labor-time with simultaneous valua�tion and, more to the point, with the capital-productivity theory of the profit rate that underlies the Okishio theorem, by means of the notion of vintages of labor, is therefore a stillbirth.





It may be helpful nonetheless to produce textual evidence that more directly demonstrates that, according to Marx’s concept of valuation, the value produced by a given amount of labor is independent of the use-value productivity of that labor.  In the second section of the first chapter of Capital I, a work that Marx himself saw through to publication in one origi�nal and two different revised editions, he writes the following:





Two coats will clothe two men, one coat will only clothe one man, etc.  Nevertheless, an increase in the amount of material wealth may corre�spond to a simultaneous fall in the magnitude of its value.  This con�tradictory movement arises out of the twofold character of labour. ... Useful labour becomes, therefore, a more or less abundant source of products in direct proportion as its productivity rises or falls.  As against this, however, variations in productivity have no impact 


what�ever on the labour itself represented in value.  As productivity is an attribute of labour in its concrete useful form, it naturally ceases to have any bearing on that labour as soon as we abstract from its con�crete useful form.  The same labour, therefore, performed for the same length of time, always yields the same amount of value, 


inde�pendently of any variations in productivity.  … For this reason, the same change in productivity which increases the fruitfulness of labour, and therefore the amount of use-values produced by it, also brings about a reduction in the value of this increased total amount, if it cuts down the total amount of labour-time necessary to produce the use-values.  [Marx 1977, pp. 136-37, emphases added]  





	Earlier in the same chapter, when first discussing the magnitude of value, he had written:  “How, then, is the magnitude of this value [of a use�ful article] to be measured?  By means of the quantity of the ‘value-forming substance’, the labour, contained in the article.  This quantity is measured by its duration ... [Marx 1977, p. 129 emphasis added].   In Marx’s theory, therefore, the labor that creates new value therefore creates it in proportion to the “duration” of labor, “independently of any variations in productivity.”





	Thus, when Marx begins to discuss the law of the tendential fall in the profit rate, he makes clear that he is dealing with the profit rate as a ratio of labor-times – actual labor-times – and not the productivity of labor in use-value terms:  “We entirely leave here aside the fact that the same amount of value represents a progressively rising mass of use-values and satisfac�tions, with the progress of capitalist production and with the corresponding development of the productivity of social labour and multiplication of branches of production and hence products [Marx 1981, p. 325].  It should be noted that, according to the vintage labor notion, on the contrary, the same amount of value always represents a constant mass of use-values.  The total value of a mass of products is always strictly proportional to their total mass.





	Indeed, the concept that a unit of labor-time always produces the same amount of value is the cornerstone of Marx’s law of the falling rate of profit (which is the very reason why one needs to make the value created by labor vary with productivity in order to obtain a “labor theory of value” that conforms to the Okishian results).  As Marx notes, in an example that assumes a labor force of two million, a constant length and intensity to the workday,  and a constant rate of surplus-value:


 


the total labour of these 2 million workers always produces the same magnitude of value, and the same thing is true of their surplus-labour, as expressed in surplus-value, always produces the same magnitude of value.  But as the mass of constant (fixed and circulating) capital set in motion by this labour grows, so there is a fall in the ratio between this magnitude and the value of the constant capital [Marx 1981, p. 323, emphasis added]. 





	In another passage discussing the falling rate of profit, Marx contends, in opposition to the vintage labor notion, that 





In so far as the development of productivity … reduces the total quan�tity of labour applied by a given capital, it reduces the number by which the rate of surplus-value has to be multiplied in order to arrive at its mass.  Two workers working for 12 hours a day could not supply the same surplus-value as 24 workers each working 2 hours, even if they were able to live on air and hence scarcely needed to work at all for themselves [Marx 1981: 355-56].





According to the vintage labor notion, two workers working for 12 hours a day could supply more surplus-value than 24 workers each working 2 hours, if the use-value productivity of the former were more than twice that of the latter.





	Finally, Marx puts the matter most succinctly, when he writes, in oppo�sition to the Ricardian and post-Ricardian view, that “Nothing is more absurd, then, than to explain the fall in the rate of profit in terms of a rise in wage rates, even though this too may be an exceptional case.  … The rate of profit does not fall because labour becomes less productive but rather because it becomes more productive [Marx 1981, p. 347]."  No simultaneist interpretation is able to make sense of this idea.  In both the traditional and vintage labor interpretations, the maximum profit rate is always a measure of the average physical productivity of capital, as the neoclassicists would call it, and the only other determinant of the profit rate is income distribu�tion.   According to the TSS interpretation, however, when productivity rises, the value of constant capital not artificially devalued as it is in the traditional simultaneist interpretation, nor is the value added by living labor artificially revalued upward, as it is in the vintage labor version.  And with�out the artificial decline in the denominator of the profit rate or the artificial rise in its numerator, rising productivity can definitely make the profit rate fall when value is determined by labor-time, as Table 3 demonstrated.








The Significance of the New Value Controversy





As we saw, Foley dismisses my claim to have refuted the Okishio theorem because, when my living labor figures are “corrected” so that they equal the VNP, “the resulting price and profit rate paths do not contradict the Okishio theorem” (p. 28).  This use of the word “corrected” saddens me deeply.  After 90 years, during which the “Marxian economists” and non-Marxists alike took as Gospel truth that Bortkiewicz (1952 [1907]) had “proven” Marx’s value theory to be self-contradictory and had “corrected” his “errors,” Foley’s new paper (p. 26) strongly suggests that he has now come to the recognition that it isn’t so.�  Good.  Yet in order not to repeat the mistakes of the past, it is important to learn from them.  One of the foremost lessons to be learned is that it is inaccurate to characterize one’s disagreements with one’s theoretical adversaries as the correction of their errors, and that it leads to the suppression of their views.  Whom, other than a true believer or misinformed simpleton, would seek to ground his/her thinking in a body of work that is not only held in disdain, but is incoherent in its own terms?





Indeed, the characterization of theoretical differences as internal inconsistency has constituted a denial that Marx’s value theory and thus Marx’s Marxism even exist as a totality that can stand on its own.  And since it does not exist, this portrayal of affairs implies (without actually having to state) that it has no right to exist.  Internal inconsistency entails a theoretical imperative to correct, complete, and/or truncate Marx’s work, or to subsume it under or blend it into other doctrines.  When theoretical dif�ferences are characterized as technical corrections, moreover, it then becomes possible to maintain that the results are a continuation and devel�opment of Marx’s legacy.  Foley is thus quite correct when he writes that Marxist scholars have often had a “desire to appropriate his prestige for their particular contemporary political purposes” (p. 2), especially when we recognize that “political” encompasses the politics of theoretical discourse and academic research agendas.  The presentation of the whole operation in neutral, technical language (e.g., “solutions” to the transformation “problem”), mathematical symbolism, technical jargon, and the ideologies of science and scientific progress (see Kliman 1996b) also conveys the mes�sage that that to follow the road of Marx’s own Marxism is to be a dogmatic ideologue.  





Yet how different history might have been had Bortkiewicz and his many followers and imitators merely said, not that they had “proven” that Marx was internally inconsistent, but that they thought he was wrong, that they disagreed with his ideas, that they could not understand what he was trying to say, and so forth.  It would then have been clear that the debate was a clash between incompatible theories and incommensurable prob�lematics.  Recognition that the ground of these differences could be the conflicting aims of the disputants may then also have emerged.  Marx’s own critique of political economy might then have had a fighting chance to exist as an alternative to what we now know as “Marxian economics.”   





Another of the foremost lessons to be learned is that to “translate” terms and concepts in accordance within one’s own theory and then show that the translation fails to cohere should be a warning signal that this pro�cedure, not the original theory itself, may very well be the source of the problem, and that the “translation” may not be faithful to the original con�cepts.  That Bortkiewicz did not prove that Marx made an error is demon�strated by the very fact that an alternative interpretation of Marx’s value theory exists, in which the alleged self-contradiction simply disappears (see, for example, Kliman and McGlone 1988).  Similarly, that Foley has not proven that I made an error in computing prices is demonstrated by the very fact that I have a different “interpretation” of my work – the discrep�ancy between the VNP and the value added by living labor was intentional; it is a necessary consequence of the TSS interpretation of Marx’s value theory.  (That he has not proven that my interpretation is in error is demon�strated by the facts that it replicates Marx’s results and that the claim that value added and VNP are identical is left as an assertion.) 





In the interests of teaching “the alternative interpretations of Marx’s labor theory of value honestly and clearly” (p. 29), I would thus suggest that characterizations such as “correction” should be avoided.  Likewise, in order not to re-establish an orthodox “Marxian economics” that claims a “direct line to Marx,” it may be advisable to refrain from suggestions that one or another interpretation seems counter to “the Marxist interpretation.”  Phrases such as these could be read as implying that one’s own interpre�tation alone is “the Marxist” one and that others are not legitimate alterna�tives, but bungled attempts to apply the True one.  





I believe that alternative theories and philosophies should all have a right to develop themselves, to be heard, and to contend in the public space.  Among them are the various alternative theories and philosophies that call themselves “Marxist.”  And among these are the theories and phi�losophy of one Marxist who has been denied this right, Karl Marx.  As indi�cated above, the foremost source of their suppression within economics, including “Marxian economics,” has been the myth that the internal incon�sistency of his own value theory has been “proven.”  Yet now that the alleged proofs of inconsistency have been shattered, the internal inconsis�tency argument is reappearing in a new form that threatens to have the effect of again delegitimating Marx’s own Marxism as an alternative to the “Marxian economics” tradition.  It seeks to shift the burden of proof.  Rather than internal inconsistency needing to be proven, Marx is now declared guilty of internal inconsistency until proven innocent:





Marx's writings on economics are voluminous, span almost his whole active intellectual career during which he surely changed his mind on many issues, and exist in a widely disparate variety of states of revi�sion.  As a result, it is very hard to rule out the possibility of inconsis�tencies in his treatment of these fundamental doctrinal issues, or, to put the matter more positively, that he propounded more than one theory of value. The main weakness of the doctrinal papers in the vol�ume [Marx and Non-equilibrium Economics] is their uniform adherence to the idea of a single, all-embracing and completely consistent read�ing of Marx [Foley 1997b].





 That it is possible that Marx’s value theory is internally inconsistent is so obviously true that it is not worth discussing, and indeed it has never been in dispute.  What has been and continues to be in dispute is whether it is in fact inconsistent.  We will never be able to rule out this possibility with absolute certainty, to be sure, but that is true of all empirical matters.  It was very hard to rule out Ptolemy’s theory of the solar system, it took many centuries of often bitter struggles, but the matter was indeed eventu�ally decided, and decided to the satisfaction of all but true believers on the basis of the evidence.  The impossibility of absolute certainty in empirical matters and the difficulty in achieving probabilistic certainty hardly justifies agnosticism or disregard for the evidence to date.  





  Given that internal consistency can never be proven definitively, there is only one way of testing claims of internal inconsistency:  the claims must be proven, and proven on the basis of textual and other evidence.  Indeed, another of the foremost lessons to be learned from the tragedy to which the Bortkiewiczian style of discourse had led is that claims of internal inconsistency should be subjected to much more scrutiny, not less, and that they should certainly not be accepted on faith. 





This is not “adherence to the idea of a single, all-embracing and completely consistent reading of Marx”; it is simply a refusal to rule out the internal coherence of a theory on a priori grounds and a refusal to find him guilty until proven innocent.  Indeed, the one group of people that has taken the allegations of Marx’s internal inconsistencies most seriously, that has investigated them most rigorously and painstakingly, and by far at greatest length, is the group of people who now adhere to the TSS inter�pretation.  (I myself have been investigating these issues for 11 years.)  That we may now appear to some as a band of unshakably certain true believers which has emerged full-blown from out of nowhere is due to the fact that our research has been suppressed for so long that all they see are the firm conclusions and not the long process from which they emerged – tentative questioning, formulation of hypotheses, the testing thereof, the writing up of partial results, much discussion and debate, refinement, and synthesis.





Another of the foremost lessons to be learned is that, to make sense of Marx’s work, one must really try.  That is, one must try to understand it in its own terms rather than in terms of one’s own theory, research agenda, methodology, and supposedly neutral analytical “tools.”  Round pegs do not fit in square holes.  Bortkiewicz (1952, pp. 23-24), for one key example, tried to “modernize” Marx’s value theory by eschewing successivist (temporal, sequential) determination and replacing it with the concept of mutual (simultaneous) determination he had learned from Walras, and thereby created all the hitherto “internal” inconsistencies and problems that we continue to suffer today.  Conversely, although it is a Marxist clichι, I must say that “it is no accident” that perhaps as many as 10 individuals from different parts of the globe, individuals not in contact with one another, all hit upon the TSS interpretation or close approximations to it.  We took a different approach.  Rather than subjecting Marx’s work to a reading deter�mined by external considerations, we tried to understand it in its own terms.  We tried to minimize the intrusion of our subjective purposes on our read�ing and instead asked “how must this and that concept, this and that pas�sage, be interpreted in order for the theory to make sense as a whole?”  It worked; we came up with the same or very similar answers, answers that vindicated the internal coherence of Marx’s own value theory.   





What I am discussing here is method – how to go about understand�ing Marx’s work.  This should not be confused with purposes.  I doubt that any adherent of the TSS interpretation ever desired to “get Marx right” for its own sake.  The point is indeed that, whatever one’s purposes may be, one makes a mess of Marx’s value theory when one lets one’s purposes dictate that it will be read on one’s own terms and not in its own terms.   





It seems to me that Foley confuses purposes and method in referring to those whose “interest is … in …what close reading and ingenious speculation can tell us about the consistency of Marx’s unwritten thoughts” (p. 29, emphasis added).  I know of no one to whom this applies.  A straw man is being set up as well, since no one has suggested that we engage in “speculation” about “unwritten thoughts.”  I have suggested that Marx’s value theory can be better understood by a close reading of his published and unpublished texts and manuscripts, especially when the reading attempts to make sense of it as a whole, than by a reading that permits one’s theoretical preconceptions and ulterior motives to predetermine the outcome.  I am also suggesting that textual and other evidence, not specu�lation, should decide both whether Marx’s own value theory is internally coherent and which interpretation of it, if any, can be said to be authentic.  I therefore think that Foley’s speculation about whether Marx felt he had resolved the relation of values and production prices (p. 12) is beside the point.  What matters is whether the theory itself, as presented in the pub�lished and unpublished texts, is coherent.





Of course, one’s purposes may be such that reading Marx’s work in its own terms may not be important or may even be detrimental.  It is, I think, perfectly legitimate to draw on some insights of others, and modify them as needed, in order to further the development of one’s own theory or research agenda.  But this process is not interpretation and should not be called interpretation.  The resulting theory is not the author’s own and should not be attributed to him or her.  (Even the use of the term “Marxian” is liable to sow confusion.)  Likewise, categories that are specific to a par�ticular author (such as constant capital, variable capital, surplus-value, etc.) should only be employed if one is willing to claim that one’s usage of them conforms to the author’s and if one is willing to defend this claim on the basis of the textual evidence as a whole.  Those who employ such categories, yet refuse to discuss the authenticity of their interpretation on the ground that they are engaged in “empirical” work, are knowingly or unknowingly perpetuating dogmas. 





It thus seems to me that part of the task of teaching “alternative inter�pretations of Marx’s labor theory of value honestly and clearly” is to differ�entiate between what are actually interpretations of Marx’s own theory, what are rival theories, and what are atheoretical research projects.  Theo�ries should be judged according to their internal coherence and how well they explain things.  Interpretations should be judged by how well they make sense of the texts as a whole.  When the two things are confused and conflated, some people end up thinking that challenges to their inter�pretations on textual grounds are dogmatic claims that there is one true theory, or that there is only one legitimate way of relating to Marx’s work, or that knowledge of the real world is unimportant.  





It simply isn’t so.  If one wants to pursue one’s research project, that is fine with me.  If one wants to interpret Marx, that is also fine, as long as one is willing to subject the interpretation to evidentiary disconfirmation.  What is illegitimate is to make interpretive claims and then answer challenges to one’s interpretation with protestations that one has a right to pursue one’s own research project or develop one’s own theory.  You can’t have your cake and eat it too.  As Brewer (1995, p. 141) – certainly no adherent of the TSS interpretation or fan of Marx – has noted recently, “Marxist economists habitually deny any originality and claim that their newest idea is really to be found in Marx.  The result is a form of continuous strip-mining of the most trivial of Marx’s jottings in search of quotations to support one point of view or another.” This shoddy and dishonest practice is directly to blame for the ubiquity of the confusion and conflation of theory and interpretation, as well as the unfounded charges of dogmatism.





 Thus, although I agree with Foley that we should teach the “alternative interpretations of Marx’s labor theory of value honestly and clearly as alternative theoretical foundations for a unified empirical practice that can yield important insights into capitalist reality” (p. 29), I would again insist that what is interpretation and what is theoretical foundation be dis�tinguished clearly.  Moreover, to teach TSS research strictly as a “theoretical foundation” is not quite accurate.  It is also a refutation of claims to have proven Marx’s value theory inconsistent, a vindication of the internal consistency of his theory, an alternative way of understanding that theory, and very often a critique of political economy and a battle against a century of ideological attacks on Marx’s body of ideas.  To teach it honestly and clearly, then, these dimensions of TSS research must not be disengaged from the whole.  





Nor should the historical context within which TSS research emerged and within which it exists be disengaged from the whole.  History should not be rewritten in such a way that the internal inconsistency issue, which has been the single central issue that has driven the debate over Marx’s value theory for more than a century, disappears from view, simply because the emperor has been shown to have no clothes.  We need to teach that among the various different Marxisms, there is the Marxism of Marx himself, and that one can, if one chooses, learn from it directly without the aid of anyone else’s “corrections” or “completions.”





This of course does not mean that Marx had all the answers and we need merely to repeat his conclusions.  It does mean that some of us hold that “Marx’s legacy is no mere heirloom, but a live body of ideas and perspectives that is in need of concretization” (Dunayevskaya 1991, p. 195).  The attempts to deny the existence of Marx’s Marxism at any cost likewise serve to hinder and suppress its concretization for today. 





Dixi et salvavi animam meam
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�  Subsequent references to this work will be indicated only by pages numbers enclosed in parentheses.


�  Actually, I know of no proponent of the TSS interpretation who interprets value added in this manner, except when the monetary expression of value is constant.  If the latter is the case or, equivalently, when value is measured in labor-time, then the following is generally accepted:  in the absence of fixed capital, the difference between total value and the sum of value advanced for means of production is the value added by living labor, and if uses of value are limited to consumption and investment, this sum will be divided between value consumed and value the change in value of stocks.


�  Subject to the caveat that the monetary expression of value hasn’t changed during the year.  See note 2.


� Foley of course does not state that the equality of living labor with the difference between the value of output and expenditures on nonlabor inputs is counter to “the Marxist” theory.  Rather, he writes (p. 28) that I attribute “the changes in the value of inventories and fixed capital due to price change[s] to the living labor expended,” which does sound like a quite unseemly thing to do.  Yet the two statements are equivalent.


�  It is also important to point at that the issue at hand concerns the commensuration of labors of different times, not their monetary expression.  Foley is contending, not that labors of different vintages are expressed as different money sums, but that they yield different amounts of value as measured in labor-time.  Thus, the weights do not convert labor-time value into money-value, but rather convert labors of different vintages into amounts of base year labor-time value. 


� This result can be obtained by several other methods.  For instance, instead of employing (1), (2), and (3), one can replace (3) with the stipulation that 


(t   =  (t/(1 - at), which is the usual simultaneist definition of the labor embodied per unit of output in period t.  Or, analogously, one could replace (3) with the stipulation that (t   = at[(t-1/(1 - at-1)].  Also, one could obtain the same result by using only (1) together with these expressions for (t and (t. 


� Whether it is a good measure of productivity is another matter.  I do not think so.  For instance, if, in one case, 9 bu. of seed corn and 1 unit of labor yield 10 bu. of corn, and if, in a second case, the same exact amounts of seed-corn and labor yield 11 bu. of corn, the above measure would indicate that productivity in the second case is not 10% greater, but 100% greater!


� Analogous results can be obtained for the multisector case, when relative prices are held constant. This means that the vintage labor notion implies that the sole sources of changes in value per unit are relative price changes, and not changing labor requirements.  Let ( be the vector of relative prices, and let (, (, (, A, and x now indicate vectors.  Rewrite (1) as (t(txt = (t-1(txt + (t(txt to express total value as the sum of the value of constant capital and value added by living labor.  Rewrite (2) as ((t(t+1xt+1)/((t(txt)  = (At+1xt+1/(xt, to indicate that the ratio of constant capital advanced for the next period to the value of the output of this period must equal the ratio of the total price of means of production advanced for the next period to the total price of the output of this period.  (Note that the input prices of period t+1 are the output prices of period t, so multiplication of both the numerator and the denominator of the right-hand-side by the money price of the num(raire yields the same ratio as a ratio of money figures.)  Rewrite (3) as ((t(txt)/((t-1(txt)  = 


((xt - A txt)/(Atxt, where the right-hand-side is the maximum Okishian profit rate in the multi-sector case, when relative prices are constant. Combining these equations in the same manner as equations (1) through (3) were combined, one obtains (t+1/(t  =  [((I - At+1)xt+1/(t+1xt+1]/[((I - At)xt/(txt] = (’t+1/(’t.  Analogously to the one-sector case, ((I - At)xt/(txt = (’t is a measure of the use-value productivity of labor.  Using the result that the relative weights equal the relative physical productivities of labor, one obtains, first, ((t(txt)/((xt) = (0/(’0, where the left-hand side is total value of output divided by the constant-relative-price measure of physical output.  As we see, this measure of average unit value is also invariant to the amount of labor needed to produce the commodities.  Second, one obtains total value added = (t(txt = [(0/(’0]((I - At)xt and total value transferred = (t-1(txt = [(0/(’0](xt - [(0/(’0]((I - At)xt = [(0/(’0](Atxt.  These results again imply the relation between value transferred and value added is determined independently of labor-time, and depends solely on the physical productivity of “capital.”


�  Foley’s suggestion that it is “incoherent mathematically” to consider labors of different productivities as equally productive of value is off the mark.  Once one weights the labor contained in the constant capital and the living labor, they can be added to obtain the total value measured in labor-time, as we have seen.  The total value is therefore a scalar, not a vector, and one can thus divide total money value by it to obtain a measure of the monetary expression of labor-time.  The relative sizes of the weights are of no importance in this regard.  Foley’s weights vary proportionately with use-value productivity. Marx’s weights are all equal, and all equal to unity, which means that the labor expended at different times can be directly added together. 


� Let Pn indicate the money output price of one unit of the num(raire.  The corrected MEV in the multisector case is mevt = (Pnt([I - At]xt)/((t(txt).  Since  (t+1/(t  = (’t+1/(’t, (t/(0 = (’t/(’0, and thus (t(txt = ((0/(’0)(’t(txt = ((0/(’0)((I - At)xt.  Hence, the corrected MEV is mevt = (Pnt([I - At]xt)/([(0/(’0]([I - At]xt).  The base period’s MEV is, accordingly, mev0 = (Pn0([I - A0]x0)/([(0/(’0]([I - A0]x0).  By setting it equal to unity, we likewise set (0 equal to Pn0(’0.   This then implies that mevt = 


(Pnt([I - At]xt)/(Pno([I - At]xt).  The denominator is the “real net product.”  Dividing the money value of the net product (Pnt([I - At]xt) by this MEV, we arrive at its “labor-time” value, (Pnt([I - At]xt)/{(Pnt([I - At]xt)/(Pno([I - At]xt)} = 


(Pnt([I - At]xt)/(Pno([I - At]xt) = Pno([I - At]xt, the “constant-dollar” measure of use-value produced, the “real net product.”  


�  Foley (1986, p. 98) states that Marx’s account of the value/production price transformation is inconsistent because purchase prices at the time of input differ from sale prices at the time of output.  Given that his concept that value added equals VNP is tantamount to asserting the need to equate the input and output prices of means of production, one may wonder why he no longer alleges that Marx’s account was inconsistent. 
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