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Revision or Reaffirmation of Mandsm? A Rejoinder

NOTE: Miss Dunayevskaya has been given the cumomary right to e

joinder; while her note may not conatitute “o last werd” in any other

sonse, jt must bz so yegarded in the present round of discussion. which

followeel the puhlication in the Review of “Teaching of Economics in

. the Saviet Union” and her nngmal article of comment, “A New Ra-

vision of Marxian Econon.cs,”—Editar

 Professars Oseat I.angc' and Leo Rogin® and Mr. Paul A. Bnra.n’ have
chnllcnged my contention* thet the recent Soviet article® from Pod Znamenem
Marzizme {Under Lhe Banner of Marxisa) marks o radica) departure from
orthedox Marxism. Although these economists ‘apparently agree that the
article is not 2 revision, but a reaffirmation, of Marxism, they, nevertheless,
reach diflerent, even dlreczly contradlclorv, conclusions on the principal point
“of theory in the Soviet statement, namely, that the law of vilue operates

. under “socialismJ} Professor Lange affirms positively” that Marx. “held 'the

view that the theory of value applies to a socialist economy™ (p. 128).° Mz,
Baran states cateporicelly that the law of value is a “principle ruling the
working uf a capitalistic society™ and that the only consequence of trying
to apply that nation to socialism * {P to deprivé the ‘law of value’ of all its
meaning and significance” (p. 869). Professor Rogin avoids any discussion
of the’ c'mcept of valie, The confusion among these learned minds suggests
the neceisity of a restatement of the luw of value in its Marxien sense,

1), “Marsian Economics in the Sovist Un:on," Am, Econ. Rm., Vel. XXXV, No. 1
(Mzr., 1945), pp. 127-33,

*Cf. “Marx and Engels on Dlslnbulion in o Sodalist Society,” dm. Ecoen. Rev., Vol
XXXV, No. 1 (Mar., 1945). pp. 137-43.

*C}. “New Trends in Russian Economic Thinking” 4m. Econ, Pev, Vol XXXIV,
No. 4 (Dec,, 1944}, pp. B62-71,

4Cf. “A New Revislon of Marxian Economics,” Am, Ecos, Rer, 'ot. YKV, No. 3
(Sept., 1944), pp, 531-37.

" Trenalated under the title, "Teacking of Econnmlu L the Soviet Unlon,"” Am. EBeon.
Rev,, Vol. XXXIV, No, 3 {SepL,, 1044), pp, $01-30, .

* All page numbens Io parentheses refer to tha varions Issues of the Amerlcan Bconoric
Review in which the articles appeared; m disd above.
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Professor Lange arrlves at the conclusion that the Iaw of value operates
In a socialist society through an erroncous construction of two guotations
from Capital. In the first quotaticn, (rom page 90 of Volume I, where Marx
is describing “a community of free individuals,” he carciully refralns from
any use of the word "velue.” The quintessenitial point of that whole section on
“The Fetishism of Commodities” I8 to prove that “to stamp an object of
utility as a value is just as much & social produce as language™;? it 1s the
]ang'uagc of "baurgeols economy.” Hence, when Marx “by way of a chmy;e"
speaks of & society other than capi.ﬂlist he uses, not the word “value” but
the expression “labor time.” In the second quotation, from page 992 of
Volume III, Marx uses the phrase "determmnuon of \alne“ (mee:ﬂm-
mung) in the general or descriptive sense medning evaiuation and not in the
categoric sense of a theory or a iaw of value, Marx had nothing but contempt
- for those who, like A, Wagner, tried to lift the theory of vatua out of its
cap.tulmtic context and transform k {nio a "universal theary of value” As
I showed in my commentary {p. 561), he castigrtes “the presupposition that
the theory of value, developed for the explanation of huurgeols soclety, has
validity for tha ‘socialist state of Marx. He reiterated time and ugain that
“In the aralysit of value I had in view bourgeols relations snd not on zpplicas
tion of this lheory of velue to a 'soclalist state.'™$ In- Anﬂ-Dﬂkﬂng Engela
stated that.in 2 sodalist:secicty “People will be ahle to manuga werythiug P
very simply without the interver:tion of the famous ‘valus!™ . ;

In contrast to Marx and Engels, Professor Lange not ouly anserts that the

. law of value applies to a socfalist saciety but further stretches the méanin;
of “law of value™? by saying that in its “pure form" (p. 129} Marx'cone
sidered it applicable “only under conditions of ‘siinple commodity produc- .
tion,”” In reafiiy, Marx criticized Adam Smith for just that assertlon, Adam .
Smith, he explains fell into that error because he had “ebstracted [the law
of vnlue] from capitalistic preduction and preclzely because of this it ap-’
pears as if it were mvalid."»* Starting with cthe lahor theory of value of
Smith-Ricardo, he showed that the unequai exchangs’ between the capltallst

_ and the worker was not a “deviation” from the Iaw, but its very basls, He

transformed the classical labior théory of value Into the-theary of svrplus
value. Value, he wrote, was a sacfal relation of production "spcclﬂca!ly cnpllal-
jatle,"1* Mars's theory of value is his theory of surplus value,

7 Professor Lange confuses the law of value with the formation’ of prir.e

TP, 85, All relerences {0 Capltal are to the Kerr edition. * C )

"Arkhiv 3Markso-Engisa (Moskva, 1930}, T. V., e 386, Archives of Hw!n‘fh
(Moscow, 1030, Yol. V, p. 336). :

* Herr Rugen-D3kring's Revolution in Sclence (New York, Tnternat, Publbhe:l). p. M6,

* Professor Lange’s pramiscunus use of quotatlon marks for value and faw of valus,
where no such expresion b wsed by Marx, serlously distorts Mmu meaning. {C/f, pﬁﬂim- )
larly p. 129, Am. Econ. Rev,, Vol, XXXV, No, 1.) ’

W Zeorll Pribavochnoi Stoimostl (Moskvs, 1932), T. III, ch, 3, ¢ 35~ (ﬂwriu o
Surplur Volue (Moscow, 1932), Vol 111, Part 111, p. 38.)
B Arkhiv Markia-Ergidsa (Moskva, 1933) T, II (VID), c.-7. (Archives of Mar.-l:mh
(Moscow, 1933). Yol. I (VIT), p. T.
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through a misinterpretation of the Marxian thesis that the Jower the stage of
production the more do prices reflect values; the higher the stage of produc-
tion the more do they deviate from value, He considers that if velue and
pricas do not correspond, the law of value does not function In its “pure
form” (p. 129). Marx, on the other hand, maintained that the deviation
of price from value is not an abetration of the fatww of value but only of its
‘mam'je.rmtiou, no matter how individual prices deviate from value, the sum
of all pnces, according to Marx, is equal to the sum of all values. The law of
value remains dominant.

Marx treated market phenomen only as manifestations of the productjon
relationship between capitalist and worker, The organic composition of in-
dividual capital, as well as 13 matket competition, affects the division of prcﬁt
among capitalists, but not the surplus value Hself, Surplus value is a given
magpitude arising caly f{rom tha process of production. Marx insisted that

* the struggle among capitalists to effect what he called “capitalist communisia”
was of ng concern to the worker, He analyzed these market phenomena only

in order to prove the oppressively domfnant position of “self-expanding

value, ™3 or the primacy of the production relationship, Professor Lange is
much too preoccupied with the formation of price. Marx did not write four
thousand odd pages—The Theories of Surplus Volue Marx ivtended as part
of Volume III of Capital—as an essny In price analysis. Copital is an analysis
of the capitalist process of production, the capitalist process of circulation
and capitalist production “taken as a whole.? Tt Is an analysie of o other
system,

l/ Professor Lange, on the one hand, assumes that the USSR, Isa uocmhst
ie., non—exphltatwe order, and, on the other hand, that the dominant eco-
'nomxc law of capitalism cperates there. By a.bstramng the exploitative con-
tent of the Marxian theoxy of vilue, Professor Lange has indeed deprived
that theory “of all meaning and s:gn!ﬁcance "y

Professor Rogin’s ‘central thesls is equally incorrect, although his error
is more difficult to isolate because he cumpTctely_ignorcs the concept of value
and considers only the distributive principle under socialism, Gecause I.called
attention to the traditional Marxist principle, “From each according to his
ability, to each according to his need,” Professor Rogin intimates (p. 138)

- thet T have fallen into the error of "vulgar socialism,” which, as Marx has
stated, considers “distribution &s independent of production, thereby repre-
senting soclalismm as turning principally en distribution.” However, my only
purpose in referring to the slogan was to show the contradiction between the
Soviet doctrine that socialism has he:n “irrevocably established” in the Soviet

_ Union, and the repudiation of that slogan for that country. Worse than that,
the Sowel economists refect another Marxist formula—the payment of lahor
according. to the “natural measure of labor": #ine-—which was postulated for
a society “as it emerges from capitalist society,” that is, one still tainted
“with- the hereditary diseases of the old society” (p. 138), For both these
formulas the Sovlet economists substitute the principle of “distribution ac-
cording to labor,”

B Capital, VAl T0, n 330,
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I‘ro!mor Rogin apparently accepts the [dcnuly of the “natural measure
of labor,” time, with the new formuia, which is explicitly based on the instry-
mentality of money, the price express:on of value. Time and value, however,
are not equivalents. To Marx value is not a quantitative relationshin but 2
qualitative rclationship, that is, a class relationship. He_asserted that the
nnalgsls of the contradiction between use-value and value_Trbor of the
workef, Censidered az a commodity, s his original contribution to puhtu:a]t
econoiny, and the pivot 2round which political economy ravolves.** According
to Marx, it is the use-value of the specific commodity, labor powsr, that
crentes surplus value, This is what the Soviet economists have restored for
Russia, This is not a “distributive” principle, nor is distribution the. specific
voncern of the Soviet economists, Thay know that where lgbor has created
no new value, not even a “socialist society” can appropriate and distribute,

‘The new Sovlet formula for distribution is in reality a euphemism- for
the renlities of production. Class relations'® in Russia compel them to make
"surplus labor” the main aim of pmducﬁon, The Soviet economists are only
stating in theoretical lnnguage that economic reality which was given mathe-
matical exactitude by Academician’ and. Chairman of the State Planning
Commisslon, N. Voznessensky, in his speech to the Eighteenth All-Union Con-
ference of the.Russian Communist Party just before the outhreak- of “the:
Rueso-German war. *“The plan for 1941, he sald blunlly, "prowdes foralZ °
per cent increase in productivity of labor and a 6.5 per cent increass in aver-
age wage per worker."? By assuming the existence of “socialisny”. in ‘the
U.5.58.R., and accepting at the same time the prlnmple of “distribution accord-

-Ing 1o labor ! Professor Rogm iz in renlity, aceepting t}lc appzicabi!iiy m ‘ih

Iaw of value under “socialism. oz

Cou Cnpﬂd Vol 1, p. 43.

“}r. Baan questions (pp. 869—70) my “mratuitos™’ umrﬂon tlm cla.ssa “Exist
{n Russia sinve the mnterial he hes read polnts In the "dpposite direction.” He therefore
assumes that T base my conclusion on the wide differentinls in income. Income differen-

‘inls in the USS.R. are not sublimated from all exploliative vices; they too are only

a manifestetion of the actunl productlon ralations. If Mr. Brivan cannot accept the evi- .
dence of the existence of class differentintions from Engllah works, such as Thi Real

LSoutet Russia, by J. Dallin (New Haven, Yale Univ. Pnss, 1943), the chapter on plant

manngers by Dr, Schware in Managentent in Russion l’mﬂ.ﬂry and Agriciiture by Bien- *
Mock, Schwarz and Yugoy (New York, Oxford Unlv.’ Press, 1044}, and Workers:
be[ore and aofter Lenin by Manya Gordon (New York, Dutton, 1941}, let him consult’
the original documents on the 1939 population census and the analyzis of the occupational-
classifications, especinlly of the “classless” group known 2s the “intellizentsia® by V, Molo-
tofi, the mulu of the Five Year Fians and the analysis by J. Stalin, &s well as the .
ininutes of the congreswes and conlerences of the Russian Communist Party, Al ol these
offer n fertile field fur reflection, . =

*Member of the Academy of Sclences of the USS.R.

N, Vornessensky, The Growing Prosperily of the Soviet Union {New York, Intcmn!.
Publishers, 1941), p. 40,

4 profeasor Rogin errs gromly In his only evidence of the “ever closer approximation
10 the idza} geal, ‘distribution aceording to need’ * {p 140). He writes that “an effort has
been made to safeguard the minimunt of ‘Indlvidual needs' through lhe struclure of

the turnaver tax, This ranges from 't or 2 per s’ af e accounting price of production -
ot consumer commodiiles which comprise the mple lrl!du of cor.su:npllnn ‘up lo 100 )
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Here likewise Mr. Baras makes his error. Tefavers that the Soviet econo-
mists” acceptance of the law of value under “socialisn.” is merely the result
aof a “terminalogical mushlle surrounding the notien of ‘law’ " (p. §61). The
Russians, however, are not muddicheads, They have deliberately accepted the
validity of the jaw of value for the Soviet Union because in the cconnmic
categories used by Marx in Capitel they have found the theoretical reflection
of economic reality” Since, however, Marx's entire anaiysis of ‘the law of
value is based upon its epecifically eayitalisric eontent, the Sovict economists
were constrained either to revise the concept that the Soviet Union is a
“socialist society,” or to revise the concept that the low of value i dominant
only in a capitalist saciety. It 18 not surprising that they chose to revise
Marx instead of the Soviet Constitution,

v The Soviet economists have solved their dilemma.'® It s up to Mr. Baran
to sulve his dilemma of assuming, on the onc hand, that Russia {5 a “socialist
society™ and, on the other hand, asserting that the Jaw of value is dominan:
only in a capiiist society. He has deepened his contradictory position by
approving the propnsal that in the future teachings of political economy the
structure of Capital be not followed in order that factua) information be
introduced to “foim the hackhone of the course” (p. 863)‘?’11 is not merely
a question of sapplying factual informetion—Volume I, the most abetract
volume of Capitel, is full of historical and statistical data. Tt is a question
of severing the indissoluble- connection between the dinlectical. method of
Marx and his political economy. It follows inexorably from the hreak with
the Marxian concept of the law of value. Soviet ceonamic theory finally
refieets economic reality, Does Mr.- Baran propese instand that the reality
and the theory reflect his prosupposition that Russin Is a “socialist soclety™?
’ Rava DUNAYEVERAVAY

* The author is 2 Russian economist, now living in New York, who has specialized in the-

study of Marxian economies, '

‘per zent’ in the case of outright Tuxurics” (pp. 140-51). Actually. the low tax nf 1 ar 2
per cent is levied, not on consumer goods, but on certaln capital zoods amd Instruments
of production, The turnover wx foliows a paitern contrary to his whole conception, The
average rate of tax on consuiner poods is 30 pec eent! it s 20.4 per cent on the products
of light industry and 82.8 per cent on aerleultural products. The tax on individual com.
moditles is even more reveallnz of the trend to “salexviard the minimum of ‘Individual
needs' 1 il is 45 per cent on callea, 37 per cent on silk, and 75 per cent on Liread, (Cf.
Biwleten Finansovovo y Khozyastvenovo Zabonadatelsive, 1033, No, 25, and 1935, No. 6
[Bulletin of Finaneinl and Ecomomic Legitlation). This official dncument & frested in
English by A. Yugov I~ Russio’s Economic Front for War and Peace [ New York, llasper,
19421, and by L. E. Huisbaid in Soviet Labor und Induitry tLondon, Macmillan, 190431,
as svell ns n many other books and articles.)

*That this is not a mere persenal solution, but the official Sedet doetrine, finby
further corroboration in the autheritative journal, Propagamdist, otgan of the Central
Committee of the Russiun Communist Party, The September, 1614, isrue carries an ar-
ticle entitled “Socialist Economy and the Laws of its Develapment™ by K. Ostrovityanoff,
member-cortespondent of the Academy of Sciences of the U.55.R., who expounds the new
position that the law of value operates in Russla, thus reversing his previous stand In
the heretofore standard Soviet taxtiaok, Outline of Political Economy: Polilical Economy
and Sovict Economy (Nevr York, Internat. Publishers, 1920},




