A NEW REVISION OF MARNIAN l-I(‘.ONOMICS

Ay Rava Dusavevskava®

s article from Pod Zpewmenen Varxizwa (Under the Bauner of
Mersism), which is published in this issue, appears to be merely a
criticism of the old methods of teaching political economy’in the “cur-
ticula and’ textbooks™ of the higher Soviet schouls. Actually it is no
mete reproof of pedagogical efror. 1ts raison d'ére is contained in
the argument that the law of value. in its Marxian interpretation,’
funetions 'under “soclalism.™ ”

lines along which Soviet political econvmy may be expected to de-
\'(Inn in the post-war period. :
It-rmqn obscevers who luve rarefully foltowed the de\elnpmﬂnl uf

L thelSoviet economy have lane noted that the Soviet Union emiploys -

il every Gavice conveniionally pssocinted with capitalisni. Soviet
trusts, cartels and combines, as well as the individual cnterprises within
them, ars regulated according 1o strict principles of cost accounting,
“Prices of commoditics are hased upon total costs of preduction, in-
“rluding wages, raw materiats. administrative costs, amortization charges
“and interest plus planned profit and the various taxes imposed as
“reverive for the maintenance of the stzte. Essential to the operation
of Savier industry are sueh devices as banks, secured credit. interest,
o hends, bills; notes. insurance, dnd 20 on. As the present dogument ex-
laing it “denind of the law of value created insprmountable difficul-
Wit in expliaining the existence of such categories under socialism.”
The article, Some Ouestions of Teackinie of Politicel Eéonemy, cons
tenis that although the law of valie opetates in Russin, it functions
“inca elznged form, it the Soviet state sithotdinates the Ltw of value
ad consciously makes use of its meclimi=m m the interest of socialism
noazeder to show tha the operntion of the law of value i consistent .
with the existence of socislian, the artiele vites those pass
the Critigtie of the Getha Prograsome in which Marx states that
in & snctalist socie ty. “as it cancrecs from eapiitalist socicty,” the lahorer
* The auther v a Ru-‘-l:m roottamist whe has epeciabized in the study of Marvian
- Husumics amd who is Low living in New York.

I'his is a clear departure [rom the former -
" .econoniic doctrine which prevailed not merely in the schools but in the

most “wutharitative and -scholarty publications as well as throughout
e Fovict press. Thit this treatize appears now is an iudication of the °

~
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will receive in return for a given quantity of work the equivalent of
such labor in means of consumption. The present authors reject, how-
ever, the formula that flows from these passages, namely, that labor
will be paid by “the natural measure of labor™: time. This, the docy.
ment states, is not in consonance with the experience of Russia, where
labor is highly differentiated according to degree of skill and as regards
intellectual and physical differences. Thc authors thercfore propese 3
new slogan: “distribution according to lzbor.) They consider that
they have thus translated the law of value into a function of sacialism,
It should be noted that they thereby completely identify “distribution
according to labor” with distribution according to value.

There is incontrovertible evidence that there exists in Russia at
present a sharp class differentiation based upon a division of fuiiction
between the warkers, on the one hand, and the managers of mduclry, S
millionaire kalkkazmk:, political leader:. and the intelligentsia-in gen- - -

-eral, on the other. It is this which explains certain téndencies which

began to appear after the.initiation of the Five-Yéar Plans and’ lave

since become crystalh..ed The juridical manifestation ‘of this trend

culminated in 1936 in the abolition of the early Soviet canslltutmn. The

constitution which was adopted in its place legalized the existunce of:
the inteliigentsia as a special “group” in Soviet society. This dlslmcllo ’
between the intelligentsia and the mass of workers lound is ccotivmic

expression in the formula: “From each according to his akility, to cach -

according to his labor.” This formula should be compared with the -

traditional Marxist formula: “From each according to his ability, to-

each according to his need.” “Each according to his need” has always |
been considered a repudiation of the law of valve. The document; how- -
ever, states that “distribution according to labor” is- 5. be "effected -
throtigh the instrumentality of money. This money is not script nofes
or some hookkeeping lerm .)ut. money as the price expression of valve, = :
According to the auinors, ©, . . the measure of labor &nd measure of" !
consumption in a socialist society can be calculated only on the bas:s
of the law of value.”

The whole sngmﬁc'mce of the arhcle, therefore, turns upon whether
it is possible to conceive of the law of value {unctioning in a sucialist
society, that is, a non-exploitative society.

Marx took over from classical political economy its cxposmm"nf the'
law of value in tha semse that labor was the source of valm-, and
socially-necessary labor time the common denominator governing the
exchange of commodities. Marx, however, drew from this labor theory,
of value his theory of surplus value. He criticized classical political
economy for mistaking the npparent equahty rclgnmg in the com-
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- ized iabor. According to Marx, Ricarde “sees only the guamtitative '
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madity market for an inherent equality. The laws of exchange, Marx
contended, could give this appearance of equality only because value,
which regulates exchange, is malcrialized human labor. When the
commudily, labor power, is bought, equal quantities of materiziized
labor are exchanged, But since one quantity is materialized in a
product, money, and the other in a living person, the living person
may be and i3 made to work beyond the time in which the labor pro-
duced by him is materialized in the means of consumption necessary
for his reproduction. To understand the nature of capitalist produc-
tion, it is therefore necessary, Marx contended, to leave the sphere of
exchange and enter the sphere of production, There it would be found
that the dual nature of commodities—their use-value and value—
_merely reflects the dual nature of labor—concrete and abstract labor—
embodied in them. For Marx the dual character of labor “is the pivot
on which a clear comprehension of political economy turns.™
Marx called the labor process of capital the process of alienation.
Abstract laber is alienated labor, labor estranged not merely from the
prodict of its toil but alsa in regard to the very process of expenditure

of its labor power. Once in the process of production, the labor power -

of the worker becomes as much a “component part” of capital as fixed
machinery or constant capital, which is, again, the workers' material-

determination of exchaage value, that is, that it is equal to a definite

*.quantity of labor time; but he forgets the gualitative determination,

that individual labor must by means of its alienaiion be presented in
the form of a&stract, universal, social lobor* .
In it Mayxian interprotation, therefore, the law of vo

use of the concept of alicnated or exploited labor and, asa

the concept of surplus value. -

Hitherto all Marxists have recognized this fact. Hitherto Soviet -

patitical economy adhered to this interpretation, In 1935 Mr. A.

- Leontiev, one of the present editors of Pod Znamenem Marxisma,

wrole: “The Marxian doctrine of surplus value js based, as we have

" %en, on his teaching of value, That is why it is impertant to keep

the teaching of value free from all distortions hecause the theory of
exploitation is built on it.” And again: “It is perfectly clear that this
division of labor into concrete and abstract labor exists only in com-

*Capitul (Chicago, Kerr, 1909), Vol, 1, p. 48, ’ .

*Teorii Pribavochnol Stoime.dd, T. 11, 2, ¢.183-R4, (Theories of Surplus Value, Vo, 1, 2

®. 151-84,) .
u'Pa!iucd Economy, A Beginnar's Courte (New Vork, Internst. Publishers, 1935), p.

"
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modity production. This dual pature of labor reveals the basic contra.
diction of commndity production.’ ' ‘

The new article contradicts this theory and its past interpretation,
It rccognizes the existence in Russiz of conerete and abstract labor but
denies the conlradiction inherent in the dual nature of labor. It recog-
nizes the pivel upon which political economy turns, but denies the
basis of exploitation which to all Marxists as well as to opponents of
DMarxism has hitherto been the essence of the Marxist analysis, This {s
the problem the article must solve. It is interesting to watch how this
is done.

In place of the class exploitation, which was the basis of the Ma_r..xist
analysis, the new theoretical generalization proceeds from the empirical
fact of the existence of the U. S. 8. R., assumes socialism as irrevo'cahly
established, and then propounds certain “laws of a socialist soclety.”
These are (1) the indistrialization of the ndtional economy, and (2) the .
collectivization of the nation’s agriculture. It must be stated here that
both these laws are not laws at all, Laws are a description of economic
bekavior. The “laws” the article mentions are statements of fact. What
follows the laws as a manifestation of the “objective necessity of 2 -
socialist society”—*distribution according to labor"—does partake of

the character of a Jaw, “Objective necessity,” it must be remarked, =

does not arise from the economic laws; the economic Jaws arise from
objective necessity; it may, of course, manifest itself differc_antly in lhe..g .
Soviet Union, but the manifestations the present authors cite are pre-
cisely the ones that emanate from capitalist society. The.documfnt‘ fgul:
_to make any logical connection-between the rew basis, “socialism,

and the law characteristic of capitalist nraductinn—tha law of value. ...

The implication that the state is reafly “for” the principle 'oE paying
labor according to needs, but is forced by objective necessity lo pay
according to value is precisely the core of the Marxist_thepry of vnluei
The.supreme manifestaticn of the Marxiga imerprctalmn. of t.l;e law ol
value is that labor power, cxactly as any other commodity, is paid at
value, or reccives only that which is socially necessary for its repro-
duction. . . , ) -
This startling reversal of Soviet political economy is neither adven-
titious nor merely conciliatory. That is the rexl significance of._lhe
article. It is a theoretical justification of social distinctions cqs!::‘:!:.
in the Soviet constitution. That this elaborate theoretical justification
is made is proof that the Russian people are being prepared fnr_lhe
continuance of & social velation which had no place in the conceptions
of the founders of commutism or the founders of the Soviet state. The

1bid,, p. 8.
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articie 2rgues that the law of value has operated not enly in capitalism
but :1su has existed from time immemorial. As proof, its present existence
in the Soviet Union is cited and a reference is made to Engels’s state-
ment that the law or value has existed for some five to seven thousand
years. Engels’s statement, however, is contained in an article in which
be dexris with the law of value only in so far as commodity prices reflect
the txuct value of commodities. The Marxian thesis is that the more

back.ward the economy, the more exactly do prices of individual com- .

modities reflect value; the more advanced the economy, the more
conunadity prices deviate; they then sell at prices of production though
inthe aggregate all prices are equal to all values. In that sense, Engels
staiiv, the law of valite has cperated for thousands of years; that is,
ever since simple exchange and #p fo. capitalist production That

.Eng~is did not in any way depart from value zs an exploitative rela-

tior: characteristic only of capitalist production can best. be seen fram
Mr. Leontiev's own preface to that little booklet, Engels on Capital.
There the Soviet economist says: “Whereas at the hands of the Social-

“Deraocratic theoreticians of the epach of the Second International, the

catzozies of value, money, surnlus value, etc., have a fatal tendency

. 10 hecume transformed into disembedied abstractions inhabiting the -
sphere of exchange and far removed from the conditions of the revolu-
tionary struggle of the proletariat, Engels shows the most intimate, -

indissoluble connection these categories have with the relations between

- theses in the process of material production, with the aggravation of

dass wintradictions, with the inevitability of the proletarian revelu-

tion, " . ' ‘ .
Value, Engels has written, is “a category characteristic only of com-

modity production, and. just as it did not exist’ prior to commodity

Prodnuction, so will it disappear with the abolition of commodity produc-,

tion.”" It would be sheer absurdity, argued Engels, “to set up a society
In wlich at last the producers control their products by the logical
#pplication of an economic category (value) which is the most com-
Prehensive expressiun of the subjection of the producers by their own
Preduct.™ In the last theoretic writing we have from the nen of Marx,
A critique of A, Wagner's Allgemcine oder theoretische volkswirt-

schaftslehre, Marx castigates “the presupposition that the theory of ‘

‘L1, Fugels on Capital (New York, Internat. Publistiers, 1937), p. 106,

'O Kapitale Marksa, pp. xi-ril. {Engels on Capitul) The English transtation does not
2y this preface, haued by wne Marx-Engel-Lenin Institule under the supervision of
“f Centeal Commiltee of the Russian Communist Party.

. ‘5':"' *weniin Marksa-Engelsa, T, XXVII, c408, (Works of Marx-Engels, Vol. XXVII,

L4,

‘y Lugen Dikving's Revolution i Science (New York, Internat, Publishers), p. 347,
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value, developed for the explanation of bourgeois society, has validity
for the ‘socialist state of Marx.! *"*

In the opinion of this writer nothing in the article contradicts this
firmly established co-existence of the law of value with capitalis
production,

The radical change in theoretical interpretation ‘that the artich
presents not unnaturally brings with it important methodological con.
sequences, The authors propose that in the future the structure of
Capital be not followed and state that the past textbooks which fol
lowed the structure violated the “historic principle.” Obviously, thi;
is & very grave departure. Engels explains Marx's rejection of the
aethod of the “historical school” by the fact that history proceeded . ©
by jumps and zigzags and that, in order to see its inner coherence, jt '

© was necessary to absiract from the accidental. The structure of Marx's
‘Capital is a.logical abstraction seen in its evolution and constantly - |
checked and rtechecked and iMustrated by historical development, "I

Marx'e dialectic method is deeply- rooted in history. However, it
utilizes history not as a chronological listing of events but “divested - .
of its historic forms and fortuitous circumstances.”® Thus the abstract = -

method of Marx dees not depart from the “historic principle.” On the. - v

contrary, the ineoretical development of the commodity is in feality’
the historical development of society from a stage when the commodity
first makes its appearance—the surplus of primitive communes—to fts
nhighest development, its “classic form” in capitalism. Where a com-

.modity existed accidentally or held a subovdinate position as in primi-
tive, slave or feudal societies, the social relations, whatever we may

think of them, were at any rate clear, It is only under capitalism that
these social relations assume *the fantastic form of a relation between i
thing.”* That i5 why Marx analyzes the commodity “at its ripest.”
He is separating its theoretical potentialities from its historic starting
point. Where Marx analyzes a commodity in order to discern the law
of its development,” the Soviet gconomists now merely proclaim the
arrival of the commodity in a “socialist society.” )

Hence when the authors propose that the structure of Capital be not
followed in the future, it is not because past Soviet textbooks,_'pmlernedl

*Arkkiy Marksa-Engelsa, T. V. ¢.59. (drchives of Marz-Bngels, Vol \;. p. 5o, Ed. -
Adoratsky.) o - .

™ Frederick Engels on the Moteriatlsm and Dialestics of Marx, included in Ludwlp
Feuerbach and the Ouicoms of Closical German Philosophy (London, Martin Lawrence),
p. 9%,

U Capital, Vol T, p. 83,
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on it, violated the “historic Principle.” It is because of their need to
divest the commodity of what Engels called “its particular distinctness”
and to turn it into a classless, “general historic” phenomenon applicabla
to practically all societies,

The ideas and methodology of the article are not accidental. They
are the ideas and methodology of an “intelligentsia” concerned with
- the acquisition of “surples products.” What is important is that this
departure from “past teaching of political economy” actually mirrors

economic reality. The Soviet Union has entered the period of “applied
1 economics.” Instead of theory, the article presents an administrative

* formula for minimum costs and maximum production. It is the constity-
tiox of Russia's post-war economy.

.




