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Introduction

The theory of value and distribution is the battlefield where the
neoclassical defenders and the Marxian critics of capitalist production
have engaged in a peculiar form of ritual combat. We shall argue that
the basic issues are not value theoretic but propenty theoretic. Each of
the principal contending ‘'value theories’, marginal productivity theory
and the Marxian labor theory of value, implicitly functions as a meta-
phorical itheory of property — and the conflict fis primarily at that
property theoretic level. Once this is appreciated, (it clears the ground
for the development of the basic property itheoretic issue in an explicit,
non-metaphorical, and non-valueitheoretic manner.

Value Relations and Property Relations

Value and property relations can be analyzed at a point in time
(stock analysis) or over a perfiod of time (flow analysis). Value theory is
concerned with value relations which are specified by the amounts of
value held as wealth (balance sheet) or received as income (income
Statememnit) by the various legal parties, Property theory is concerned
with property relations which are specified by the real quantities of the
various types of assets and liabilities (property rights and obligations)
which are held by or acquired by the parties.

Market prices transform property relations into ‘the corresponding
market-value relations. If the quantities of real assets and liabilities
held or acquired by the various parties are multiplied by the respective
market prices and summed (the liabilities counting negatively), then the
results are the corresponding value relations, ie., the wealth held by
or the lincome received by the parties. For example, over a period of
time, a firm might use-up finputs K and L and produce the outputs Q.
In terms of property rights and obligations, the firm acquires the assets
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Q and the liabilities -K and -L. Those property relations are transformed
into the corresponding value relations by the market prices, p per unit
output and r and w per unit of the capital and labor services. The met
mcome received by the firme is pQ-rK-wL.

lj“or a given set of market prices, the transformation from properiy
relations to value relations is a many-to-one transformation. A set of
valuq relations could have come from many different sets of property
relations. For example, suppose that Peter has two dollars, that Paul
has four dollars, and that an umbrella costs six dollars. Peter could
borrow four dollars from Paul and purchase the umbrella. Then Peter
has a six dollar asset and a four dollar liability or debt, while Paul has
a four dollar asset (Peter’s I. O. U.). Altematively, Paul could borrow
two dollars from Peter and buy the umbrella. Or Peter and Paul could
JounFly purchase the umbrella with Peter owning one-third and Paul
owning two-thirds of ithe umbrella — and so forth. These sets of pro-
perty relations are quite different from one another, for example, in who
controls the use of the umbrella or who reaps the windfall from an
unexpected increase in the price of umbrellas, However they are alil
indistinguishable from the viewpoint of merely the value relations; they
all yield a net worth of two dollars for Peter and four dollars for Paul.

Metaphorical Property Relations

The central apologetic strategy of meoclassical capitalist economics
has two parts: (1) first the actual property relations of capitalist pro-
duction are metaphorically interpreted in terms of a fictitious set of
as-if property relations, and then (2) a part of neo-classical value theory,
marginal produactivity theory, is used as a metaphorical property theoi'y
to justify the as-if property relations. This strategy of obfuscating and
evading the actual capitalist property relations has been quite success-
ful because economists of all persuasions have focused their attention
principally on value relations such as the distriibution of income and
wealth. The actual and the metaphorical propenty relations are in-
distinguishable from ithe merely value theoretic viewpoint since they
yield the same value relations.

One basic metaphor is that of viewing a panty’s creditors as if
they were the joint claimanits or co-owners of the panty’s assets. A legal
liabdlity, which is a legal claim by a creditor against the debtor for
cemain future-dated assets, is metaphorically pictured as being a direct
ownership claim by the creditor on an equally valued share of the
debtor’s present assets. When a debtor goes bankrupt (i. e., ceases to
be a financially responsible legal party), then the creditor’s claim
against the debtor can fall directly on the debtor’s assets. The as-if
property relations interpret a creditor’s claim against a non-bankrupt
debtor as if it was already a direct ownership claim on a share of the
debitor’s assets.
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An aotual set and the corresponding metaphorical set of property
relations can be illustrated by giving the relevant pontions of the
debtor’s and the creditor’s balance sheets.

Debtor Creditor
Assets Liabilities Assets Liabilities
An asset An I-lo- [Ii An1.0.U.
of value A of value of value L
Net Wonth: A—L Net Worth: L

These actual property relations are then wviewed as if they were
the following seit of metaphorical property relations.

Assets Liabilities Assets Liabilities
The share The share
(A—L)/A of 7 L/A of the o
the asset Net Worth: AL 255 Net Worth: L
Corresponding to the dollar value of every asset — tangible
or ‘intangible — there must necessarily be an exactly equal total

amount of claims or ownership. The value of a $ 40,000 house is

exactly matched by somebody’s claim to its ownership consisting,

say, of § 25,000 owed a creditor and $ 15,000 owned by its owner.

[Paul Samuelson, Economics, 10th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill,

1976), p. 120].

The interpretation of liabilities or debts as if they were joint
claims on the debtor’s assets could be called liabilities cancellation.
There are no liabilities in the metaphorical property relations, only
jointly claimed assets. The negative value of liabilities cancels part of
the positive value of the assets in the determination of met worth or
equity. The metaphorical property relations are obtained by inter-
preting this value cancellation as if it were also an ownership cancel-
lation which left the debtor as owning only an ’‘equity share’ of thea
assets.

Liabilities cancellation can also be applied to the flow of assets
and liabilities, ie., to income statements. Kelvin Lancaster uses an
example where an individual borrows $ 10,000 at 6 percent from a bank
which, in tum, had borrowed the $ 10,000 from a depositor at 5 per-
cent interest. The individual buys a machine for $ 10,000 which never
wears out and which yields 2000 machine-hours a year. Each year the
individual sells the 2000 machine-hours at $.50 each for an income of
$ 1000. The individual also has a liability of $ 600 a year (6% of 10,000)
to the bank which, in ‘turn, has a debt of $ 500 a year to ithe depositor.
The net incomes of the machine owner, the bank, and the depositor
are, respectively, § 400, $ 100, and $ 500. By construing these value
cancellations as ownership cancellations, one might say that, from the
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merely value theoretic viewpoint, it is as if the bank and even the
depositor owned proportionate shares of the machine.

If we like, we can consider the real “"ownership” of the machine
is split between the individual having physical possession, the
banker and ithe depositor, in ithe ratio of 40 percent: 10 percent:
50 percent. [Kelvin Lancaster, Modern Economics, (New York:
Rand McNally & Co., 1973), p. 336].

It should be noted that neither Samuelson, Lancaster, nor any
other reasonably careful neo-classical economist would make the de-
monstrably false assertion that these metaphorical property relations
are the actual ones, e.g. that a creditor actually owns a L/A share of
the debtor’s assets. These economists are using a device that is quile
familiar to lawyers, the fiction.

By fiction, in the sense in which it is used by lawyers, under-
stand a false assertion of the privileged kind, and which, though
acknowledged to be false, is at the same time argued from and
acted upon, as if true. [Jeremy Bentham, quoted in: C. K. Ogden,
Bentham’s Theory of Fictions, (Paterson, N.J.. Littlefield, Adamns
& Co., 1959), p. cxvi]

It’s in this sense that the as-if property relations, obtained by
liabilitiies cancellation, are used as a fiction. From the viewpoint of
value 'theory (i.e., "Economics” narrowly construed), it is as if they
were ithe actual property relations.

Marginal Productivity Theory as a Metaphorical Property Theory

The most impontant use of the fictious propenty relations is in the
treatment of production. The input suppliers, who are creditors of the
firm, are metaphorically pictured as if they had claims on shares of
the product, shares which are equal in value to ithe value of their
inputs. In the previous example of a firm that produced the outputs Q
with the inputs K and L, the suppliers of each input, such as the labor
L, are pictured as having the claim on a share or fraction wL/pQ of the
product Q. Hence, the application of liabilities cancellation to pro-
duction yields the familiar pie-shares or distributive shares picture of
production property relations.

Once the pie-shares image of production has been established as
the framework of analysis, the next step is to develop a metaphorical
property theory ito ‘justify’ the size of the fictitious ’share of the pro-
duct’ going to each factor supplier. John Bates Clark developed margi-
nal productivity theory both as a part of value theory (a theory of
input demand) and as a metaphorical propenty theory.

The Clarkian property theoretic interpretation of marginal pro- .

ductivity (MP) theory can be fillustrated by considering a competitive
firm with outpus Q = f(K,L) for inputs K and L. If MPy and MP; are
the marginal products of the capital and labor services, then profit
maximization requires that those inputs be demanded up to the point
where p-MPy =r and p-MP, = w. A full-blown competitive general
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equilibrium requires constant returns to scale which implies that
Q = K:MP¢ 4 L-MP,.

The property theoretic version of MP theory interpretes the mar-
ginal product MP; of labor as the product of the ’marginal unit’ of
labor. Then each of the L units is viewed as the 'marginal unit’, so
the L units of labor are viewed as producing and thus justifiably clai-
ming L-MP; units of output. Similarly, the capital services K are
viewed as producing and thus justifying the capital owner’s claim on
K-MPg units of output. Since Q = K-MPx 4+ L-MP,, economists can
metaphorically assert:

This distributes 100 per cent of Q, no more and no less, among
all the factors of production. [Samuelson, Economics, p. 544]

The income wL distributed to Labor (= the workers) is the market
value p-L-MP, of ‘the share L-MP, of Q supposedly produced by the
workers (since w = p-MP;). Similarly, the income rK distributed to
Capital (= the K suppliers) is the market value p-K-MPg of the share
K-MPy of Q supposedly produced by the capital. In other words, the
share wL/pQ of ithe product claimed by Labor in the pie shares meta-
phor is equal to the share L-MP;/Q of the product supposedly produced
by the labor, and similarly for capital. Since the as-if property shares
equal the as-if productive shares, each factor is viewed as getting what
it creates.

It is this use of MP theory as a metaphorical property theor}{ —
and not simply as a descriptive theory of input demand — that gives
the theory a central role in capitalist apologetics.

When a workman leaves the mill, carrying his pay in his
pocket, the civil law guarantees to him what he thus takes away;
but before he leaves the mill he is the rightful owner of a part of
the wealth that the day’'s industry has brought forth. Does the
economic law which, in some way that he does not understand,
determines what his pay shall be, make it correspond with the
amount of his portion of the day’s product, or does it force him
to leave some of his rightful share behind him? A plan of living
that should force men to leave in their employers’ hands anything
that by right of creation is 'theirs, would be an institutional robbery
— a legally established violation of the principle on which property
is supposed to rest. [John Bates Clark, The Distribution of Wealth,
(New York: Macmillan and Co., 1899), pp. 8-9]

By showing ithat the as-if property shares equal the as4if productive
shares, Clark and modern neoclassical apologists hope to show that
under competitive capitalism;

the law on which property is supposed to rest — the rule, "to each
what he creates” — actually works at the point where the posses-
sion of propenty begins, in the payments that are made in the mill,
... .[Ibid., p. 9]
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Given a reasonable approximation to competitive conditions, it is ar-
gued, marginal productivity theory shows that each man gets what
he produces. [Milton Friedman, Price Theory: A Provisional Tex’,
(Chicago: Aldine, 1962), p. 196]

The Whole Product

The pie-shares or distributive shares metaphor is false as a des-
cription of property rights in a productive enterprise. Two or more
parties do not have claims on shares of the product. One party, such
as the employer in a capitalist firm, owns al! of the product. Econo-
mists are, of course, aware of these 'bare legal faocts’, but they feel
compelled to metaphorically picture the product as being shared in
order to account for the factor incomes. But the facts do not meed to
be ’improved upon’, by metaphorical reinterpretation, to account for
the factor incomes.

Property can take either a positive or a negative form, i. e., assets
(property rights) or liabilities (property obligations). When ecomomists
refer to the "product”, they refer only to the positive product, the
assets produced as outputs. But there is also a negative product. In
order to produce the output-assets, it is necessary ito incur the liabili-
ties for using-up the inputs. The fact that accounts for the factor
incomes without resorting to the pie-shares metaphor is the fact that
the one legal party which appropriates all of the positive product also
acquires all of the negative product, i.e., also holds all the liabilities
for the used-up inputs. Hence, instead of being the claimants of a share
of the positive product, the input suppliers are only 'the creditors of
the one party which acquires all of the positive and the negative
product.

In order to describe tthe actual property relations of produation,
it is necessary to expand the usual concept of the ’product’ to include
the negative product (input-liabilities) as well as the customary positive
product (output-assets). We will call this bundle of property rights
and obligations, the whole product, so the “whole product” = "positive
product” + “negative product” = "outputdassets” 4 “input-liabilities”.
In a productive enterprise, one panty appropriates the whole product
of production.

Consider the production process where the labor L usedup the
capital services K in the production of the outputs Q. If the labor
L was not analytically treated as a commodity used-up in production,
then the whole product in terms of commodities is the list or 'vector’
(Q,—K). If labor is taken as an input commodity (as in capitalist
production), then the whole product is (Q,—K,—L). Any two lists or
vectors, with the same number of components, add together by adding
the corresponding components. For example, the whole product
(Q—K,—L) is the sum of the positive product (Q, O, 0) and the negd-
tive product (0,—K,—L). If the price list is (p, r, w), then the market
value of the whole product is the profit 1 = pQ—rK—wL. In the piec-
-shares metaphor the analogue ‘to the whole product is ithe “residual
share”; Q — (rK/pQ) - Q — (WL/pQ) - Q = [1 — (rK/pQ) — (WL/pQ)] Q.
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The party pictured as claiming the residual (the "residual claimant”)
in the pie-shares metaphor actually claims the whole product.

The metaphorical and the actual property relations can now be
precisely compared. If Capital, the party supplying (O, K, O), hires
Labor, then Capital will additionally appropriate the whole product
(Q—K,—L). Hence the value accruing to Capital is the value of
(0,K,0) + (Q—K,—L) = (Q,0—~L) i. e, rK 4+ n = pQ—wL. Labor
sells (O, O, L) and appropriates mo share of ithe product (positive, ne-
gative, or whole), for an income of wL. Those are the actual property
relations. The metaphorical property relations picture Capital as
claiming Capital’s share (rK/pQ)Q plus the residual of [1 — (rK/pQ) -—
— (WwL/pQ)] Q with the same market value rK 4+ x = pQ — wL. Labor
is pictured as claiming Labor’s share (wL,/pQ) Q with the market value
wL. The actual and the metaphorical property relations yields the same
value relations; 'the income of rK + x to Capital and wL to Labor.
Hence, from the value theoretic viewpoint, it is as-if the pie-shares
picture was true.

The Pons Asinorum

The descriptive or prescriptive analysis of property relations re-
quires a property theory — not a value theory with a metaphorical
property theoretic interpretation. Any senious non-metaphorical deve-
lopment of property theory implies crossing the bridge from the pie-
-shares amalysis of as-if poperty relations to the whole product analysis
of actual propernty relations. But this pie-shares-to-whole-product bridge
is the Pons Asinorum (asses’ bridge) of property theory. A major diffi-
culty in crossing this bridge is in grasping the concept of liabilities —
so that propernty relations can be understood in an algebraicaily sym-
metric manner. It is this conceptual difficulty that is responsible for
the widespread practice of metaphorically cancelling liabilities so that
property relations can be pictured as only involving (jointly claimed)
assets. A similar difficulty was encountered when negative quantities
were first introduced into mathematics. How could one make sense
out of a "negative five apples”? Negative numbers were considered as
merely formal entities used for computional convenience. Ironically,
negative numbers were eventually accepted as being meaningful only
after some mathematicians, such as the thirteenth century Italian
algebraist Fibonacci, showed that they could be interpreted in com-
mercial arithmetic as denoting liabilities.

In technical terms, the acquisition (in-flow) of a liability is defined
as being the disacquisition (out-flow) of an asset or good. For example,
consider a bilateral exchange of goods wherein Peter transfers three
oranges to Paul in return for five apples. By ithe above definition, this
bilateral tramsfer of assets can be equivalenty described as a uni-
lateral transfer of both assets and liabilities; the transfer of the
assets + 3 oranges and the liabilities — 5 apples from Peter to Paul.
Or it could be equivalently described as the Paul to Peter transfer of
— 3 oranges and + 5 apples.

In addition to being transferred, the propenty rights to assets
must be created or initiated in the first place, and they must be even-
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tually terminated. When new commodities or assets are produced, the
initiation of the legal title to those assets is called appropriation.
When assets are consumed or used-up, the termination of the legal
title to those assets is the orignal meaning of the word "expropriation”.

This word primarily denotes a voluntary surrender of rights
or claims; ithe act of divesting oneself of that which was previously
claimed as one's own, or renouncing it. In this semnse, it is the
opposite of 'appropriation’.

A meaning has been attached to the term, imported from
foreign jumisprudence, which makes it synonymous with the exer-
cise of the power of eminent domain, ... [H.C. Black, Black’s
Law Dictionary, 4th ed. rev. (St. Paul: West Publishing Co., 1968),
entry under "Expropriation”, p. 692]

The “expropriation of assets” is commonly understood today to
mean the compulsory transfer of assets to the government under its
power of eminent domain. Since we will be concermed with the “ex-
propriation of assets” not ‘in that derived sense but only in its oniginal
sense as the opposite of "appropmniation of assets”, we will avoid the
expression in favor of the equivalent expression “appropriation of
liabilities”.

In production the inputs are used-up and fthe outputs are produced.
Hence, from the property theoretic viewpoint, production involves the
expropriation of the input-assets and the appropriation of the output-
-assets. We saw previously that the bilateral transfer of assets could
be equivalently described as the unilateral transfer of both assets and
liabilities. Similarly, the two-way creation and termination of assets
in production be equivalently described as the one-way creation of both
assets and liabilities. For example, the expropriation of the input-assets
(0,K,L) and the appropriation of the output-assets (Q, 0, 0) could be
simply described as the appropriation of the inputdliabilities (O,—K,—L)
and the output-assets (Q,0,0), i. e., the appropriation of the whole
product (Q—K,—L).

The depth of property theoretic analysis in orthodox economics
can be gauged from the lack of any symmetrical treatment of the
appropriation of assets together with the appropriation of liabilities
(ie., the expropriation of assets). This is in spite of the fact that
mathemaitics is ’pointing the way’. Mathematical economists do use
whole product vectors in the modern mathematical treatment of pro-
duction, where those vectors are variously called "input-output vectors”,
“activity vectors”, or ,production vectors” [See for example: Gerard
Debreu, Theory of Value, (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1959), p. 30
and pp. 37-38]. But, as in the early mathematical use of negative
numbers, these vectors are used as a formal mathematical convenience
without any recognition that they have a direct property theoretic
interpretation in terms of the appropriation of assets and liabilities.
In the philosophical literature, one can occasionally find a discussion
of asset appropriation, but even that is usually taken to mean only
an original assignment of property rights to unowned natural objects.
It is, of course, well known that property rights are transferred m
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exchange, but there seems to be little recognition that property rights
are also constantly being created as well as iterminated in ordinary
production and comsumption activities. Aside from the formal mathe-
matical use of whole product vectors, orthodox economics has yet to
cross ‘the Pons Asinorum from the pie-shares picture to the whole
product analysis of production property relations.

The Laissez Faire Mechanism of Appropriation

The question of who is to appropriate a liability (or expropriate
an asset) arises whenever an asset is consumed, used-up, or otherwise
destroyed. A civil trial for the legal imputation of the liability for
property damages is an example of an overt or explicit legal assign-
ment of a liability. If the accused party lis found guilty, then a damage
paymemnt for at least the value of ithe destroyed property is made to
the previous owmer. That payment in effect transfers the legal title
to the guilty party, where the iitle is terminated. But these trials
are infrequent, while commodities are constantly being comsumed,
used-up, or destroyed in production and consumption. When no law
is broken so that the Law (the legal authorities) does mot intervene to
hold a trial, then there is a laissez faire or invisible hand mechanism
that automatically takes over. That lis, when the Law does not intervene
to reassign the liability for a used-up asset, then that liability is auto-
matically left in the hands of the last legal owner of the asset. If other
appropriable assets are produced as result when the commodities are
used-up, then the legal party that voluntarily appropriated the liabilities
would have the legally defensible claim on the new assets. Hence we
have the

Laissez Faire Mechanism of Appropriation

If mo law is broken, let the costs of an activity lay where they
have fallen ("Laissez faire le cotit”), and then llet the party, that bore
the costs, claim any appropriable positive results of the activity.

It is this invisible hand mechanism which governs the appropria-
tion of assets and liabilities in any lawful ecomomic activities of pro-
duction and consumption.

In capitalist production, the employer’s appropriation of the whole
product is a laissez fafire appropriation. The employer already owns or
buys all the inputs such as the capital services as well as the peculiar
input, labor services. The employer bears these costs when the inputs
are consumed in production so the employer volunitarily appropriates
the negative product (= inputdliabilities). Then the employer lays
claim to the positive product (= output-assets). In that manner, the
employer legally appropriates the whole product (= positive product
+ megaitive product).

These property relations (the appropriation of ithe whole product)
also determine the power relations at the point of production. A party
laissez faire appropriates the whole product by first acquiring the
ownership of all the inputs (including labor) to be consumed in pro-
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duction. Since any party has the legal right to control dts use of its
own property (within the constraints of the law and the input con-
tracts), the input-buyer or hiring party has the legal rights of discre-
tionary managerial control over the production process.

It should be carefully noted that there is no "night to the fruits”
— no ius fructus — in the bundle of nights which constitute the owner-
ship of property. That is a superficial and iincorrect inference from
observing the operation of the laissez faire mechanism of appropria-
tion. When that mechanism is operating (i. €., when no law is broken),
then the owner of the inputs appropriates the positive product, so it
is easy to jump to the conclusion that the "right to the fruits” must
be a part of the ownership of the inputs. But one can see that the
appropriation is a consequence of the laissez faire mechanism and not
a part of the property rights structure by comsidering a case where
the mechanism is set aside. Suppose that person A sieals or converts
some of person B’s property and then uses it to cause some damage to
the property of a third party. Since a law was broken, the law (ideally)
would intervene to impute the legal responsibilty for the liabilities to
the penson who was in faot responsible (A). The Law would enforce B’s
ownership right to the converted property, but the Law would not
enforce B's alleged right to the (negative) results of the use of B's pro-
pertty — since there was no such right in the first place.

It should also be moted that the capitalist’s appropriation of the
whole product does not automatically follow from ithe "private owner-
ship of the means of production”. When the laissez faire mechanism
is in operation, them in order ‘to legally claim the positive product, 1t
is mecessary and sufficient to own and thus bear the costs of the
inputs used up in production such as the services of capital and labor.
If any party, other than the owner of the capital goods (= means JOf
production), hired or remted the capital (i.e., bought the capital ser-
vices) and bought the other inputs, then that party would appropriate
the whole product. From the legal viewpoint, it is a matter of which
way the hiring comtracts are made (e. g., whether Capital hires labor
or Labor hires capital). Hence the relevance of the owmership of the
means of production lies in the fact that it is itypically that owner who
has the bargaining power to raake the hining contracts in his favor.

Since the identity of the whole product appropriator (= the firm)
is determined solely by the hiring contracts, there also is no “owner-
ship of the firm”. In capitalist corporate law, there is, of course, the
shareholder’s "ownership” of ithe corporation. Firstly, these so-called
"ownership righits” are really membership rights that are called
"ownership nights” because the membership rights are legally marke-
table [for a more detailed analysis of corporate law, see the un-
published paper: ”"On the Legal Structure of Workers’ Cooperatives”].
It is because the membership shares are bought that they are viewed
as "owmership shares”. Secondly, it is only the hiring contracts that
determine whether or not the corporation is the legal party that appro-
priates the whole produat of the production process that utilizes the
corporation’s capital goods. If the corporate capital is hired out, instead
of the labor being hired in, then the identity of the firm (= whole
product appropriator) changes hands. But ithat involves no sale in the
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"ownership of the firm” — just a rearrangement of the hiring con-
tracts. Since the firm can change hands without any sale in the "owner-
ship of the firm”, it follows that there was mo such owneyship right
in the first place. The shareholders would still have their so-called
“ownership rights”, which are only their membership rights in capital-
-supplying corporation, i.e., a 'capital union’ [for a more detailed
analysis of the “ownership of the firm”, see "Some Property Theoretic
Aspects of Orthodox Economic Theory” forthcoming in: E.J. Nell
(ed.), Growth, Profits, and Property: Essays in the Revival of Political
Economy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press].

Who is to be the Firm?

From the viewpoint of value theory, the fundamental question of
political economy concerns the problem of income distribution. How
is the income from the (positive) product to be distributed among the
vanious suppliers of inputs? From the viewpoint of property theory,
the fundamental question of political economy is the question of
appropriation in production. Who ds to appropriate the whole product
of production? If we use the word "firm” as a techmical term defined
to mean “whole product appropriator”, then the fundamental question
takes the following canonical form: Who is to be the firm?

It is the different answers to this question which basically diffe-
rentiate the vanious types of economic systems. Capitalism is the
system where the owners of the capital being used in an enterprise
may, by hiring the labor, legally appropriate the whole product of the
production process. Socialism (in the conventional sense of "State
socialism”) is the system where 'Society’ lin its organized form, the
State, appropriates the whole product of production. Workers' self-
-management is the system where all the people who work in a pro-
ductive enterprise constitute the legal party ("Labor”) that appropriates
the whole product of production. Hence the questicn is; Who is to be
the firm — Capital, the State, or Labor?

It is a question about property relations — not value relations
such as the distribution of income or wealth. Naturally, the value
relations will differ under the various systems, but that is a con-
sequence of the differing structures of property relations. Capitalist
economics makes no attempt ito justify Capital’s appropriation of the
whole product. In fact, capitalist economics has not even developed
the elementary property theoretic concepts needed to describe the
actual structure of capitalist property relations. The strategy is to
evade the actual property relations in favor of value relations and
the as4if property relations that are 'derived’ from the value relations.
MP theory is then pressed into service to generate a metaphorical
picture of production relations (i.e., each input as ,producing” its
marginal productivity) to justify the metaphorical property relations
by showing that; as«if productive shares = as-if property shares. But
two metaphors do not add up to a logical argument. A metaphorical
defense of a metaphorical structure is only a diversionary exercise.
It is the actual property relations of capitalist production that apolo-
gists should try to defend.
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As only a price theory, the hotly debated neoclassical theory of
value is not so much right or wrong as it is irrelevant to the funda-
mental question that divides capitalism, governmental socialism, and
workers’ management. Capitalism is mot a panticular type of price
system. Capitalism fis a particular type of property system; the systein
that allows Capital, by hiring Labor, to appropriate the whole product
and tthus to be the firm. The best of price theories would only be
concerned with the market value of the assets and liabilities in the whole
product, and would not determine who is to appropriate that bundle
of property rights and obligations in the first place.

The Labor Theory of Property

The only serious normative theory of property rights and obliga-
tions that has ever been developed is the labor theory of property. The
labor theory can be formulated in two quite different, but equivalent,
vocabularies; as a theory of appropriation and as a theory of imputa-
tion. The proper formulation in either vocabulary requires crossing the
Pons Asinorum, i.e., the treatment of property relations in alge-
braically symmetric (positive nad negative) terms. For example, in the
traditional expression "fruits of one’s labor”, it must be realized that
there are ’'negative fruits’ just as well as ’positive fruits’. That is,
people, by their labor, use-up commodities just as well as they produce
commodities. The labor theory of property is the principle that people
should bear the legal liabilities for the commodities they use-up and
that they should acquire the legal ownership of the commodities they
produce. In short, people should legally appropriate the positive and
negative fruits of their labor.

The imputation version of the labor theory is concerned with
“respomsibility” in the ex post sense of the question "Who did it?” —
not with "responsibilities” in ‘the ex ante sense of one’s duties or tasks
in an organizational role. A person or group of people are de facto or
factually responsible for a certain result if it was the purposeful result
of ttheir intentional (joint) actioms. Imputation is the assignment of
de jure or legal responsibility. The fundamental juridical principle of
imputation is that legal responsibility should be imputed in accordance
with de facto responsibility. For example, the legal responsibility for
a aivil or criminal wrong should be assigned to the person or persoms
who intentionally committed the act. Since, in an economic comtext,
intentional human actions are called "labor”, we have the following
equivalence.

The Juridical Principle of Imputation: People should have the
legal respomsibility for the positive and negative results of their inten-
tional actions.

The Labor Theory of Property: People should legally appropriate
the positive and negative fruits of their labor.

Since the juridical imputation principle is age-old and unchallen-
ged, it is in view of this equivalence that one can understand that
the labor theory is the only serious normative theory of property.
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Workers’ Self-Management

The labor theory of property answers the basic question of "Who
is to be the firm?”. In any productive emnterprise, the production of
the outputs and the using-up of the inputs are, respectively, the positive
and negative fruits of the joint labor of the people who work in the
enterprise. Hence, the labor theory of property implies that Labor (in
the inclusive semse of all who work in the enterprise) should have the
legal ownership of the produced outputs and should be legally liable
for the used-up inputs, i.e., that Labor should legally appropriate the whole
product. Since the actual production relations ("Who produces what?"”)
are thalt Labor produces the whole product, the property relations
should be that Labor appropriates the whole product. From ithe lega-
listic viewpoint, it is ithe firm, as a legal party, that holds those pro-
perty rights and obligations. Hence, the labor theory implies that Labor
should be the firm i.e., that all firms should be self-managed.

It should be noted that the ownership (legal or rightful) of the
inputs does not determine who ought to appropriate the whole
product. The laissez faire mechanism, which in effect imputes the
positive product to the last legal owner of the used-up inputs, is only
a mechanism of positive law. It may or may mot function correctly in
terms of ithe junidical imputation principle depending on certain con-
ditions (e. g., the absence or presence of hired labor). The rightful
ownership of the used-up inputs, determined by rightful appropria-
tions and voluntary exchanges in ithe past, only determines fo whom
the rightful appropriator of the present whole product is liable for
the used-up inputs. The rightful — mot to mention the legal — owner-
ship of the inputs thus does mot determine who is to appropriate the
whole product in the first place. That is determined by the basic
juridical principle of imputation, i. e., the labor theory of propertv.

The Labor Theory of Value

The "labor theory of value” is essentially the labor theory of
properity presented in ithe disguise of a value theory. In the past,
political economic theory has been virtually identified with value
theory. Hence, as the fideas behind the labor theory of property were
being developed within political economy in the mnineteenth century,
radical economists naturally tried to express these ideas as a value
theory, the labor theory of value. Since, at thait time, property theory
did not exist as a distinct body of theory, and since value theory was
the only theoretical paradigm at hand, it was almost preordained that
the labor theory of property should be first developed as the “labor
theory of value”. It is only with the benefit of a century of hindsight
that one can understand that the labor itheory can only be developed,
not as another value theory, but as different kind of a theory within
a genuinely different paradigm, i. e., as a property theory.

The labor theory was developed in a rudimentary form by ths
school of pre-Marxian radical economists kmown as the 'Ricardian so-
cialists’ or classical laborists. This school included Pierre-Joseph
Proudhon in France and Thomas Hodgskin, William Thompson, and
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John Francis Bray in England [see: Anton Menger, The Right to the
Whole Produce of Labour: The Origin and Development of the Theory
of Labour’s Claim to the Whole Product of Industry, (London: Mac-
millan and Co., 1899)]. While orthodox commentators have pictured
the classical laborists as trying to develop the labor theory as a value
theory, one can see in retrospect that their orientation was propeity
theoretic. This is even evident in the titles of their books. Proudhon’s
best known work was entitled What is Property? (not “"What is Value?”)
and Hodgskin wrote The Natural and Artificial Right of Property
Contrasted.

While the use of the phrase "whole product” is derived from the
classical labonists, they failed to include the all-important negative
product in their concept of the whole product. They used the phrase
"whole product” as being synonymous with the positive product. But
the classical labonist’s claim of 'Labor’s right to the whole product”
is incoherent without the inclusion of the negative product. Suppose
that, in a self-managed economy, firm A produces capital goods such
as drill presses which are then used by firm B to produce consumer
goods. The firm A workers appropriation of the positive fruits of their
labor is meaningless unless the firm B workers appropriate the nega-
tive fruits of their labor (i.e., bear the liabilities for using up the ma-
chine services). Unless the firm A workers will give away their posi-
tive product for free (and live on air), the firm B workers must bear
the megative fruits of their labor and satisfy those liabilities by pur-
chasing or leasing the capital goods. The classical laborists’ failure to
develop the negative side of property theory left them without any
coherent theory. This deficiency left the proponents of ithe embryonic
labor theory facing a crucial choice; to cross the Poms Asinorum (by
developing the megative side) or to fall back on the division of the
positive product metaphor (which does not involve the negatve pro-
duct).

After the classical laborists came Karl Marx, who has dominated
radical political economy ever since that time. Like the classical la-
borists, Marx wanted to develop the labor theory and use it to de-
monstrate that the workers are robbed of the fruits of their labor
under capitalist production. Unlike the classical laborists, Marx did
develop a coherent theory. But, to make a long story short, Marx madz
one basic mistake: he developed the labor theory as a value theory —
by using the 'bourgeois’ division of ithe product metaphor.

In one of Marx’s standard examples, a worker can, in 12 hours,
produce 20 Ibs. of yarm by usingup 20 Ibs. of cotton and 1/2 spindie
(through wear and tear). Hence the worker creates the assets and
liabilities in the commodity version of the whole product (labor ex-
cluded): (420 Ibs. yarn, —20 lbs. cotton, —1/2 spindle). The values
are 1 shilling per 1b. cotton, 1 and 1/2 s. per lb. yarn and 8 s. per
spindle. The value of ithe non-labor inputs is 24 s. and the value of the
positive product is 30 shilling. Instead of viewing the worker as
creating all the assets and liabilities (+20 lbs. yarmn, —20 1bs. cottom,
— 1/2 spindle), Marx pictured the cotton and spindle as 1if it repro-
duced itself in the form of 24/30 times 20 or 16 Ibs. of yarn. Hence the
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worker is pictured as producing only the remaining share of the posi-
tive product which is (30 — 24)/30 times 20 or 4 1bs. yarn.

On the other hand, the remaining two-tenths of the product,
or 4 Ib. of yarn, represent nothing but the new value of 6 s. created
during the 12 hours’ spinning process. All the value transferred to
those 4 1b. from the raw material and instruments of labour con-
sumed was so fo speak intercepted in order to be incorporated
in the 16 Ib. first spun. In this case, it is as if the spinner had
spun 4 lb. of yarn out of the air, ... . [Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I,
trans. Ben Fowkes (New York: Vintage Books, 1977), pp. 330-331
in the section entitled ”"The Representation of the Value of the
Product by Corresponding Proportional Parts of the Product”
(emphasis added)].

This representation of the positive produot as being divided into
shares or "Parts” in proportion o the value of the imputs is Marx’s
version of the as<if production relations. In the example, the wage
for the 12 hours labor is 3 shilling, so the worker’s as-if property share
in the product is 2 lbs. of yarn. Since the worker’s as-if productive
share (= 4 lbs. yarn) is greater than the worker’s as«if property share
(= 2 lbs. yarn), Marx argues that the worker is exploited out of the
surplus product of 4—2 = 2 Ibs. yarn. It is as if the worker spent
6 hours producing his wages and then the other 6 hours performing
surplus labor for the capitalist. But, like the bourgeois analysis of pro-
duction and property relations, this analysis by Marx is at ithe meta-
phorical level. As Joan Robinson has pointed out:

There are some statements that seemed to Marx to contain im-
portant truths which now appear only as metaphor.

... Marx expresses the rate of exploitation as the division of the
working day into the time 'that a man is producing for himself
(creating wage goods) and the time he is working for the capitalist.
But a man by himself cannot produce anything. The whole labor
force is producing the whole output. ... The time that a man
works for himself is a striking metaphor, not an analytical pro-
position. [Joan Robinson, "The Labor Thcory of Value”, Monthly
Review, Vol. 29, n. 7, Dec. 1977, p. 54].

Like the capitalist metaphors, the Marxian metaphors ultimateiy
obfuscate the structure of the property relations ("Who appropriates
the whole product?”; Capital), the power relations ("Who controls
production?”’; Capital), and the production relations ("Who produces
the whole product?”; Labor). Marx was well aware of these facts in
his extraitheoretical discussion of capitalist production. But his theory
was based on a metaphorical picture of capitalist production. The
Marxian labor theory of value, neo-Ricardian value theory, neoclassical
value theory, or amy other value theory can at best deal only with
quantitative value relations and cannot deal with the structure of the
property, power, and production relations [for more details, see "The
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Marxian Labor Theory of Value: Towards Its 'Aufhebung’ ”, unpubli-
shed paper, 1977].

Neoclassical economists try to interpret a part of value theory
as if tit were a property theory. Marx made the opposite mistake of
trying to develop a property theory as if it were a value theory. But
given the dominance of the value theoretic paradigm, the value theo-
retic treatment of the labor theory was like Voltaire’s God; if it didn't
exist, someone would have to invemt it. Marx played that historical
rale. It is omly after Marx has completed his prodigious effort that
latter-day radical economists can "stand on the shoulders of the giant”
and see that the labor theoretic analysis and critique of capitalist pro-
duction can only be successfully carried out by completely reconstruc-
ting the "labor theory of value”, from the ground up, as the labor

theory of property.

"Only Labor is Creative”

The details of Marx’s labor theory of value are primarily of anti-
quarian interest since they represemt an abortive attempt to dewvelop
the labor theory of property within the conceptual framework of a
value theory. The labor itheoretic legacy of Marx and the classical
laborists takes the form of several general themes, often expressed in
slogans or epigrams which capitalist economists have prematurely
taken to be epitaphs. The labor theory of property can be used to ex-
plicate many of these old slogans, to pour new wine iin the old bottles.

Capitalist economists always seem to be baffled by the old radical
slogan that is expressed variously as ”Only labor is creative”, "Labor
is the only creative factor”, and so forth. The equivalence between the
labor theory of propenty and the juridical principle of imputation pro-
vides a direct explication using the notion of responsibility. Only per-
sons can be responsible for anything. Things, such as capital goods or
land, cannot be respomsible for anything. Of course, capital goods and
land are "productive” in the sense of being causally efficacious; other-
wise there would be no occasion 'to use them in production. But in the
lawful produdtion of a product, just as in ithe unlawful commission of
a tort or crime, things, cannot be responsible, no matter how effica-
cious or instrumental the things might have been in the activity. Only
intentional human actions can be responsible, and, in the context of
production, such actions are called "labor”. Hence the explication of
the slogan ”Only labor is creative” is; "Only labor is responsible”,

The services of capital and land are used-up in production because
they are causally efficacious in producing the product. It is the people
who work in an enterprise (Labor) who are responsible for using-up
the inputs (i.e., responsible for producing the megative product) and
who are also respomnsible for producing the outputs or positive pro-
duct. That is, Labor s responsible for producing ithe whole product.
And that fact provides the explication for the classical laborists’ slogan
of »Labor’s right to the whole product«.

We have seen that one apologetic strategy of meoclassical capita-
list economics is to first pitch the discussion of property relations at
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a metaphorical level and then to interpret marginal producﬂivity theory
as a metaphorical version of the labor theory of property. Since jche
labor theory of property can be expressed in two different vocabularies,
one would expect to find two metaphorical versions of MP theory. We
have already seen that John Bates Clark interpreted MP theory using
the vocabulary of property theory. It was Friedrich von Wieser who
gave the other metaphorical version of MP theory using the juridical
vocabulary of imputation (»Zurechnung«) of responsibility. Since they
were both interpreting the same itheory of marginal productivity, we
may, by combining the insights of Clark and Wieser, attriibute to Clark-
Wieser the recognition — at the metaphorical level — of the equivalence
between the labor theory of property and the juridical principle of
imputation.

Since Wieser introduced the language of »imputation« and »respons-
ibility« into economic theory, it is not surprising that he, in spite of
being a faithful capitalist economist, was the first to give, perhaps
unwittingly, a dlear explication of the slogan »Only labor Is creative«
in terms of responsibility.

The judge, ..., who, in his narrowly-defined task, is omly concer-
ned with the legal imputation, confines himself to the discovery
of the legally responsible factor, — that person, in fact, who is
threatened with the legal punishment. On him will rightly be laid
the whole burden of the consequences, although he could never by
himself alone — without instruments and all the other conditions
— have committed fthe crime. The imputation takes for granted
physical causality. . ..

... If it is the moral imputation that is in question, then certainly
no one but the labourer could be named. Land and capital have no
merit that they bring forth fruit: they are dead tools in the hand
of man; and the man is responsible for the use he makes of them.
[Friedrich von Wieser, Natural Value, trans. C. A. Malloch (New
York: G. E. Stechert and Co., 1930, orig. published in 1889), pp.
76—179]

Wieser’s meaction to this insight exemplifies the unwritten law of
capitalist apologetics: judge mot capitalism by any juridical or mqral
principles but rather judge these prindiples by capitalism. Capitalism
is »The Principle«. If there iis a contradiction between capitalism a'nd
any normative principle, then it is the principle that must be set aSl‘dti
or, better, metaphorically reinterpreted to render it compatible with
capitalism. Wieser clearly recognized that only Labor can in fact be
responsible for the results of production. Yet hired workers have
precisely the legal role of human tools or instruments since they have
no legal responsibility for either the positive or the negative results of
their ’services’ and since that flegal responsibility is imputed back
through them ito ithe 'user’ of the ’instrumenmts’, the ’employer’. Wieser
naturally concluded, not that capitalism was a legalized form of theft,
but that the juridical principle of imputation did not apply. It would
have to be metaphorically reinterpreted.
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Wieser proposed a new metaphorical notion of ’economic imputa-
tion’ in accordance with ’economic responsibility’ (i. e., marginal pro-
ductivity) which could be used to 'justify’ the pie shares.

In the division of the return from production, we have to deal
similarly ... with an imputation, — save that it is from the econo-
mic, not the judicial point of view. [Ibid., p. 76]

Since ’economic responsibility’ was identified with marginal pro-
ductivity, Wieser could then refer to all the factors (not just labor) as
being »economically responsible factors« [Ibid., p. 77]. If the factors
were paid in accordance with their marginal productivity in a competi-
tive capitalist model, then Wieser could draw his desired conclusion:
that the ’distributive shares’ in the product were being ’economically
imputed’ to the factors in accordance with their 'economic responsibi-
lity’. By thus reinterpreting the juridical principle of imputation at the
metaphorical level, Wieser tried to render it compatible with capital-
ism.
The equivalence of the labor theory of property and the juridical
imputation principle pushes the roots of the labor theory back in
histtory to the time when humanity emerged from the world-view of
primative animism. Animism attributed responsible agency not just to
persons but also to non-human entities and forces. Accordingly, in
order to escape the grasp of the imputation principle that imputes
responsibility only to persons, capitalist economists have had to resur-
rect a metaphorical form of primative animism. This economic anim-
ism wviews productivity in ‘the sense of causal cfficacy as if it were
responsible agenocy, and it views all the inputs as 'agents of production
cooperating together to produce the product’. The attribution of agency
to natural objects is a common literary and artistic metaphor that
Ruskin called the pathetic fallacy. Examples include; »The wind was
responsible for the banging shutters« or »The waves pounded furiously
on the shore«. Examples in the economic ‘literature’ are; »Together,
the man and shovel can dig my cellar« or »[L]and and labor together
produce the corn harvest« [Samuelson, Economics, 10th ed., pp. 536—
537]. In spite of the literary allure of the pathetic fallacy, it is still a
fallacy. It confounds the distinction, well-grounded in jurisprudence,
between the behavior of things and the responsible actions of persoms.
A shovel does mot act together with a person to dig a cellar; a person
uses a shovel to dig a cellar. Things do not act together with persons;
things are acted upon and used by persons. Machines do not cooperate
with workers; machines are operated by workers.

In the context of a theory, metaphors are like lies; one requires
many more 'to round out the picture. The as4if property relations of
the pie-shares picture requires the metaphorical production relations
(used by Wieser, Clark and ithe neo-classical school) wherein the mputs
are viewed, animisticly, as responsible agents of production, each of
which produces a certain share of the product. Then neoclassical eco-
nomists triumphantly use MP theory to specify the as<if productive

shares and to show that they equal the asif property shares in a
competitive equilibrium.
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iddle of the Sphinx — how to allocate among two (or

ﬁtl%?e)t}éeoozerating fadtorrs) the total product they jointly produce

— can be solved by use of the marginal-product concept. [Samuel-
son, Economics, 10th ed., p. 541] ' L

It is this economic animism that inspires the convc?ntlon:cll vision’ of

production which can be encapsulated in the seemingly innocent but
ultimately fallacious expression: »The inputs produce the outputsc.

Marginal Cost Theory as a Metaphorical Property Theory

Symmetry is one of the mightiest engines of scientific thought.
Since capitalist economists are so given to metaphors, they pould at
least construct symmetnical metaphors. We have emphasized 'the
symmetry in ‘the non-metaphorical treatment of property relations
using the concepits of the positive product and the negative produc‘t.
One might ask; »If the negative product is supposgd to be cqncgptuahy
on par with the positive product, then how is it that capn‘tahs»t eco-
nomists never meed refer to it in the as<if property relations which
picture shares in only tthe positive product beim‘g imputed back to the
input suppliers«? The answer is that ecom.o,mllst‘s have ‘neglect‘ed to
develop the opposite or inverse metaphor which pictures shares in the
negative product being imputed forward to the output demanc'iers.

Just as the original metaphor views each unit of an ‘input Aas
producing so many units of the outputs, so ithe inverse met‘aphor
views each umit of an output as using-up so many units of the inputs
(i. e., as producing certain vimpwt-lliabi‘lities).‘ In |th:e‘ one case, the n}arket
value of the outputs produced per marginal unit of an input is the
value of the marginal product, and, in the other case, the va-lq.e of th‘e
inputs used-up per marginal unit of an output is the marginal cost
(MC). And, iin competitive capitalist eqqlhbﬁnum, just as the value of
the marginal product equals the input price, so the marginal cost ‘eqqa'ls
the output price. Thus, just as the original as-if property r‘el'atmons view
each input seller as being paid for th‘e‘share of the pqsmve‘product
imputed back to him, so the inverse as-if propenty 1:e1a‘t10:ns view each
output buyer as paying for ithe share of the negative product (input-
liabilities) impuited forward to him. ‘

As a metaphorical interpretation of the neo-cla,'s'sq‘ca;l theory of the
firm, the inverse metaphor is just as good as the omg‘}nal'. We inverted
the original metaphor not to add to the body (?f capitalist rny‘vtl}ology,
but io subtract from it by cancelling the original metaphor with its
inverse. Each metaphor fis internally coherent, but if both are a‘pphed
at once, then one has the incoherent picture of the input suppliers as
appropriating and selling the outputs at the‘s'a'me time that the‘output
demanders are appropriating the input-liabilities and thus buying the
inputs. ‘ .

The inversion of metaphors offers a systematic method of criticizing
certain aspects of capitalist thought that we have already, fo'r other
reasons, criticized above. The value theoretic view that the basic ques-
tions about production are comcerned with dlistribuxtive‘ shares of the
positive product can be countered with the inverted picture that the
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"basic’ questions are concerned with the distributive shares in the nega-
tive product which are imputed to consumers. Samuelson’s »riddle of
the Sphinx« can be turned around.

Now the inverted riddle of the Sphinx — how to allocate among
the cooperating outputs the negative product they jointly produce
— can be solved by use of the marginal cost concept.

The animistic vision of production which views the inputs as
agents that produce the outputs can be countered with the inverted
animistic vision of production which views the outputs as agents that
use-up the inputs. In short, the »inputs produce outputs« vison is
countered with the »outputs use-up inputs« vision.

These pairs of metaphors, the original and its inverse, cancel out
so that the ground is cleared for a non-metaphorical, symmetrical, and
factual treatment of property and production relations. The input-liabi-
lities are not imputed forward to the output demanders anymore than
the output-assets are imputed backward to the input suppliers. There
is one legal party that stands between the input suppliers and the out-
put demanders, and that one party legally appropriates all the input-
liabilities and all the output-assets. That party appropirates the whole
product. That party is the firm. The fundamental question about pro-
duction is concemned not with the quantitative size of the »distributive
shares« in the positive product or in the negative product, but with
who appropriates the whole product in the first place. Who is to be
the firm?

The inputs do not ’produce’ outputs just as the outputs do not
use-up’ inputs, since neither the inputs mor the outputs can act in the
first place. They can only be acted upon by persons. The inputs are
used-up and ithe outputs are produced by the people who work in the
labor process. Hence the third and factual vision of production, which
can be juxtaposed to the two pathetic fallacies »Inputs produce out-
puts« and »Outputs use-up inputs, is the view of production as a
human activity wherein the workers use-up the inputs in the process
of producing the outputs. This vision of the labor process is, of course,
Marx’s.

Final Remarks

The purpose of this paper has only been to introduce some of the
basic concepts and modes of analysis in propernty theory and to cont-
rast the property theoretic paradigm with the customary paradigm of
value theory which has heretofore dominated both orthodox and ra-
dical political economy. Property theory deals with the structural
features of propenty, power, and production relations — feaitures that
value theory either ignores or treats only at the metaphorical level. We
have outlined normative property theory which can be formulated as
the labor theory of propenty or the juridical principle of imputation.
The labor theory of property directly criticizes capitalist production as
an sinstitutional robbery« (to use J. B. Clark’s expression) since, me-
taphors aside, Labor produces the whole product but Capital legally
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approptr@ates it. Since Labor produces the whole product, Labor should
appropriate it; that is, production should be worker-managed.
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O TEORIJI SVOJINE 1 TEORIJI VREDNOSTI

David P. ELLERMAN

Rezime

Ovaj clanak predstavlja uvod u teoriju svojine. Posto je teorija
politicke ekonomije obi¢no formulisana u terminima teorije vrednosti,
autor je nastojao da razlikuje nacin analize teorije svojine od nadina
analize teorije vrednosti, tj., da napravi razliku izmedu stvarnih svo-
jinskih odnosa kapitalisticke proizvodnje i metaforicke slike inspiri-
sane teorijom granicne produktivnosti. U élanku se vidi da su kapita-
listicki ekonomisti predstavljali jedan deo klasiéne teorije vrednosti
kao teoriju svojine, dok su radikalni ekonomisti teoriju svojine (»rad-
na teorija svojine«) prezentirali kao da je teorija vrednosti (»radva
teorija vrednosti<). Razvijajuci osnovne koncepte teorije svojine na
jedan nemetafori¢an nacin i nadin koji je suprotan teoriji vrednosti,
autor je pokazao kako se stara »radna teorija vrednosti« moZe razviri
kao radna teorija svojine.






