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MARX'S POLITICAL THEORY OF EXPLOITATION

Is exploitation a matl;.er of inequality? If so, is it Inequality of |

consumption? How and when does this Inequality arise? Is there exploitation only

when the inequality is traceable to coercion? to unequal wealth or bargaining
power? to differences in skill? to differential ownership of the means of
production? |

Is the charge of exploitation valid when any two persons have differential
consumption traceable to one of the factors just mentioned? Or musté the two live
in the same society? or have some more definite social relationship? Or does any
diffefsntial consumption anywhere count as an instance of exploitation?

Can exploitation be defined noﬁ-normativeiy? Would it be wise to try?
Conversely should we adopt a theory 6f'exploitation because it accords with our
maoral intuitions, ethical th_édrigs or view of history? What would make a theory of
expleitation true or useful independent ﬁf these considerations?

These are questions raised in the r-'ecent. literature on exploitation, but not
clearly explored (see the attached bibliography and list of references). Every
writer presumes that certain answers to some of these questions cgh be assumed,
without alerting thé'reader, and similarly that others can be ignoréd. While this
strategy cuts down on the possible combinations' of answers that could be derived
from picking one's way through these issues, it does so illogically aﬁd covertly. 1
propose to track my way through these questions, making an effort fo address them
and to explain why some answers seem better than others. Moreover I shall use
Marx as an inspiration but not arbiter, méking his position clear as [ _sva:e it and
distinguishing his views ultimately fmrﬁ'm_iﬁe. I think that Marx Hﬁs been

misinterpreted in the literature, and that it is a useful and lllumina'ting exercisa to

put this right. Moreaver ! think that he hag come the closest to a general, useful
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and coherent theory, though one that inevitably has weak points as well as

strengths. -

Marx's theory is historically more general and causally more specific than
is generally realised. In his view exploitation is not confined to capitalist society,

but it cccurs only in societies whe_fe a surplus is characteristically produced. While
it need not oceur in all societies where there is a surplus product, he does not paint
to any historical case of non-expleitative production, except 'communal forms'
where productivity is so low, the surplus so small and the inclusion of sveryone in
society in the labour-process so comp!ete. that the concepts of surplus production
and of the consumption of that surplus by non-working 'owners' are hardly
applicable (Marx 1867/1976, 171-3_). Conversaly communist society retains for
Marx the production of a surplus by a high-productivity technology, and the
consumption of that surplus by non-workers {though not owners), bﬁt resolves the
problem of exploitation by means that will become clear analytically, if not
otherwise.

Besides the analytical requirement of surplus production and the
consurmption of the product by non-working owners as well as wurkeré, Marx's
theory of exploitation stipulates one more _factor,l which he stateé in surprisingly
precise terms --the possession of 'the rhonopo_ly ;)f the means of pfoﬂuctian' by 'a
part of society"

Capital did not invent surplus.la_bou:‘._ Wherever a part of society

possesses the munopaiy of the means df production, the v&fnrker, free or

unfree, must add _'to the labour-time-necessary for his awh maintenance an

extra quantity of labour-time in order to produce the means of
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subsistence for the owner of the means of pmdubtinn, whether this

proprietar be an Athenian kalos k'agathos, an Etruscan theocrat, a civis

romanus, a Narman baron, an Arheriﬁan slave-owner, a Wallachian boyar,

a modern landlord or a capitalist (Marx 1867/1976, 344-5).

Monopoly of the means of production is supposedly the way in which'non-
working owners are able, physically and legally, to garner products for themselves
(for consumption in the strict sense or disposal in other ways) without working at
all, or withuut working in proportion to the rewards that accrue. The measure of
work 'by labour-time is of concern in all forms of society, according to Marx,
though treating labour-time as value is peculiar to commodity-producing economies
(Marx 1867/1976, 164). Monopoly must surely mean monopolistic control over some
resources, rather than monopoly over all resources used for produetion in society,
since Marx clearly unders;ands gy_efg_ labour on a boyar's estate as service imposed
on peasants, who otherwise have iheir own means of praduction, 'i.'.hé Boyar*s
estate, .for example, is & means of production monopolistically heid by hirﬁ, since
peasants have no righté of use (in theory) ovér the resources which they work or
improve for the boyar's benefit (Marx 186?{1975, 346-7).

Marx's theory ailaws an individual to be exploiter and exploited af. the
same time, a difficulty that ought to be ..f'.é'lced early on in the discuséion. On the
one hand this makes 2 consistent line on classes (and hence class stfuggle) difficult,
though not impossible to sustain. On the other hand it offers a the';oretical
reflection of the complications of social reality where individuals may sometimes
participate In the relations of production 1n fnore than one way, e..g. as owner of
the means of production, and recipient or controller of products fﬁ:_' that reason,
and as worker contributing labouf-time te that enterprise or another, and receiving
wages which tend towards subsistence, anar—managers cnr-itribut_é.'labour-time

socially necessary to production, on Marx's 'argﬁment; but where their rewards are
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in excess of their contribution to the soctally necessary labour-time required in
production, they are ipso facto deriving a surplus from their position as owners
{(Marx 1867/1976, 450). A similar difficulty applies to workers with shares and
factory owners with jobs off their own premises,
Marx's theory depends on the following stibulations conce?nlng workers,
non-workers and works | |
1. What is produced is proﬁuced by workers, noi: by non-workers, Non-
workers do not contribute 'risk' or ‘abstinence’ to pmductioh;.only workers
contribute the !ébour .i:hat transfdrm_s raw materials into goods (Marx
1867/197s, 283-91), o
2. Where a surplus product arises, it arises as the result of surplus labour,
not as the result of some natural or accidental process or windfatl. Marx
translates these events into excesses or defic_its of socially necessary
labour-time (Marx 1967/1976, 129-31). |
3. Some of tlhe product is posseséed, used, controlled, owped ete. by non-
workers because they have the monopoly of the means of prodﬁction, not
because they cannot work for reasons of age, disability or some other
reason for breaking the link between participation in the production
. proceas. and cnnsumihg or controlling resources (Marx 1867/1976, 291-2).
The nub of Marx's viéw of expioit.ation, then, is the commonsensical point
that exploiters take advantage of the exploited, and that exploitation occurs when
they are in a position ta do so even if contingent circumstances eome between
them and what they might get away with. On Marx's view éxplnitat’ibh is a
structural feature of an economic system, not merely an effect or rfeéult. It exists
even if exploiters fail to garner a surplus_, make any use of one if théy obtain it, or
give it back voluntarily or otharwise. Individuals. may be éxploitad éﬁd'exploiter

successively or simultaneously. Or they may be neither, if for instance they



-5

receive gifts or charity in virtue of their inability to work. Moreover workers may
be exploited when they cannot work through unemployment, even v}hen they
recelve transfer payments, because they are excluded from employment by the
workings of a system in which the means of pfoductinn are held by 'a part of
society’. Non-workers are exploiters even when their means of production produce
no return or a loss, unless and until they are out deliverihg their Iabour on
conditions set by those who have a monopoly on the means of production, without
which their labour s of little use. |
Any distribution whatever of ﬁhe means of consumption is only a
consequence of the distribution of the conditions of production
~ themselves. The latter distribution, however, is a feature of the made of
production it-self. Tf;é capitalist mode of production, for example, rests
on the fact that the material conditions of production are in t-he hands of
non-workers in the form of pmpe.l‘ty in capiltal and land, while the masses
are anly owners of the personal condition of production, of labour power,
If the elements of production are so distributed,_ then the present-day
distribution of the means of cbnsumption results automatically. If the
material conditions of production are the co-operative propérty of the
workers themsealves, then there likewise results a distribufion of the
means of consumption different from the present one. Vulgar socialism
(and fram it in turn a section of the democracy) has taken over from the
bourgeois economists the consideration and treatmen.t of distribution as
~independent of the mode of production and hence the presentation of
socialism as turning principally on distribution. After the real relation
has long been- made clear, why retrogress again? (Marx, 'Criti_que of the

Gotha Programme’, Marx/Engels 1980, 321).
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This view contrasts rﬁarked!y_with John E. Roemer's 'property relations'
" approach to exploitation, which, he tells us, takes us away from thé point of

production. But does it? Roemer evidently takes his cue from the "legal and

political superstructure' mentioned by Marx in the 1859 Preface to A Contribution

to a Critique of Political Economy and cited again in Capital, vol. 1 .(Marx/Engels

1980, 181; Marx 1867/1976, 175 n). A more careful reading of thié material reveals
that a legal expression for 'relations of pi‘udu::tion' {surely important at Roemer's
‘point of production) is 'property relations', and it is in those terms that Marx
defines capitalist (owner of the means of production) and labourer (someone with
nothing to sell but labour-power).

Marx's 'free labourer’, equal before the law (in theory) with his capitalist
employgr, and ‘voluntary' ;;articipant in the contractual exchange of labour-power
for wages Is also misconceived by Roemer, who attributes to Marx the view that
exploitation In capitalism arises out of non-coercive relations whereas in pre-
capitalist forms it results from coercion, Coercion or force at the point of
production is an irrelevance to Marx's theory, not an inconsistency within it.

Marx refers to the capitalist as a dééput and a private legfsl_ator, and
physical threats to workers are mentioﬁed, but not as a defining feéture of the
relationship, however much the relationship a}lows or even enbouragés this
~ behaviour (Marx 1867/1976, 450, 550). He suggests that the differential in
economic power between capitalist and worker makes bourgeois' c!afms about
freedom, voluntary contracts and legal equality ring false (Marx 1867./1976, 280).
Indeed these fictions disquise the true situation, which is one where _di_fférential
écommic pawer gives the capitalist an immanse bargaining advantage over the

worker (Marx 1867/1976, 680). While this differential is not itself coercion of the
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warker by the capitalist, the worker is nevertheless constrained by his lack of
resources Into doing what the capitalist wants.
In non-capitalist societies no theory .of coercion is require-d, despite what

Roemer says, Légal requirements and obligations, including slavery, allocate roles
in society, such as-worker and non-worker,. and specify the disposal of the whole
product, including any surplﬁs over what éveryone's subsistence wduld total. But
whether everyone gets at least subsistence is an open question, as .i_ndeed it is in
capitalist society, where payment of workers at subsistence is an qhalytical
assumption, like the one that surplus value does not arise from unelqual exchange
throughout the system as a whole.

| The riddle for Marx was not to ex[:.u.lain the generation of a surplus by non-
‘coercive relations between producers. Capitalist and non-capitalist relations of
pmdUctibn are in practice just as much and just as little coercive as they happen to
be in terms of the threats and violence wreaked by one individual on another. In
So_th kinds of rela_fio‘n's workers are typleally gonstrained to work béyond the
labour-time reﬁuired for them to reproduce their own subsistence (whether in kind
or in value-terms és a wage). In non-gapitalist societies there might be a legal or
customary requiremerit to deliver goods to a priest, bureaucrat of feuda) lord -- or
face the consequences such as punishment or eviction, execution 01:; starvation etc.
In lcapita'list societies the law constrains \-.vorkérs to respect the property of
individuals in the means of production and éonsumption and the valid'i't'y of wage
cuntraéts - or face the consequences, such as punishment or eviction, occasionalty
executions of starvation ete. The c_onstréints on workers, for Marx, have altered
only a little between societies -- they ara iegal or customary corhnj'ancfs backed up
. by force on the one hand, or starvation on the other. What has chaﬁgad is the way
thése constraints are .disgy_ised in capltalist society as the 'volun.t_a'té_y‘ actions of

'free' agents making *fair' exchanges, so that workers are still delivéring surplus
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production by doing surplus labour so that non-workers may have the use and
control of those pmc{ucté. But now workers perceive themselves aﬁ légal!y Yree'
(just Iike non-workers), as 'voluntary’ partners in production (rather than as
involuntary servants) and as the beneficiaries of 'fair' exchanges of.sewices for
money {rather than as nett contributors to others’ benafits),

Marx's problem was never the non-coercive extraction of _éurplus
production, since the extraction of surplus production was never necessarily
coercive, merely constrained. The difficulty was in explalning the production of
any surplus value at all in a system supposedly predicated on equal exchanges of
value between comsnodity-owners, an issue quite separate from the cdnstraints
that operate in practice on labourers and the.aspects of their situation that make
them vulnerable to physical coercion from capitalists. If, under const_raints that

are disquised as volun'tary action, capitalist and workers make an equal exchange of

values, from whence does any surplus value arise? If it does arise, why is it the
capitalists' and not the warkers'? (Marx 1867/1976, 268-9)

Some pnliticéi economists admitfed that the capitalists' 'share' arose from
the workers' 1abour, but maintained that this was not an extractiun' of surplus since
the capitalist had taken a risk or managed his capital or otherwise contributed to
the production of goods with a value-in-exchange. Marx denounced this as rubbish,
arguing that risk and abstinence did not contribute anything to the value of the
goods preduced as commodities, because only labour (as the expenr_liture of brains,
muscles, nerves, etc.) creates value, which on his view was ‘embodied'-in products
as socially necessary labour-time (Marx 1867/1976, 134-5, 297—300), ‘This view is
not without its difficulties, but 1 shall leave them on one side for present purposes.

Other political economists attempted to account for the :bfot:iuction of
surplus value as profit through the workings of an exéhange system that allowed for

a 'mark-up' on costs of production -- a strategem dismissed by Marx, who argued
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that value was fixed within the system by the socially necessary labour—time
expended in Eroduﬁtion, and that surplus value could not arise through some
ccntrédictory pmcéas of exchange in w_hich' a value-standard allowed exchanges to
be equalised by bargaining on the market, but capitalists were allowed either to
conjure profits from nowhere or to derive them off each other in unequat
exchanges from which it was obvious by definition that no surplus could ultimately
arise {Marx 1867/1976, 263-7). |

His 'solution', as is well known, was to argue that laboﬁr was unigquely the
cormmodity that could create valte beyond what was required, in vélue terms, for
its reproduction, Roémer, by contrast, has érgued from the fact of economic
surplus in money-terms in existing capitalist societies to the conclusion that this
surplus could be attributed to any commodity as value-nurmeraire. Marx's
explanation as to why labour has this unique power is unconvincings Roemer's claim
that surplus value can be measured by any lnumaraire is otiose.

_Therefqre the labour theory of value is also irrelevant to Marx's general
theory of exploitation for two reasons: .

1. The general theory of exploitation applies to non-commodity~producing

societies where the labour theory of value is not applicablé, though rough

measures of labour-time may be possible.

2. In capitalist society the general tﬁeory of exploitation applies, even if

production is ﬁot measured in valﬁe terms of any kind, because the

benefits of goods produced by workefs still accrue to non-wbrkers,

however those benefits are mEdiatea by any system of .exb_hangeable

value. '

- (These points are somewhat labﬁriously made in Cohen 1979.):
The examples in Roemer 1982b can now be re-analyzed. Ir'j'his pre~

capitalist economy (Roemer 1982b, 256-9), even though a!l are workers, no one
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works for anyone else, and no one produces the means of subsistence for anyone
else. We still have exploitation in Marx's general sense, in so far as there are
different initial endowments of produced goods controiled by individuals to their
own advantage, which in this example is the differehtial consumpt'iorjl of leisure
time. |

By intrudﬁeing a labour market (Roemer 1982, 259-63) Roemer reveals
that exploitation typically occurs when some workers (the inefficient ones who
must work more time than is socially necessary to generate their subsistence) are
hired by others, and thus allow their exploiters tc consume a subsisi:ence bundle of
goods without working at all, or without work.ing as much as the time socially
necessary Lo produce their own subsistence. Thus some people (those in classes 1
and 2) are gétting benefits (in terms of leisure) by foptimization on competitive
markets and differential ownership of t.he means of production'. Those in the
middle who work anly for themselves are neither exploiter nor exploited — at the
moment. Given Marx's assumption that competitive markets are dynamic vis-‘é-vis
any individual, the existence of this category is not much of a problem. And there
is no danger of bollapsing communism {where exploiters and exploited vanish) into a
petty-bourgeois uta.pia of subsistence producers who neither hire 6thers nor hire
themselves out, because communism is not, for Marx, about the unplanned
provision of subsistence by one-person units of production.

Roemer's substitution of a credit market far a labour markét rherely
results in the receipt of subsistence by the leiéured and comparativaiy' leisured
classes via a return on credit rather than an appropriation of the workers' and
worker-creditors' products in exchange for wages. His emphasis on the differential
ownership of productive assets is not quite square with Mérx‘s, since Raemer
counts skill and other individual endowmeﬁts on a par with produced means of

production, which Marx does not. Hence from Marx's point of view Roemer's
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differentially efficient producers are merely consuming unequal amounts of leisure

(or surplus goods, if Rosmer would let them), while exploiting no one, as long as

they are using their own skills.. Conversely in so far as they are controlling

differentially efficient means of production they are exploiters.

fallows:

The ten examples cited in Roemer 1982a, 287-304, can be re;evaluated as

Example 1, No exploitation, because no one is working for anyone slse,
not because of equal labour-times and consumption. No one is deriving
benefits from others' products because of a monopoly on some means of
production, though obviously there is inequality of a kind incompatible
with Marx's communism,

Example 2. There is exploitation here, because the S group is subsidizing
the H group on the land (the less efficient technology), théugh the H group
is obscuraly not able to use its control over the efficient technology to
generate a surplus. They could use this to expand the nddlyf inelastic

capltal Roemer has given them so that they reduced the time they would

have to spend working on the land to zero.

Example_ 3. The peasants are exploited, because they are denied access to
the benefits of the highly efficient technology that the capital-owners
control, whether the owners are using them as an industrial reserve army
or merely locking them out for obscure reasons. In so far as owners of the
means of production control access (or deny it) to capital and contro! the
expansion, equlibrium or contraction of capital, the groubé.that Roemer
calls 'unfairly treated' are exploited in Marx's terms becauée OWNErs are
taking advantage of them, eve.ﬁ if the advantage is obscure from the
economic point of view,

Example 4. The R group has locked out the P group, so there is
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exploitation from Marx’s point of view.

Example 5. Thé R.g.r'oup is consuming surplus leisure, havlng got the
benefit of the labour of the P grﬁup, so the P group is expl'o'ited -« as was
concluded under Example 4.

Example 6. Surely some workers may be rich (because of a higher
standard of subsistence and high real wages) and exploited a lot (because
of their high productivity) and others very poor {because of a low standard
of subsistence and low real wages) and expleited only a little (because of
their low productivity). Roemer's view is very odd in referring to workers
in the USA as not exploited at all compared with poor workers elsewhere.
The perception of the complicated relationship between exploitation,
subsistence and pmductivity-l_ig a problem for proletarien solidarity, as
Marx recogn'ized, but Roemer m_is_ses the crucial point -- that exploitation
is not essentially about comparative living standards.

Example 7. Roemer's views on workers and non-working capitalists are
truisms, with respect to Marx's views on exploitation as 1 have outlined
them, but his failure to include all aspects of control over the means of
production (such as the Jock-out) in the way that expluitation may
manifest itself leads to his formulation of the unnecessary and
unsatisfactory category of the 'unfairly_treated'.

Example 8. Roemer's conclusion. that the unemployed are'_ﬁot exploited is
similarly unnecessary, since private ownership of the mea’r:ﬁ of production
allows or creates situations in w_hicﬁ workers are denied access to the
production process itself. | |

Examples 9 and 10. These two examples are substantially._:th'e. same as
those outlined in Raemer 1982b, 256-63, and discussed above. What is

crucial is the extent to which owners of the means of production contro!
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it by exeluding or including others on their own terms to SOrﬁe advantage

which is not necessarily measureable as rﬁaterial consumption. Roemer's

lock-out must count as some advantage to those who oWn’_hie; means of
production in certs_!ip éxamples, simply because they have controlled
resources themselves in this way, and others are not deriving the benefits,
whether according to need, skill or absolute equality, that théy might
derive if the use of capital were collectively controlled.

Marx uses counterfactual societies such as 'socialism', where rewards do
accrue to skill (though not mere ownership), and 'communism’, where rewards
accrue only to need (Marx 1867/1976, 172; Marx, 'Critique of the Gotha Progrmme’,
Marx/Engels 1980, 317-21), These are folls to societies where exploitation takes
place. Exploitation is naot 'proved' by a counterfactua! 'withdrawal' to some
condition where the exploited would be béﬁter off in terms of material consumption
alone. Exploitation for Marx is demongtrable without the counterfactual societies,

though it is not fully understood unless the counterfactual comparison is drawn.

Thus for Marx exploitation applies to ecanomies where the means of

production are differentially controlled, because this allows non-workers to take

advantage of workers by getting the benefit of what they produce in terms of qoods

{(whether surplus or subsistence) and leisure {(whether complete or as a reduction of

work-time),

| Rbemer is unhelpful In equating exploitation with all différ_eritiai
consumption, since the crucial notioh that same persons who could :_wurk are
deriving benefits from the work of others is missed out, and the shﬁridus view that
differential consl;rnption'.alone -determinés explditation is intrudﬁce"d; thus muddling
exploitation with the more genera! notion of inequality. Marx had ﬁOthing against
differential coﬁtributioné to productiori and differential cnnsumptiﬁh ~=-from each

according to his abilitiss, to each according to his needs' -- but rather a lot against



-14 -

the maxim of e.xploita'at.i.on -- Yfrom those who work, to those who own'. Since Marx
never claimed to generate any consistent theory of class the fact that some
exploited workers may be richer than some of-the exploiters in society l(perhaps
even on occasion richer than their own e#ploiters) is not analytically a wﬁrry. And
I suspect that he would have cbjected in principle to Roemer's view that
exploitation in surplus ec_onomies is really the result of a counterfactual
comparison which, as he admi_ts, might sanction some exploitation (superior returns
to some merely as owne;‘s}__as 'socially necessary' in making the exploited better off
than they would bé ﬁtherwise.< For Marx exploitation is a form of subjection
disadvantageous in itself and only weakly excusable on historical grounds (Roemer
1982a, 309-10). Roemer's conditional withdrawals from society provide a curious
contrast with Marx's communist counterfactual, since Marx's clairﬁ is that
removing exploitation (in his sense) would itself be a benefit, leaving communist
soclety itself to determine the aggregate balance between goods and leisure.
R'nemer ngturally does not see this, and casts his counterfactuals in terms of
improvements in income. |

Roemer's discussion of socialist exploitation (as opposed to status
exploitation under 'soclalist’ regimes) is not aquare with Marx's chérge that this
transitional 'stage’ is based on returns to an unequal standard or 'bourgeois right',
though Roemer's qualified defence of I:h'ia_ form is interesting iﬁsdfar as it is
analogous wifh 'bourgeois' claims that returns to capitalists are the 'wages' that
accrue to skilled labour. How far this _cduld be pushed would be intri_guing,
particularly if pushing it constituted. an attack on rentier income and inherited
wealth that few 'bourgeois' theoriests are concer:ned to make. |

Ropemer'"s property-relations_appi‘oach .puts the correct fdéu_s on
differential ownership of the means of produci:lon in capitalist .exp.lbitation, but his

conception is misconceived in two ways:
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1. Property-relations, as Marx satd, are another name for certain

relations of production, whereas Roemer wants to contrast the two.

2. Roemer defines tﬁe phenomenon exploitation in terme of its effects,

whereas not all differential consumption is the result of exploitation.

Marx's view Is weak in that the line between rewards derived from
ownership of the means of production and those derived from labour as such cannot
be drawn, even in general, with very much clarity, because of the difficulties (and,
I think, fallacies) involved in his notion that work can be resolved info multiples of
simple average labour and that in capitalist society this resolution is effected by
the markets wherelgnuds and services are valued in money-terms {see Cafver 1982,
ch. 6). In feudal and slave economies Marx's view that goods and services can be
roughly equalised in labour-terms provides only problematic support for his charge
that those to whom goods and services are owed as a matter of custom and legality
are contributing too little to production in proportion to the benefits they derive.
The same consideraﬁinns apply to the 'socialist' economies where rewards accrue to
status. Moreover the lack of fit between Marx's view of exploitatioh and the
categories rich and poor and the process of class-formation in seciety, however
acceptable analytically, does not seem politically exciting.

Roemer is'dedicated to the economists' measure of s.ncigl success --
optimization of resources to maximize consumption. This accdun_té_ for his inability
to see Marx's vision of communist soclety, where increased returns do not
necessarily accrue to efficient optimizers of resources. Raemer’§ nearest approach
to this involves a highly speculative redi'st'ribulﬁion of inalienable a.ssé-ts, such as
skills, so that all produ;ers becarne equai!y efficient, and sumehdw._stay that way.

Marx's communist society abnlishéé exploitation and th§ kind of inequality
it allows. The inequality that it substitu'te's:can be defended, but not by appealing

to the view that workers should have their whole product or that surplus products
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or leisufe should accrue to the efficient. Rather what Marx proposes, in abolishing
exploitation, is that products should not accure to thase who merely own (whethsr
they are full-time of part-time owners), and that owners and/or their
representatives should not act as ’privéte legislators' in realms of social activity
that are of necessity public if we are to use highly productive technology and of

crucial importance if individuals are to fulfil themselves in society.

m

Cbercioﬁ and the labour theory af value are not essential to Marx's
general theory of exploitation. Surpius production is assumed as typic_al of
economies which cantain exploitation as a structural feature, because exploitative
relations are, so Marx.suggested, the only way that surpluses erﬁerged histarically,
though this does not prove that logically the world could not have been otherwise,
Non-surplus _ecbnomies interest him only as the limiting case ("communal forms")
where the concept of exploitation has littlé meaning, if any, Only.sociaiist society
retains surplus production while abolishing exploitation, because the means of
production become collectively controlfed. Production proceeds according to a
plan, even if distribution according to e labour-standard {not a value-étandard)
results in inequalities in distribution thét proceed according to different inputs of
labour. Communist society rearranges the inequalities by distributing according to
need, and substitutes production according to abilities for the economic incentives
and constraints that operated in the transitional socialist phase. Pmdu_ction
according to 'abilities' presurnably includés sbrné set of social cbligﬁtions and
constraints. |

Coercion and the labour theory of value are relevant in Réemer's theory

only in so far as he misconceives the critical relationship of his work to Marx's,
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Exploitation, in Roemer's view, is not a structural feature of surplus ecohomies in
history so far, but a contingent circumstance in any of the econdmiés {including the
not very crediblé hon?surplus ones) that he considers, Moreover the contingent
circumstance can only be established by a' counterfactual comparison between
existing arrangemenl:s and alternative ones in which produced means of production
are redlstrlbuted on a per capita basis to coalitions where eccnomic agents control
resources {as individuals? as a collective?) in order ta optimize pay-offs for their
group. Marx's communist counterfactual has neither the same strljct:ure not the
same function.

Roemer defends his work as a political theory when he argues that his
definition identifies as exploiter and e#ploited rich and poor in 2 society -« the two
groups must have some economic contact and not exist autarchically, Here he
trades on the _cunven‘lﬁional notion that some are in fact getting the benefit of
others' products disproportionately to the work they contribute, and that
establishing this mohilizes political consciou.snes_s to hasten the counterfactual
arrangements that would make the explaited better off and the e'xplniters worse
off as sepafately conceived but economically retated groups. Evidently socialism
on Roemer's definition consists of nunfexpl_ditative game-play by individualistically
determined coalitions, rather than Marx‘é vision of the classless soci_éty where the
economy is collectively controlled by all eitizens, with suitable curbs on the
reintroduction of status as a form of ownér'ship and the recurrence of exploitation
(Mary, 'Civil War in France’, Marx/Engels 1980, 287-9).

Thus in Roemer's view rich and boor are defined cnntings.'ntly and
counterfactually_. On Marx's, exploiter and exploited are defined structurally, in
that they appear as categories within surplus economies where economic returns

can acerue according to ownership of the means of production, Whether or nat any

surplus is produced and whether or not any rewards accrue to owners in excess of
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any labour they contribute (if they contribute any) are mere contingéhcies for Marx
and do not themselves affect the determination of the economy és exploitative and
the existence of exploitation within the system. This is because the potential for
exploitation to occur is at least as importan't for him as the fact,_sinbe these
potentials are likely to be actualized for obvious material reasons, Exploitation
"does not vanish as a structural phenomemnl when contingencies of production and
 distribution take a particular, and Marx would argue, atypical turn. Such
contingencies would disguise this important feature of the system, if we did not
look beneath them to examine the elements of the economy that make it possible
for some in socisty to get the benefit of others' products. |

For Roemer class membership for individuals is determined by their
actual economic pay-offs at any given point compared with their counterfactual
payoffs, which, as Elster rightly obsafves, is not a conclusive way of determining a
comparison (Elster 1982, 367). Only the very rich and very poor can be at all sure,
and the important middle ground is indeterminate. With Marx th'e_rﬁiddle
categories are exploited to some degree so long as they are employed by other
ecannmic agents, irrespective of their comparative wealth relative to their

employers. Indeed the comparative wealth of individuals is entirely irrefevant,

since an exploiter might very well be.a state or eﬁterprise (rather than some
discrete set of individuals) that maximizes the extraction of surpiué labour, and
wesalth méy be pdsitively misleading, since a wealthy and highly pm_cfuctive warker
may be producing large amounts of surplus labour for the benefit of others who do
not work at all, or not enough.

Roemer's pl:il.it_ical theory of e,xbioiﬁation is curiously sta.l:ic, because his
examples have their dynamic qualities femoved ~-- the working-out, or likely
working-out of various features over Iﬁirﬁe; His assumptions rnové' flfb_m the
indlvidua1 to the coalition but not to tﬁe collectivity, for no stated reasons, other

§
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than his preference for a game-theoretic rﬁethodology. And his primitive notion of
class étruggle (rich vs. poor) does not address itself to the complicét_ed way that
differential produotivity may cross-cut differential returns amongst individuals in
an economic system, |

Roemer's view hardly promotes cla_ss struggle in the way tﬁai: he would
like, since continuous counterfactual cumpafisuns would be a poor .way of
mlobili'zing thbse with more resources than the very poor, and they might very well
justify the position of the very rich as socially necessary for all to be as well off as
they are. Marx's strﬁctu_ral definition of exploitation, while more '.c_omplicated, is
more promising, in that anyone in society might qualify as exploited merely by
working for an employer, and the defence of economic returns accruing to those
who merely own looks much less plausible than in Roemer's account, because non-
work is factually.obserwéble rather than counterfactually déduced.

Roemer has chosen a Iabouf;embudied standard of compérison for
ecoﬁomic goods in society because it favours, so he thinks, the poor. Marx's theory
of exploitation procéeds from the ﬁoticm of nan-work (me;e ownership) to the
normative deduction that owners, merely because they are owners, should not get
the benefits of work done by others. Marx's basic criterion is a distinction between
work and non-werk, rather than the more complicated premises nécessary to make
products and labour itself comparable as a labour-embodied theory requires. Marx
additicm'ally accepted such a view, but at -.its'mnst basic level his .g.en'ereil theory of
exploitation does not_dépend 6n it, since non-workers need only ge? thé benefit of
products produced by workers, whether or not workers' contributions are
comparable a'ccordin_g to a rough or precise measure which also rénd_ers their
products roughly or precisely comparab!é;_ That is another argum.ein_t.

Rﬁemer's theory is normative because of its purposive éﬁaréctef, as he

states. Its purpose is 'to construct a theory in which the two antagonistic sides
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[poor workers and rich capitalists] become classified as the explo.i.ters and
exploited' (Roemer 1932b, 274-5). In Roemer's view Marx wrongly sought to
explain surplus productibn from the explditation of labour alone; Roemer says any
comrﬁodity may be exploited in this way. Ir; my view Marx's general theory that
owners are getting the benefit of workers' products is a reflection of the economic
systems up to the present where a surplus is produced, and that it is out of that
insight that a suceessful politics of class struggle must arise. Pre?existing notions
of class struggle need clarification, on Mérx‘s view, not mere reinforcement, and
the stark contrast between worker and non-working owner does not réquire a labour
theory of value fﬁr support or even a theory of embodied labour-time -- merely a
labour theory of pru.duction that, in principle, is hard to refute at th.is level.
Roemer's theory allows Rawlsian doubts to arise sbout this cruciai distinction -
perhaps the inequalities enjoyed by non-working owners are excused on grounds we
would be worse off abolishing them? Marx's criterion gives his theory a firmer
empirical and normative basis than Rosmenr's.

However, it is true that unless we add further propositions_ about how to
judge the eomparative contributions of wérkers and the rewards th'.'a'lt they receive,
Marx's theory does not work well for the owner-managers, executive diréctors and
ultra-rich entrepreneurs that arguably contribute some work in c_abitalis_t
production, but seem to collect dispropprtionate benefits compared to the low-paid
and unemployed and therefore are deer’ned. in receipt of goods as owners, To the
extent that Maryx hirris_elf relies on actual hierarchies of rewards as coﬁfirmation of
his view that skilled labour counts as & muitiple of unskilled labnur,.'his argument
approaches a vicious circularity, since if is ﬁot clear then that we ﬁvbl._ild have any
way of distinguishing proportionate from disproportionate cnntpibu_tfons_ and the
extent to which some are receiving rewards as owners whilst also t_‘ecée’_ivin'g wages

as workers (Carver 1982, 96). What is clear, though, is that Marx's general theory
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of exploitation does not rely on naive notions of the return of th_e.whole product to
the labourer, or even strictly proportionat returns to workers, because private
ownership of the means of Iproduotion begs the very question hnw'this could be
achieved.

Whatever the difficulties of his theory, Marx has put his .finger on the
right sort of factor -- a structural element in the economic system -- rather than
the inter-personal and counterfactual comparisons that Roemer favours. Marx's
theory requires a simpler theoretical apparatus than Roemer's - only work and
non-work, not labour-comparability of good§ and services. It is dynamic, because it
leads to thinking about haw an economic system works, not merely what results it
turns up on occasion. And it is more intriguingly political, in that it provides an
insight which agenis might employ in developing tlass struggles.

R'oemer chooses an existing notion of struggle as the supposed validation
of his theary, a move which takes politics for granted as a realm outside theory.
This suggests to me that however ingenious his work in theoretical terms, it is not
politically creative, and it is c-reati\rity in polities that we might reasonably expect

‘from a normative theory of exploitation, Marx's potitical theory of exploitation is
subject to many criticisms, but the relationship between theory an'.d politics that it
presupposes is clearly one in which theor); has an active role in changing the world,

not a passive role in merely interpreting such changes as are foisted tipon us.
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The work of contempoférﬁ philosophers, economists, sociclogists and
historians on the Marxian theme of exploitation can be Seen as symbtbms of the
disintegration of the Marxian system into its component parts, ~ In its
original formulation exploltatlon was defined by a dialectical method of
interpenetrating historical and conceptua} analysis. Capitalist exploitation
could only be understood as the product of capitalist'society taken as a
dialectical totality, a nétwdrk of interrelating institutions governed by
f

certain essential relationships,

The process of dlslntegratlon has seen the liberation of exploitation

~ from this complex bew11dering background by restrlctlng discussion of

exploitation to different compartments within the limits of the axioms and

methods of mutually exclusive academic disciplines. Contemporary

researchers have been responsible for a greater consisténcy, transparency and

‘ originélity than was possible by exegesis of Marx's criginal formulations.

This superiority can be seen by comparing the work of philosophers such
as Husaml, Zimmerman, Cohen and McMahon who have kept within the limits of a

purely moral theory of exploitatlon and unjust economlc relatlonships with

~Allen Wood's approach which has attempted to retaln some of the original

Marxian interrelation betwéen a sociology of knowledge, a philosophy of

histery and a condemnation of'capitalism in terms of_progréss and human
liberation. | | ‘
In strict symmetry with the moral philosophefs, J.E. Roemer has

reproduced an equivalent of the general Marxian theory by working strictly

‘within the bounds of neo-classical equilibrium théory. Such a property

relations view of Marxian exploitation is compatible with Conen's

'reinterpretation of expleitation precisely because both theorists have

disembarrassed themselves of the traditional labour tﬁeory-of valhe with its
ambiguous merging of "scientific" economics and ethical theory. _
By in a sense abandoning the dialectical method of Hegel for the

geometric method of Hobbes; Roemer is able to make a clear distinction between
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aﬁd\oompetitiog, (b) political exbloitation arising from the role of the
state's moncpoly of violence'and-(cj alienation 6r labouy process exploitaticﬂ
as deseribed by Marx and Braverman. It is one of his chief aims to prove the
primacy of materialist (i.e. economic) expianatiohs over political and
‘psychologiéal':nodels.' The isolation of the diffe?ent viriables does in
' fact make it a lot:easier to.assess the relati?e importance of economie,
Ipolitieal and managerial factors by identifying pregisely the point at which
they enter in the production and maintenanée of inequalities. It enables hs
to ask'just the kind of guestions of.causal efficacy of different factors.that
‘the Hegelian gldbal treatment obscured. Furthermore even wiihin the econcmic
sphere Roemer makes analytical distinctions between Marxian, socialist and
statungorms of exploitation, all of which were subsﬁmed under the Hegelian
concept of systemie capitalist exploitation with the further typically
Hegelian confusion that onhe was not sure whether it was a question of an
abstract model of capitalist spciety or the existing_historical capitalis£
socieby which was in question.

Before considering Roemer's work in detail I would like to place it in
context by discussing brieflylthe ¢lassical Marxist position. Like other
intellectual.revisionists.such as Cohen, RoemeF wisﬁes to preserve the
revblutionary core or spirit of Marxism by liberating Marx‘s essential insight
into exploitation from its Hegelian intellectual scaffolding which is seen to
be increasingly vulnerable to tﬁe attacks of critics.

The great distinctiveness Qf classical Marxist analysis of exploitation
lay in its embedqing of a exploitative relatiénéhip in a specific-
configuration of social institutions at a specifio_point of time and its
__supposed deﬁonsbration of the causal relétionship betyeen changes in these
institutions over time and changes in the nature of eiploitation.

The Marxian analysis of expléitation depends on the validity of a complex
set of equations which begins with someghing like the Ricardian relationship

between profits and wages and endSIUp with a condemnation of an entire society



with all.thé.coﬁplexity-cf its éocial relationships and'ali the specificity of
its concrete hi;torical evolution. The elaim can be characterized (roughly)
in the foliowing manher; ) ' - =

The inverse relationship (zero sum conflict-ér'contradiction) between
stock and ﬁages determines the.general rate of prdfit (A), The ingtitutions
{or sbecific economic forms) which determines the rate of profit (or unpaid
éurplus labour) determines the-pattefns of producfion, exchange and
distribution of the economy as a functioning system (B). The economic system
determines the division of the sociéty into-fplers'and ruled (C), This
division is in turn the ‘'hidden basis' of the entire social structure
including the political form of the state (D), This in turh determines.the
superstructural patterns of ideology (E). The chain of equations has the
advantages of the radical reduction and idealization typical of ideal types or
theoretical.models yet also_claims the advantages_of a historical explanation
of existing societies doing Jjustice to the specificity and complexity of the
" concrete. In oﬁher words it claimé the benefits of methods which are usually
Seen as antithetical, the abstracting theorizing of thought constructions and
the historical Jjudgment of specific and unique configurations of events in all
(or at least somel) of their existential complexity.

__Marx himsélf has empﬁasized the importand; 6f the reductions and
abstractions of the classical schooi. "It did so by redueing interest to a
poertion of profit and rent to the surplus above average profitdf The
significance of thesé formulae only became apparent when we apply them to
existing societies. Interest = Financial Institutions = all social
transactions involving credit = moral questions of:distributive justice"
invelving credit i.e. which of these transactions are to be considered
~ legitimate and which usurious or exploitative,  For Rent 5 agricultural
‘class = landowners = moral problems raised by the ﬁhysioorats, i.e. what
legitimate return is owed to the landowners for-their specific contribution to

the productiveness of society.

By “reducing® rent and interest to the general laws governing the rate
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and distfibutiqn of profit Ricarde has in effect.eliminated thém as
independent fofms of exploitation. Given the other gfeat classical
simplifiéations and reductions the only indebendehh éﬁd exclusive form an&
source of exploitation in the theoretical model is the rélationship betveen
“capitai" and "labour®. | | | |

The next stage in the chain is the transformation of thé economic model
inte an equivalenﬁl} abstract and simplified sociological model which reduces
all factors to the fundamental "political® relationship between rulers/r&led.
This in turn is converted into a model of. the enﬁire social structure once we
accept the Hegelian principle of the conformity of the different institutions
of a society Lo a set ofldetermining essential relationshibs. Finally we

step outside the chain of ideal types to identify ﬁhe existing historical

ke MR T By

sociely as an individual instance of the general type;of capitalist society"™.

This ¢nables us to read off the exploitative relationship between capital and
labour (or more strictly profits and wages) as the'fundamental cause of
expleitation in eontemporary-sogiety. |

The last step which alone makes the set of ideal ﬁyﬁeé_useful is in fact
the most problematic of ail?'as the existence of any exitranecus or pre-
capitalist relationships will prevent the straightforwar& application of the
model as Marx himself stated.- T

Now precisely because of these simplifications and abstractions there are
~ great tactical advantages in regarding exploitation as a characteristic of

capitalistic societies as such. - Exploitative relationships can then be

presumed tg-be pervasive, thwarting and pekverting all sodial institutions and

discoverable, if not by definition at least by intuition, as the root cause of

all conflicts whose polarization of friend/foe must ultimately be aligned to

~ the basic relationship of capitalist exploiter/exploited.

The tactical advantage lies in the fact that if exploitation is so
pervasive it'must appear in many forms and guises and hence there is no
necessary contradiction in identifying ité cause and consequencés differently,

Marxist accounts of expleoitation have focused on
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(1) Parasitism. A leisured social caste of non-workers live off unhearned
income, G.B. Shaw and Veblen havé given the- most effeotiﬁe analyses of the
formaticn and social values of a genteel class for whom any involvement in
productive work is degrading. = It might be objected that parasitism is not a
fit candidate for Marxist theories of exploitation as it is a phenomenon
restricted to the sphere of distribution and furthermore the leisure class
rested on an anacﬁronistic survival of ﬁrewcapitalistic aristocratic values,
This may Qell be érue and some may argue that this merely proves that Shaw's
.socialism was a superficial feature of a writer whdse Eeal intelleciual
allegiance is to the radical bourgeois work ethic of Ruskin and the arts and
crafts theorists whose main function if not intention was td‘remove the last
vestiges of aristocratic cultivated resistance to the protestant work ethic,
And yet the existence and values of a genteel leasuré class lasted well into
the twentieth century in the most advanced industriallcountry. This makes
the ambiguity beﬁween capitalism defined as an ideal type and existing
societies which can be labelled "capitalisﬁ“ of qrucial importance. Any

attempt to equate the two so that descriptions ofjexploitation can be read off

the_théoretical model o apply_to-the existing soéiety‘would only be valid if

the existing society corresponds in all relevant aspects Lo the model and
clearly this will not be possmble if there are 31gn1flcant pre or non
'hapltallst" dimensions that are relevant to the relationships being attacked
as'exploitative. | o _

(2) Property Relations.  The capitalist clags in so far as they have a
monopoly of the means of production are able to use this strategic advantage
to exploit the bargaining weakness of thdse_who have no aiternative but to
seek employment at terms offered by thé owners of the méané of production.

(3)  The Emploving Class. As such ifrespective §f whether they are
dapitglist defined in (2} or the controllers/managers of any large
_organization that is organized hiérarchically such as state owned enterprises
or the armed forceS, The employing class claim that they alone have the

capacity to organize and run things and by appropriating this capacity from
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their emplloy-ees/.subjects ‘they exploit them both materially .(by making
"management® the basis for differential_distribution of goods) and
_psycholoéically (the over development of valued capacities of some is only
made possible by the atrophy of the_ same faculty in others). While the form
of exploitation of (3) is historically related to (2) conceptuslly they are
radically different as the work of Weber (and for that matter Marx, Braverman
and the labour brqcess school} cleariy i1lustrates. e
()  The World Economic Systewm. Because this system is based on "blind
competition and the profit motive" it is unable to match the world's
productive potential to a distribution based on need, ‘Again like (3) this
form of expleoitation has been historically relaﬁed to the.spread of
Yoapitalism®, Ther'é is. no nécessary connection. There is no intrinsic reason
why "national economiesth jbintly'owned by their citizens should not take
: ._ advantage of a superior bargainihg position to exploit others, A similar
phenomenonluithin a national economy has been referred to as "trade union
capitalism" where organizational monopolies such as dlosed shop practices are
used to gain'advantage over other groups of workefé who are not organized,
Other examples of this partial-or'relative expiditation have been used to
explain sweetheart arrangements, "aristocraces qf labour! and collusion
between employer and employees in developed couﬁfries to exploit ;hird world
wbrkers. |
- The significance of this approach lies in its. assertion that any
competitive system is necessarily exploitative‘as_there is an irreducible
conflict between producing for profit aﬁd produoing to satisfy needs. It is
necessarily implied that the only rationgle for.the introduction ahd
maiﬁtenance of such a system is to.ensure that the system benefits some at the
expense of others. Competitioﬁ and prefit are insepabable from sinister
interests. This approach is sometimes supported by a'cultpral critique which
equates competition with aggressive anti-social éttitudes in contrast with

cooperative atbitudes and interests. .

{5) TIhe Ruling Class. Unlike the first four categories which define the .



relationship between exploiter - exploited in the context of economic
institutions tﬁis perspectivé identifies any form_bf dominance whether
legitimized as political authbrity or existing pritately as. de facto
institutional pewer as a basis for coercion. Exploitation is regarded as
either the direct or indirect conseguence of coercion arising out of any
relationship of unequal power. (Indirect exploitation describes a situation
where the person téking unfair advantage of the vulnerability of another was
not respoﬁsible for placing tﬁe Qictim ip the disadvantageous situatioﬁh
Advocates of the ruling class model see the claésicai Jocus of exploitation as
the state and tend to regard all forms of "exp101tat1on“ which can be
 explained in terms of domlnatlon as equivalent, For example unequal
distribution resulting from force and fraud, from socially “legitimate!
institutions such as slavery or serfdom and from the dperation of free market
are all equally exploitative. . |

The tactical advantages of a tbeory which locates exploitation as an
. gssential feature of a society seen as a configuration of integrated
institutions exhibiting isomorphic structures and functions are indeed great.

All of the five categoriés (and many others) can give rise to conflict
and so it becomeé natural to éssume that pig bﬁsiness“, the employing class,
the }uling cléss, the capitalist class ete, are é}nonymous and that the?r
variOUS'victims, the mass of workers, those who labour in factories, shops and
offices, those who can only make a living by working fbf'others also share the
same éssential situation of being exploited by those who "run society",

The five different categories of ex9101tat10n have all been taken from
Chris Harman 3 pamphlet on the mlners' strike and the struggle for socialism
admittedly not intended as = scholarly work. It has been chosen to show how
the Hegelian or dialectical model of Marxism tends to obliterate differences
and assimilate different forﬁé of conflict,-injustice'of exploitation under
the general formula of capitalist exploiﬁation. While this might be
attracﬁive tactically in the long run it can only be disastrous as the

differences and unresolved problems reemerge. Roemer's work provides a
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useful anﬁidote an'd. is further more consistent with the'histor_‘ical precedent
6f the "Bourgeois revolution" which was not an attack on all pervasive
exploitation of an.organic "feudal society" but a long series of specific
battles on quite specific terrains, economic, religious and political.
‘However eveh if it could be Shown empirically fﬁat there is overlapping
membersh;p and Qtructural similarities between these different categories this
would not be sufficient to prove that the same form and degree of exploitation
~oceurs in each area,
- John Roemer's 'new directionst at;itempt to ’isola-t.e ﬁhe specific causes of
.material exploitation not by,attempting to identify:some overall societal
exploitation endemic to the system but by remaining strictly within the limits
of economic categories. _ |
In order to evaluate the innovative and revolutionary nature of Roemer's
work it is useful to distinguish between the technique or methodo1ogy used and
~ the interpretétive claims made about the usefulness or application of these
techniques, This ié not to question the validity or usefulness of %the
techniques themselves but to aék whether logically these models can bear the
weight of the claims made on their behalf, R
The technique consisté bf the construction of a series of abstract
ahisﬁorical logical models derived from modern mathé;atical.economy especially
general equilibrium theory and cooperative game theory. Roemer uses the
-model to throw light on a bewildéringly wide range of disparate problems
" ranging from an evaluationh of the achievement of modern SOCialist societies Lo
abstruse technical economic problems. But the_claim$ thét are relevant to us
‘arei- | o . .
(1). The models caﬁ be used to generate situations.which are the 1ogiéal
equivalent of situations which from a ﬁarxian or commorn sénse moral position
are condemned as "exploitative“ such as slavery, Séffdom, wage slavery.
Further that different models together with different moral judgments can be
~used to generate conceptually distinct forms of Mexploitation™.  That is the

causes and solutions of 'capitalist' (Marxian) exploitation are different from



‘causes and solﬁtions of 'socialisti expleoitation where the:skilled exploit the
unskilled or frﬁm.'status exploitation' where those with political or soeial
positioh use that position to explbit. Finally that these models can be
arranged in an historicél sequence of epochs of expleitation.

Therefore the objective of human liberation is not achieved by the
_ 1ogically impossible task of eliminating "exp101tat10n" as such but only the
dominant form of exploitation of the epoch in qugstion in order toa wmove onto
the next of higher stage of exploitation. In obther words models are meant to
correspond to the spirit of historical materiaiﬁsm-uhlike claims that the end
of capitalism will witness the end of history and human exploitation which are
revealed as utopian and anti-materialist; While this is immediately
appealing it does not clarify the task facing socialists today as Roemer is
well aware. It would seem obvious that the contemppbary task should be
défined as éiiminating'bapitalist“ exploitation by abolishing differential
ownership of the alienable means of productioﬁ éﬁd to leave the task of
‘.eliminating exploitation arising from inalienable means (skills arising from
natural' causes) to the societf which succeeds capitalist Society.

But the model of "capitalist exploitation® is én:abstract ideal type
which in several important areas does not and cannot be applied'to
contémporary society, I shall return to this probiém later,

(2) Within each epoéh the models identify thelcauSe,_the "real culprit®
responsible for that particular form of exploitation, | For'example, the model
identifies property relations and the competiﬁive.market as.primarily
responsible for 'eapitalist éxﬁloitationh Exﬁlaﬁations in terms of
domination exerted at t{he point Of production are subsidiary and superfluous,
therefore analysié of exploitatiﬁn in terms of thé 1abour process like
Braverman's is misplaced, . o

'(3) The identification of the real culprit also ‘suggests’ the relevant moral
Lheory fof condemning capitalism, although Roemer recognizes that only a
sociology of injustice or moral beliefs® (not necessarily the same as a

theory'of Justice) would be necéssary to ground. such Jjudgments,
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~ For the moment we will have to be content with the following definition
of the 'exploifation phenomenon'; private properﬁy which is inequally
distributed leads necessary to'a.social relationship "where j is exploiting i
in the sense that she is abie'to work.legs than socially necessary labour time
because i is working more; somehow, i is wbrking nEopt J and i's. surplus
labour time is transferred to J through the markeﬁ.géhé is soqehow
expropriating 1abou; from i" (Roemer, New Directions, .p. 258), If we accept
this consequence as morally reprehensible then it would follow that we ought
to condemn private property which is the.necesséry cause,
The same ethical imperative also urges us to remove the cause of
expleitation in this casé by ehsuring that "the exploited coaiition has access

to its per capita share of society's alienable productive assets" (Roemer,

New Directions, p. 279).

But do the models "fit" the concluszions that Roemer derives from them or

is the interpretation he gives of his own models misleading? There does seem
to be something odd about the use of the models to prove that property
relations as-such is the real culprit and secondly while the models do
generate a symbiotic and apparently parasitic social relétionship'between
unequal partners where the losses-of che 1s necessar@ly caused by the gains of
tﬁe other, it is not obvious ‘that this inequality is either unfair or unjust
or even if it is that it correspphds to common sense or Marxist condemnations
of Yexploitation", or even "class exploitation”,

Roemer uses his pfimary mOdel; the model bf exploitation without a labour

market, to establish a strong link between inequality and exploitation in so

far as inequalities in the owneréhip of produced goods (assets whose function

as finance capital makes available certain production possibilities)
_necessarily causes exploitative relatibnships._ The relationship of

healthy/poor in a common economy is équivalent to the relationship between

exploiter/exploited. Private property rights are the'culprit.in so far as

they inevitably lead to unequal distribution of assets,

The link between inequality and exploitation is proved economically by

A ek, - o



the introduction of the average or sociaily necessary labour term (SHLT) which
'spells out the social consequences of differences in initial individual
assets, If we postulate that each producer has the samé subsgistence needs and
that each is mot.ivat-ed -'by self intefest-to minimize the labour spent on
production of sufficient goods to exchange in order fo purchase these needs
then we can work out for any given economy an averagé'labour time (SNLT).
Now if there_is én egual distribution of assets then.under equilibrium
econditions each pLoducer will need te work no more than the SNLT to achieve
.his economic ends, ) | _

It is then assumed that sueh an equal distribution is inooﬁpatible with
the institution of private property. However if there is an unequal
distribution then we'get what Roemer calls "an expleitation phenomenon®
(General Theory, p. 43). Although he admits that given the model alone he
cannot justify using the word "éxploitétor“ to describe this phenomenon Yother
than by reference to the Mérxian phehomenon which goes by the same name" {p.
42 General Theoryl). The phenoménoﬁ results from the fact thét given unequal
distribution of assets the “aéset rich" will wqu.less than SNLT and the
"asset poor® longer than SNLT, This fact is interbreted as equivalent to the
production and ﬁgp;zuu;ig&ién of surplus value. .But the charm of Roemer's
intefpretation lies mainly in the emotive use of the term social in socially
néceséary labour time and its implicit link with the idea of an 'economy! és a
society of equal producers. The.objection to the model lies not in the fact
that it is 'a historical! but that while it abstracts away the dimension of
entitlement (the model merely states that the econom&_has a certain number of
assets which can be distributed in any number of wéﬁé between producers)
nevertheless it smﬁggles in-an'assumption that a'cértain distribution of

~assets is'right; natural and non-éxploitative. This lays the model open to
all the familiar objections of Nozick égainst presuﬁéﬁi@ns in favour of end
state distribution which ignore the question 6f 1egitimaté entitlement. In
Roemer's mbdel the guestion of how the 'wealthy' éame'by their aésets ls

irrelevant, the use of unequal assets competibively is in itself exploitative,
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This however appears to be counter-intuitive and flies in thé face of a
long tradition that asserts that. inédualities_especially in pre—capitalist_
subsistence economies can be'justified provided that _(a) it can be shown to
have been 'earned' by the individual bernefitting from it (b) it does not
significantly injure the interests of others i.e, its effeéts are marginal and
do not affect the status of other producers by r‘educ_ing them to servants or
‘slaves {c) the ine?ualitiés are eiﬁher‘ transient or open to all i.e. that they
are not used to c;reatle a permanent social. mpnopoly whieh restricts the
possibllity of others gailning the same advantage.

It could further be argued that far from being explo:Ltat.lve coming to
terms with at least some forms of inequality is gz moral requiremen‘p necessary
for any society to operate toleréntly and efficiently. If there is such a
phenomenon as a narcissistic egoism which regards any inequality as a threat
to self esteem then Roemerfs models which cannot dif‘f‘ef_ehtiate between degrees
and causes of inéqualities cannot account for it.

'fhe problem o_f‘ entitlement and expleitation can be illustrated by varying
Roemer's basic model, Let us imagine a soo:.ety where every producer has the
same endowment of labour and 'capital®, and are theref‘or‘e all working the
SNLT. A new member ({l) is admitted with a super endowment of capital goods
say a new form of mill which halves the time necésséry te produce flour, A's
e_fltr'y will lower_' the SNLT but also it now generates an exploitative phenomenon
because A will now alsc be wohrking for less than the new SNLT while the others
will all be working for more as the new eciuilibriu‘m w_ill now be inegalitarian.

Are the original members entitled ﬂo ‘demand a new redistribution so that
the equilibr'-ium will return to an egalitarian sc?lution even though this
e'ntlails appropriating A's goods on which they have no moral clain?  Is this
not exploiting the ‘asset rich! a_nd-_does it not entail permanent intervention
to confiscate unequal assets no matter how they .were ac.q.uiit"ed?

This illustration can also be used to shoﬁ that p:r'oblems arising in

Roemer's economic ec{uilibrium models are reproduced in his genheral theory of

exploitation. Some critics notably Elster have attempted to distinguish |
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between the economic models whieh are supposedly 'causal' and valid revealing
the real mechanisms and socilal relationships of exploiteﬁien and the general
theory which is invalid because of its reliance on counter-faetuals. But in
fact the same assumptions about perfect competition{ and bargaining ere made
in boéh. They either stand or fall together. The general theory is based
on the idea of exploitation as the possibility of a befter alternative. Or
in other words (Roemer, p.279, Polities and Society) "the fest for capitalist
exploitation amounts to eqﬁalizing.every agent's access to society'™s alienable
property (means of production). j | |

To return to our illustration, the coalitien ef (N-A) producers would
“certainly be better of f if they would withdraw from the.economy with their per
| capita share of society's alienable productive assets; That is they would.
now withdraw with their 'per capita‘' share of A's super endowment. The
obvious injustiee of this sclution is concealed by the ambiguity of the term
Tsocletyt, By joining an ecenomie community A's super assets become ‘social!
in-so far as they are a factor in soeial exchange even though the assets are
privately owned. However whenh we.consider rulee of withdrawal %sociefyY is
now seen as the 1egitimate owner. of all economic assets and hence it is only
faif, that the equal members of -society (equal as eyaders not necessarily as
owners) should be allowed to withdraw their fair sharet(z per capita share) of
common (= social) assets. '

It could be objected that my example of an asset rich individual joining
an existing egalitarian eeonomic society is as ambigpoﬁs as Roemer's example.
While A has undoubted property rights_over an asset'he alone has created
nevertheless he benefits from the new situation Qhere his superior assets
enable_him to enjoy faveurable ferms of exchange, terms which only become
available when.he Jjoins the eeonomic comimunity, and:he has no *right' to
demand entry, It could weil beethet the existing ﬁembers either would not
accept his entry on terms which would allow fhe maximum exploiﬁation of'his
. advantage. This brings us back to the platonic model of value. Has a

communiby the'right'to use its authoritative powers as a political community
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to lay dowun stapdards of value-governihg the division of labour within the
community to en.sur‘e a fair distribution of costs and benefits in'\t,erm.s of a
commitment of all members to an economy with agreed production targets and
__rights to distribution? Ultimately as Arneson has made clear questions of
exploiﬁation revolve arcund what eone considefs an "economy" ought.to be and
the relationship of an'economy‘to—the‘society'comﬁoSéd”éf'the economic
actors. | |

By aveiding this issue the Roemer models like Sraffa's prove the futility
of separating technical or scientific economiﬁ model building from moral
Jjudgments about distribution. - Such a disjunction enables us to eliminate the
embarrassment of theofies of value which are indefénsiﬁle or strictly
"economic‘i grounds. As a consequence purely economic models can only
generate "exploitative phenomena® either by impcsingvmoral standards quite
arbitrarily or else by M“interpreting" the economic models in an illegitimate
way.

Roemer has defended his model by stating that it corresponds to the basic
Marxian connection between exploitation and c¢lass struggle in the most direct
and simple fashion. The most'elementary form of class struggle is between
the wealthy and the poor. JSuch struggles can oc'cur' in societies which do
not have labour markets, institutions for laboﬁr~;xchange or even constant
capital'acéumulation.. Therefore "a Marxian theofy of exploitation which is
limited to capitalist appropriation of surplus labour value cannot explain
theée primary forms of expleitation. Roemer provides thé elementary form in
terms of private property and the competitive market entailed by the
legitimacy of private property; This elemental form can be shown to be more.
- fundamental and essential in thét it can with a minimﬁm.of modifications be
. shown to account for all the aspects of exploitation found in the more
éophisticated capitalist economy-ohéraoterized by labour and credit markets
and the existence of social classes. _

But when we look at the model agaiﬁ we can see that the class conflict

equivalence <¢laim is based on a verbasl ambiguity. By definition an
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egalitarian solution of the ﬁodel is only possible if some produbers work less
than SNLT and some work more., By definition any deviation no matter how
small will lead to a differentiation between the "assetlrich“ and the "asset
_poort, But:a}e;we entitled to read off this gquankitalive inequality as
equivalent to hisiorical societies in which conflict bcqurs between "the rich"
and "the poor%? | Roemer is committed Lo the thesis that any difference no
matter what its ofigin or consequences will generate a conflict between asset
rich and asset poof. For example large farmers witih capital intensive assets
such as-a workshop or mill are-exploiﬁing smallér fafmers:who have to pay for
these goods with labour intensive goods which force them to work more than the
socially necessary iabour time. Grumbling and resentment pefhaps but do
such differences lead to the burning sense of injustice and cppression which
in both common sense and Marxian terms we associate with "expleoitation”
whether it be "materiai“ or “psychic"? |

The failure of Roemer'é model to make any distinction between degrees of
exploitation, to indicéte a threshold when a quantitative'difference becomes a
qualitative oné is not restricted to Roemer's analysis of pre-~capitalist
subsisbence societies, In his'attempt to lay the blame fairly and squarely
on property relations and thé competitive market Roemér generates his models
of soclieties with credit and labour markets and hénd; "alasses" from the basic
assumptions of the elementary model so any'flaws in the original are
transilated inte the more complex models.

But in both the common sense and Marxian analysis of éxploitation it is -
assumed that there is a qualitativé difference between the lot of the
exploited and the exploiters no matter how hard it is to deséribe the
difference accurately. While it is meaningful to degéribe any individual
3 circumétance no matter how uniQue,_inconsequentiﬁl, uhere A takes unfair
advantage of B's vulnerability as_"ekploitative“, we ndfmally reserve the térm_
for basic social institutions which systematically and:significantly affect
the fate of the exploited. - In this_sense Braverman's basic distinction

between the organizer-manager class, the active agents of economic activities

15



e L e i e e S G d G e ek o e s tns . Feh T ol

and the organized, the intrénsigent'subject matter, the permaﬁent subject of
the calculations of others, isucloser to both Margian ahd common sense notions
of the exploiter/exploited relétionship. This qualitati§e difference is very
obvious ﬁhen we consider slavery. The terms used to describe the
consequences of;slavery as degrading, brutaliziné,‘dehumanizing, merely
express in commoﬁ sense language the Aristotelean philéédphical paradox that a
slave must be éonsidered as both human and non-human in the same
| relationships. Economically the slave functions (as is defined
institutionally) as é tovl, a factor of producticn with no privileged right to
be treated differently from any other factor of production animate or
inanimate, and vet as a 'human being' the slave has the right to be considered
Justly in terms of his capacities and needs. In one of the most powerful
passages of Capital, Marx states that the only way open to the slave %o prove
his humanity is fo brutalize the animals he works with and to destroy the
. inanimate means of production, _

Although the fdﬁction Iof; sla#ery, its ‘'cause! might. be strictly

economical, its consequences for the slave are not restricted to the material
sphere and it is because of the consequences that we condemn slavery. The
eohsequences can be summed up by pointing to a systematic difference in status
such that the different status of the slave. o |
(1) Significantly lowers his "life c@ances" over a wide range of social
~institutions. |
(2} Significantly degrades his public status so as tﬁ prevent normal
appropriation of or access to pubiic goods such as cﬁlt&fe, science, decision-
making. _ _‘
(3) Significantly devalues him in the eyes of other members of society, in
that they épply lower standards of consideration in socié; relationships with
him than they do to normal members of society, Being treated as 'invisible',
as part of the woodwork!, wlthout respect, ete, is a familiar finding in work
done_on the "hidden injuries of classm.

Now it is interesting that all the historiecal examples of exploitation
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indicated by the persistence of class struggle correspond to this quantitative
differeﬁce whi&h can be referred to as "species differences" the relations
between the advantaged and disadvan%aged appear as if-they were.relatiohs
betﬁéen different species of beihgs who have nothing or very litile in common.
\If we wish to restrict the use of "exploitation” to exchanges'betyeeq free
partners then slavery is not a case of "exploitation®. e |

Yet it is clear that in a free market system that is supposed to
eliminate the possibility of exploitation the same paradoxical categories that
characterize Aristcetle's attempt to Jjustify slaQéry feappear. These paradoxes
are symptoms of the intellectual.strains causéd when social institutions are
making incompatible demands on the behaviour and attitudes of its members.

‘This intellectual double think ha§ been captured perfectly in R.J.
Wolff's analysxs of the crazy logic of capitalism whlch demands that "wcrkers
rare treated in law, in ideology, and in philosophy as small producers, petiy
entrepreneurs who bring their product, like any other capitalists, to the
" market and exchange it for the products of other capitélists' enterprises“
(Wolft, p. 110), _'

Ihsteadlof treating workeré'cqnsistently as capitalists owning labour
producing industries, capitalism ¢can be made consistent in the opposite
direétion by tréating workers. as héans of productida.' As Sraffa has pointed
out from this perspective the economic stafus of a wage is no different from
the inputs of fuel and food needed to service maghinés and animals and
therefore subject to the same competitive forces.which.have the effect of
eliminating inefficient techniques of productlon KWOlff, p. 118).

Braverman's ecritique of the science of management: demonstrates the same
peculiar results when the pecullarly human skill of economizing is applied to
human subjects. Roemer dismisses the labour process analysis too summarily
as merely concerned with 'alienation' regarded as a subgectlve ‘psychological
phenomenon or else as a matter of work organization., _

The original version of this paradox can be found in the philosophical

foundations for classical pelitical philosophy provided by Locke. The
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category of "servant! created the'same difficulties for Locke as "slave" did
for Aristotle, .

~On the one hand the "servant" qua human must be 6n an equal footing
enjoying the same freedom and status as his master, this is essential to the
ideological and;juridical defence of legitimate ﬁroperty rights. But in
economic activfties the servant can only function as a tool or factor of
production on a level with other factors of production animate or ipanimate,
"Thus the grass my horse has bit, the turfs my servant has cut...became my
property without the éssignétion or consenﬁ.of ény body" (Locke, Second
Treatise, ch. V, para. 28),

The solution to these incompatible states is the Yservant contract" made
possible by the separation of the servant owner from his 'property’, his right
to labour, which he exchanges in return for a wage.  Marx's own.distinetion
‘bétween labour and labour power in his analysis of the labour theory of value
_ is a reworking of the Lockean dual status of the servant as similtanecusly
independent and dependent. Like Aristotle's ideal slave this is not a
'icgical contradiction, it is logically possible for natural slaves to exist
who would therefore benefit from the guidance and protection of a moral slave
owner, Likewise it is 16gically possible for the servant to make it a
_condition of thé "servant contract® that he is térbe treated as a partner
providing a service in a éommon enterprise, that he be exempted from the
competitive pressure of the markgt which must apply to other factors of
production such as the master's horse whose costs of subsiétence must be met
as cheaply as possible. Histori¢al and social realities such as the reserve
army of labour, the'cultural'differences betkeen mastefs.and servants and the
organization of the enterprise itself make such a contfact of equal éxchange
. as impossiblé in practice as was Aristctlé%&category of'legitiméte slavery.

Having considered Roemer's account of elementary expleitation I would now
like to move on to Roemer's extension of the model to cover Marx's account of
~exploitation in a capitalist system'characterized by the labour market and

capital accumulation.
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What is the institutional cause of exploitation in 2 capitalist system?
Roeme?‘ gives two logicélly different answers to this questicn which he
illegitimates conflates. The tﬁo different answers are based on different
sets of assumptions in his model. We will call these two distinct sets of
assumptions, property assumptiéns and bargainiﬁg assumpticné.

As we have seen Roemer asserts that the 1nst1tutional ‘eulprit responsible
for capltalist ex9101tatlon is private ownershxp of the means of production,
or more accurately the concentration of such ownership in the hands of a2 small
class. Roemer is of course referrlng to. the hlstorleal process whereby small
producers lose ownership of their tools and workshops and are forced to choose
between not producing or_worklng for those who now own the necessary means of
production,  The crucial distinction revolves around private property rights
in the means of production. | o

However Rdemer also gives an explanation of exploitation in terms of
'1ack of access! or coercive bargaining positions which he says ‘is similar
to.Nozick's arguments about coercive contracts not being valid. Now thé
culﬁrit for exploitation is seen as differential access to the means of
production and the proletarians afe exploited preCisely becauée they are
denied access to them (Roemer, General Theory, p. 12?.

At first sight it would aﬁpear that Roemerts tﬁo explanations are merely
| different aspects of L{he same thing as the point of private property is to
deny‘aécess to nonnowners.' However Roemer has made it vary clear that he
does not mean by "access"lnere ownership of the means of production because

this is insufficient in itselfl to cause exp101tat10n. It is easy to image

non-exploitative exchanges between owners and non—owners, everying depends on

the relative bargaining position dfithe two parties. . A private owner of a
.library, a hospital, a newspaper or a football team:may own all the relevant
means of production.and can deny access to those who_doh“t own them, But
faced with the fact that his asséts are useless uniess p&t into operation and
faced with either a nétural or artificial monoboly'of workers with the

relevant skills or rights to operate them, the owner could well find that he

10



is not in a position to didtato terms to potential employvees, And it is
precisely this coercive situation, take my terms or starve for there are many
others compotihg for this job that create the expioitatioo phenomenon.

This had already been seén.by G.B.Shaw, Hayek and others, the modern
battlefield lies either in the existence of welfare oenofits which removes the
~ need to accept eéployment at the lowest market wage, or the existence of trade
- union monopolies to reduce the bargaining position of the employer. Bot as

Romer himself 901nts out the same effect can result from a natural shortage of
the relevant labour which would then force owners of stock to compete and can
theoretically eliminape the owner's ability to make a profit by exploiting
.their position as owners of capitai. |

Therefore when Roemer specifies the conditions for exploitation (General
Theory, p. 11) he puts all the weight on the Marxian tbeory of the reserve
army of labour i.e. (1) a class of propertyless producers, in relative
abundance to the supply of capital which can employ them; (2) the existence of
an‘inférior technologf which can keep-the unemployed industrial reserve army
alive, so they oontinue te exert‘thoir downward pressure on the real wage next
week.

Now Roemer!s models have shown that unless these oonditions which we can
callﬁ"bargaining or monopoly conditionsY are met éﬁploitation cannot arise
beoouse the operation of the competitive market will prevent owners from
exploiting the potential of the assets. . So it is cleaf tﬁat bhere are two
heterogeneous sets of assumptions and of the two the.reol culprit is not the
first_(proporty rights and competitive market) but thé second, a bargaining
Situation where one group because'of its monopoly of tﬁe means of production
is able to exploit the competltive situation created by a large number of
vulnerable pecple oonpetxng against each other for access to the means of
.production, This shifts the whole terrain of exp101tabion from property to
the rights and wrongs of monopolies, and particularly on the role of soeial
classes as means of preserving monopoly advantages oﬁer'génerations.

More importantly it throws doubt on Roemer's solution to capitalist
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exbloitation. As he makes clear @he mere abolition of private property is
insufficient because this dould herely lead to "public" ownership as opposed
to.sociai ownership.' But as long as society is stratified in terms'qf class
monopolies of varying bargaining power (professional ciasses with ﬁonopolies
vased ép limiting access to institutions which confer licences to practise,
skilled classes based on trade union monopolies'or aceess Pg appréﬁtiéeship
training, managerial class based on monopplies‘ovér the means of socialization
“ete.) then it is inevitable that the abolition of ?rivate property will merely
lead to public exploitation whereas a different coalition of monopolies will
repiace the existihg “capitalistémanagerial" exploitation. In this sense
labour process theorists such és Braverman are right.

I shall refer briefly to Roemerfs claim that his series of wmodels caﬁ be
made Lo approximate to a materialist philosophy of history conceived in terms
of the progressive elimination of different forms of exploitation. Can
Roemer's model of M"capitalist exploitation“ identify the main source of'
. exploitation in contemporary western society?

'The model has been defined at a level of abstraction which defines the
capitalist pﬁrely in terms of ownership i.e. in Mary's terms he is a coupon
clipper whose revenue comes solely from his ownership of means of production,
and similarly labour has been defined in terms of homogeneous and identical
_labour endowments. ‘. |

However one of the most obvious facts about modern society is the
peculiapr fUSion of skills and property rights both at the levels of
Yeapitalist expioiter“ and “labourJexploited". Labour is highly stratified
and heterogéneous even within the traditional category 6f the proletariat even. .
without introducing the further stratifications ariSiﬁg from a stigmatized
underclass and a privileged professional or service class. Similarly modern
‘Meapitalists™ have both organized and legitimized thém$elves in terms of a
"managerial class" with entfepreneurial, risk taking and industrial
organizational skills. In these ciréumstances in which-there are at least

prima facie grounds for saying that the professional c¢lasses exploit the non
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professional, that managerial_classes exploit employees_and that a national
working class benefits from (if not itself exploiting) the exploitation of
‘werkers in underdeveloped countries, it is not at all clear how cone would go
about'eliminating'bapitélist exploitation” defined in terms df the Marxist
ideal type. | .

It is not enough to say that'at the level of’analytical abstraction on
which Marx was working the assumptions of homogeneousflabour confronting a
non-producing owﬂership class are legitimate. As Roemer himself states
(General Theory p, 184) Marx himself believéd thét the operation of the
.capitalist system would eventually produce an international society structured
in this way. What deductions about exploitation can we déduce from the
discrepancy between the'model énd contemporary.society?. Are the
differentials appropriated by the professional clésses'based on organizational
monopolies supported by a pre-capitalist dootriné of intrinsic status
differences? r

Is the professional ideology that certain 'mental’ occupations are
intrinsically more value than ﬁthers a pre-capitalist_status distinetion, or
can the professional margin be accounted for iniﬁéo-classical terms of a
relative scarcity 6f an acqui}ed skill for which.the market price has been
paidf If we assert the former then it would see% that at least one of the
main modern sources of inequality and presumably ekploitation is the result of
resistence to the progressive tendency of capitalism to reduce all labour te
an équél market and hence potentially an equal social value once capitalist
property relations are removed. In_which case the boiitibal agenda would be
drawn up on the assumption that the time is not fight Lo overthrow a
‘eapitalist system' which has not fulfilled its potential. .

Convérsely if we accept proféssional differentials_as'inalienable skills
then they become a post~capitalist problem. But if this is the case then
management itself becomes a post-capitalist pfoblem and the point of a

revolution against capitalism would be to remove either a rentier class or the

possibility of earning any private income from coupon ¢lipping. In effect.a '
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post~capitalist society would have the same stratificatory profile as

' contemporary society and possibly the same “ruling class” except that their

_revenues would have to be 'earned' (according to some unspecified standard of

what various skills are worth) and would be paid out of public funds. Nen-
capitalist property rights including rights'to inherit would presumably be

untouched.
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congiets in a certaln sort of behavior in a certain sort of situatisn.

The nub of the matter is always "taking advantage,” in one way oz

another. Exploiting a eltuation amounts essentially to taking advantage
of some peculiar features of that situation, Explediting a person similarly
invelves taking advantage of some pecullar features of that person: or,
less eliptically, it amounts to taking advantage of some peculiar features
of the situation in which exploiters and .n.ww. exploited find Eu».pmm”_.c.mm.

whars the "situation® is defined so as to include a description of both

personal characteristics 2nd impersenal sircumstances.

0.3, While axploiting a persom is a mn.mc&w.w case of exploiting a
situation, it is & very special case., The twe are Fﬂwﬂwunwﬂwﬂ different,
most especiaily in that the former practice ig inherently wrong in a

way that the latter is not, Built inte the concept of expleiting a person

is a notion of "unfairness" {of "taking unfair advantage”) that is out

of place in talking of onr treatment of mere sitvations.

Exploring that sense of unfairness further, I ap led to conglude
that the morally-charged forms of expleitation conelst essentially in
deliets of a very particular moral duty. dcoasions for expleoitation
arise when one party is in an especlally strong position vis-d-vis
anothex. ‘Those same circumstances impose upon the stronger parcy a
strong moral responsibillity to protect the weaker., It is the failure
to discharge this duty--playing for advantage when you Are morally
bound to do otherwise-—that we call exploitation. Just as the analysis
of the notion of adultery is parasitic upon an analysis of the duty of

marital fidelity, so tos is the analysis of mwiou...n.bn»on parasitie upon

3
= analysis of thia Suty wo protect the vuinerable. That {z the major
chesis of this paper.

I. Exploitation in Gensral

1.1l. Only persons (or agents more anb_mu..mv._.m. if our concept of agency

gtretches heyond persons) can exploit anything., Bs Felnberg says,
"Diseases, landslides and tropical storms have never exploited unu.nrpﬂm...u
sgut there are a great many things that such agents might expleit. Among

them ars other people, their foibles, phobias and physical attributes.

. Alsxo among them are inanimate objects, such as tools and natural

resources; abstract entities, sugh as ideas, beliefs and arguments; and
various sorts of situations, such as crop failures, natural dlsasters,
miners! skrikes, and s0 on.

E?onowmmt.ﬂfmmm?onmmcmmom.nwmoonnuoﬂuonmmmamnonmamhu
constant: ' to explolt something is, wost fundamentally, to take advantage
of 1. We must, however, be wary of an ambiguity built into the notion
of "advantage." In one sense of the word, advantage, refers to a
“superior position: favouring circumstance.” In another sense,
advantage, refers to "the result of a superior positieon: benefit,
increased :mu_.wlgwsa..k The advantage taken by exploiters is of the
formey Amncmbn.wdmu.u sork.

Certainly it is tiue that an act of expleitation ordinarily redounds
to the benefit of the persom who pexfoxms it, But the connection hetween
axploitation and vﬂ:m.m.wd is a vwontingent ﬂunmmn than an analytic one,

Taking an advantage is act the same as taking a good. When an Armored

Division exploits a gap in enemy defenses to push through to seifze control
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The connection hetween the exploltable and E...M wiussal L2
revealed more cleariy uu- the noun than in the verb. When telking of
someone 's exploits, we are referring to brilliant feats and rare
adventures. It would be slmply Inappropriate to describe commanplace,
_.__.._E&n.ﬁ.nn doinga as “ewpleits,” Some more EEE-W.“_. is required to warrant
that description.

The adjectival use, too, Letains scmething of this sense of the
unusual. We have ne hesitation in gescribing as “"exploitativae”
extractive industzries like mining; and we wosuld have little hesitation
in describing overly intensive cultivation of favmland in similar terma,
Congidexr in contrast, however, a group of farmmers or fishermen who
practice a form of scrupulously responeible husbandry, culling no more
.nﬂmb the maximum sustainable yield each year. It seems inappropriate
to describe their activities ag exploitative, although they certainly
are taking advantage of the regources of the land or sea. The reason
the term does not seém to fit is that they axe doing nothing that is necessarily
unusual. They ¢an rapeat their practices endlespsly, in a way that winera

or exploitative farmers or fishermen Hnsowgn._.m cannot.

1.5. Exploitation, then, is a matter of taking wiusual advantage. That

can ocour In either (or both) of two distinet ways. One is by taking
advantage of unuspal aitvations. Another 1& by making unusval use of
perfectly ordinary ¢ircumstances. There is, for Qmm.__ﬁ._&. nothing in n._.a
Least uhusual abouk provisions in tax laws allowing farmezrs to seb
losaes off againsgt earnings in calculating their ......wam.z.m income. There
is,; however, something unusual akovt pecple buying up failing farms just

to make “Lax losses" to offset other earnings: and it is by vwirtue of

—1-

that upuseel use of perfactly usval provisions that we say that ‘weekend
farmors ..exmu.ovﬁ: zather chan merely .ﬂwxu_.w.m advantage of the tax <ode
in thews ways, Ox, agein. theze is nothing uvrusual about attractive
people flirting., But when this is Jons in ordex to get a police officar

to tear up a speeding ticket, the attractive speeders would be said to

‘have exploited rather than merely taken advantage of their chaxrms--and

that because fixing a ticket 1s such am unusual use to which to put

those charms.

w....ml. zos..mmwgaﬂﬁmnwvcmm.wnm..Eﬁwcwp..smwmnmabnno mmw E..mﬁﬁﬁw,muo
mzmﬂnﬂc.mbn anes, Quite the contrary, I presume that U:mhﬂmmmu\_mﬂ and
blonds do just these soxks of things all the time. What warrants the
nmﬂa *exploitation” as applied te such activities is not necessarily

that people are making rare or uncommon uses of certaln advantages. It

may instead be that they are making non-standard or non-paradigmatic uses

of them. The standard, paradigmatic use of tax breaks for farmers is to
kelp farm families stay on the land. The standard, paradigmatic ase
of good locks is for mating. When put to their standard, paradigmatic
uses there is nothing expleitatiwve about the use of these advantages.
When used to fiddle corporate finances ot to fix tickets, there Mm._.o
Construing "unusuval” in this way aveids prejudicing the guestion
of the frequency of exploitation. If expleitation were defined as "taking
unusual Dmc..w....nﬂm_m.... and "unutual” wers defined ag "rare, uncommon" alone,
then exploitation would by definition have to be a rare or uncommon
phenomenon. That may be true; it may not. But whether trxus or false, that
must ke as an empirical rather as an anaiytical fact. Any analysis of
exploitation that makes it rare by definiticn is fatally flawed., Saying
that the notion &f "unusual' styaddles “rare, uncomesn' and "non-standaxd,

non-paradigmatic” alike successfully avoids that result.
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his inside story of Gilmere’s life, The Executioner's Song. - Bun, as
Felnberg points out, "Hailler ... did little molﬂ.n:boum and his family,
and for that matter he did H._..anp_m to them either; rather, he toock them
and left them as he found them, having used them exactly as they were to
make & killing fox E.amou.n...._.m Qr, for another example, I think we would
certainly want to say that prostitutes are exploited by thedr clients and
pimps, hovever well pald the prostitutes might be, Both the cases of
Gilmore and the prostitutes suggest that the expiloited party need not
suffer any iosses as a necessary condition of having been exploited.

Hor do exploited persona necessarily incur Houw.mm even in the form’
of "opportunity costs.® It mlght seem sc in the cases just m.nmmmn..ﬂmﬂ.
In our judgment that Maller exploited Gllmore, it seems important that
he was seliing the "inside atory” of Gilmore’s life; and in our judgment
about the pimps' exploitation of the prostitutes, it seems lmportant that
the Foymer were felling the seyvisea of the latter. That, in turn,

suggeats that part of our sanse of their having been explolted might

turn on the unstated assumption that they could, in some alterpative state

of the world, have written their own life stories or sold thelyr own bodles.

On this analysiz, the extenk of their sxploitatbion is to be measured as
the difference hetween the benefits or loasses the exploited actually
incurred and those which they would have incurred in this alternative
state of the world where the middlemen have been Hmsoemﬁ._.._.___
But that 18 not true, either. Suppose that ...wE.EOn.m. wag no litexary
crafteman and that a 1life steory, written by his own hand, .x.n..cva. have
fetched a mere pittance. Suppose, furthermore, that this literacy

incompetence were somehow essentlial to who Gilmore was or what he has

done, so we could not assume that away alsc without assuming away Gilmore

himeelf or furndamentally altering his story. Are we then to say that
Mailer has not exploited Gilmore aw 2ll in wriring hig life nﬂ.ou%- ayen
whough Mailer made a fortune from the wu.nnﬂn“_.mmu. Surely not, Surely
Mailer has exploited Gilmors, even though there iz no alternative state
of the world in which Gilmore could have done any better for himself.
Thus I am led to conclude that, while interpersonal exploltation
nuFt necessarily entail some benefit Eor the exploiter, it need entail
ne losses for the exploited. It is contingently trxrue that often they
will suvffer losses. But it Lis not analytically necessary that they
suffer logses (compared either to their impediately prior position, or
to theix vonﬁ..."_.os in soma countexfactual cixcumstances we pight imagine)

in order for them to have been exploited.

2.3. Exploitation in general is morally ambivalent. There iz norhing

vrong {nothing necessarily wrong, anyway! with exploiting waves or rocks
or sunsghing. It iz only as applisd to Oc.n. treatment of pecple that
"exploitation” acyuires inevitably pejoxative connotations. Why that
should be so—~what ig morally objecticnable about exploiting people--is
3omething that regquires .n-.ﬁ careful artention of the next several
sections. But of this much there ¢an be no doubt: an act of expleoiting
a person always constitutes a wrong.

To gsay that such an act necessarily sonstitutes a wrong is not,
however, to say that it is necessarily wrong on balance te perform that
att. There might be all .mounm of other ¢ountervailing consjiderations
which, when taken into account, would make an act of exploitation worally
pexmigsible {or even desirable} on balance. But those countervalling
considerations do not cancel or erase the unfairness of the act, nor do
they cancel or erase our moral objectlions Lo that unfairness. They merely

override those OUu.manh.u:w.u.m
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&.m.‘ﬂ.uu.‘ precisely that propezty. Cxucial to <laims of intexaational
economic exploitation, for example, is the notion of “wnequal exchange”
batween the Pirst Horld and the Third; crucial te Marxian ¢laims about
the expleitation of the proletarlat ig the notion that (at the very least)
cabitalista take moze than they give in the relationship: and so on, 26

hgain, however, this analysis does not offer a wholly adeguate
account, It may not be altogether adequate even for the analysis of
economic explicitation. We would not, 1 think, want to say that
absolutely everyene who has driven 2 bad bavgain is thereby necessarily
exploited. Some people just cannot be bothered teo shop around for the
very best nrice avallable, and therefore end up u.mua.:_m more than strictly
necessary for their goode and services., But surely we would not want to
say, by virtue of that fact alone, that they H.__w,._.m been muﬂ.u_.ou.nnﬂ.mq

peyond the bounds of economic relationships, the mgﬂnnoanbom.om
this analysis of exploitation as non-resiprocity hacome more apparent
still. There iz nothing reciprocal about a gift: I give it to vou free
and simpl=, with neither hope nor expectation of retuxn. Yet people can
hardly be said to have been exploited every time they have given someone
a gift, Indeed, it is eorncial to any affectionste relationship that we
should not keep too keen an eye on the balance of benefits and burdens.
somegne who repays a favor too promptly, or glves back to friends exactly
the same gifts they have previously given him, is ablding by the rules
governing the repayment of commercial loans rathexr ﬁrmu by the rules
governing friendly amunsumm.mw Striving for strict reciprocity is inimieal
ko the spirit of affectlonate relationships. 7Yet, on the analysis here in

view, doing otherwise constitutee exploitatlen. An analysis that makez

affectionate reletionships inherently exploitative is absurd.

Perhaps in affectionate relationghipze it is something other than
henefits that we expect o be uwonwuﬁnwnom,_ It ig only decent for paople
to try to reviprocate the feelings of those who care about them. But
since feelinga are not (or not completely) undexr our-con&cions control,
we can hazdly ke blamed for Ffailing to sugceed in that task., It &s

unfortunats, no doubt, but certainly act unfair that you should fail teo

reciprocate the feelings of someons who cares aboat md:._ Whether or not .
you have expleited the othexr’s affection depends on whether or not you
have taken unfair advantage of it. But that is not a makter of how close
you came to matching the other, gift for gift, or of how closs you came
ta yeciprosating the other's feglings. It hw. instead a matter of how

well you mn&mum& to the stapdard canony of decent treatment of wvulnerable

others. 29

2.6, A third set of interprdations of exploitation center loasely around

the notion ¢of ..ambwvnww.nnou...uo. In the parlance of games, fair play retuires

everything to be above board. Manipulation is akin to cheating., And
perhaps that {8 precisely what people are doing when mxw.wo...ewsm one another.
This interpretation is not antirely out of place in the context of
econemic mxmu_.ou.nwn»o:. Multinational nonm.n.u.a.n.u.,oﬁm exploit Third Workd
wcmwwwmnm of raw materials by manipulating prices; COPEC exploits
petroleun users by manipulating supply; and so on. But this analysis
of exploitation as manipulation is obvisusly most At home ..»: non=economic
{and especially affectionate] contexts.
Manipulation has three salient features.. One 4% that it is an
active rather than passive concept. When you manipulate something, you
do something rathez than just sitting around and letting something happen.

& second feature is that manipulation is deceptive, and characteristically
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But they are minimally so-—and c¢ertainly are no wore 8¢ than n the
paradigm cases of relatively inactive exploitation described in Section
2.6,

In other respects, however, the analysis of exploiting people as
using pecple is less satlaéfactoxy. %o say that we "use people” is
mexely to say that they play a necessary part .»: the attainment of our
osna.s We "use® people, in that sense, in all sorta of ways that do
not amount to expleiting them, assuming that to "exploit" them is
necessarily to do them a wrong. Butchers use bakers to get their
bread, and bakers butchers to get their meat. Although each undeniably
uges the other in these ways, there is nothing (necessarily) wrong or
exploitative about such ase. Or, again, H..u affecrionate relationships
friends and lovers undeniably "use™ cone another in the sense degcribed
above: each plays a necessary part in the other's plans, But there is
not (necessarily) anything wrong or exploitative abdut that.

Perhaps what L§ going on in these countexexamples is that congent
qualifies the wrongness of use., Perhaps (wrongfol) expleitation Ls not
just using people, but using them without n.wmun no:_ma:n..ﬁ_. That is not
the whole story either, however. Thers are some uses to which peaple
should not be put even with their consent, even Lf it is full, informed,
genuine consent. Someone willing to sell a cornea or rent a wombk is (ov
will scon be} legally prohibited from doing $o. Presumably it would be
wrong--exploitative--to use a person in such ways, even with that person's
complete conzent. The equation Wmna.«mmﬂ consent. and parmissible use braaks
down in the converse case, tog, We can use people without thelr consent,
and still not expleit them. Y do nol wigng, or hence explolt, an
enoxmously large spectator at a race meeting when standing in his shadow

to block the E..»#nwsn sun.

-

2.8, Using pecple is, I believe, a necespary cordition of exploiting

them. But it is not a sufficient condition. What 522_ is reguirad in
ordex to make it sufficient iz not the absence of consent, ox the
pregence or oamno_.o...: or the absence of reciprocity, of the presence
of manipulation, What 18 needed is instead some specification of the
ways in which people azre being uwsed. This is partly a matter of what
is being used-=of "the particular tralts or circumstances fof the.

exploited person/ that are tilized. w42

And it is partly a matter of
the uses to which those things are being put. The analysis of
expioitation thus reduces to an znalysis of Wiy and in what respect it

igs wrong l(unfair, exploitative) to use certain attriibutes of people and

their sitvations in certain ways. It is to this analysis that ] now turn.

IIX. Exploitation as Wrongful Use

FHnwkaunwuwahoawﬂunﬂgnnrangnnm.nomaoxm»cwgﬁou;asmn
necessarily refer o a process, rather than just svme end-state. Being
exploited cannck just be a mattex ©f ending up alienated from something
vou have created, or of ending .cm. gattling less than you gave, Mﬂ of ending
up with less 4&..:0 than you have cxrgated. It is not a matter of how
things end up at all. It is instead a matter of how you 4ot there. The
essence of exploitarion must be sought in seme characteristic of the
process, rather than in some characteristic of the end Hmmcvﬂm.au

In this, I am presumably deviating from the mainstream Marsian
analysiz of expioitation, which tends to define exploitation in terms
0n.nsﬁ1mﬁmwmm and te look upon processes ag causing expleoitation rather
than constitwting it. A narrow focus on econcmlc expleoltation—-where

it iz relatively lezss difficult to specify what constitutes a faiy
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slay according to the formal rules and Infoxmal stheos of the gane:
"unfalr play™ 15 play at varlance with those wﬁ-:&ﬂn&m.hm “Taking
unfair advantage,® sesn 1% this light, would cengiat in avalling oneselfl
of strategic opportunities that are denied to one under the rules and

ethos of the game at hand.

Et_..mnwmmw:_uncbmuwﬂ~mxuwo_rnmnhdmoﬂg:lmxbwo»ﬁmdwqm..s:__.
then depend heavily on the nature of the game. A forward pass is

fair play in the game of Bmerican football, but not in the game of
English zuwgby: and so on.

That seems te me exactly right. What is to aount as m!—.u_..uuﬁbﬁ.cm
should indeed depend on context. An act that would be exploitative in
one context wonld pet in another: sharp practice would b Jdeeply
exploitative in affectionate relationships (betwesn friends or lovers),
but not in commarcial contexts, Acks are not intrinsically expleitative,
It all depends on the context in which they are performed-—on the nature
of the game that people think they are m.u..w..wuum.h.....

This gﬂ._.%m..wu builds an m..rmBm.ﬂ.... of subjectivisw--and, indeed, of
relativism——inte the notion of "exploitation." But in my view it dows
80 in akout the right v._...._nn‘ and in about the zight proportions. Certainly
we do want to gay, with Marx among many cthers, that pecple can be
exploited without realizing 1%. Con srtists exploit their gqullible
victima, even if E...o viceims never come to realize that they have been
had. So exploitation is not just a matter of suhjective percaptions.

Yet it is that, at least in part, Expleoitatlon is not like starvation,
something that happens cbjectively and .ﬂ:hq..m independently of local
8

customs and mngahnﬂm.n Exploitation is defined as a violation of the

nOIms governing certain social interactions. Like other wiolatlons of

-23-

socizl neorms (against theft, etc.). pespls may oF may not Lr any partlcular
instance discover .....wm.ﬂ,u violation has aoccurred;y but that does not 5@!.-
that & violation has not ocourred. Oroe whe noims are set, whether or not
they have besn violated is an cbjective fact. The subjectivistic,
relativistic elament comes in tha setting of the norms in the .m..enud

place, not in determining whether or not they have besn viclated,

3.6, All this relativism notwithstanding, we can isolate one generic

flaw in the sort of unfair play that is associated with interpersonal
exploitation., To explolt pecple is no take wafalr advantage of them.
Heretofore T have been ewphasizing the woxd "mafalr™ in this genaral
formula, NHow, however, I want to turn my attention instead to the notion
of "taking advantage." The generic unfairness associatad tuﬂr interpersonal

axploitation lies, I suggest:in playing for advantage in situations where
49

it is inappropriate to do so.
To say that people are expleoiting others when inappropriately playing

for adventage iz not to say that they are taking advantages., in *he sense

2
of securing goods Hzmm.vvﬂobnwwnwwv.. Rather, as seen in Section 1.2 above,
they m.hn Hbmvunou_.nnwﬂmpm selzing strategie mmdmbnmomm_.. Exploitaticn
thus consists in playing games of strategy in .u...phosmﬂmh,nwm that render
them somehow inappropriate.

That, in turn, ﬂmcrw_.u something about the nature of what is wrong
with intszpersonal sapleitation., It is not, as Feinbexg supposes, a matter

of the “"anjust snxichment" ¢f the oxmwowuwn.mo The immorality is instead

more akin to what is ¢alled in tort law "abuse of mﬁonnww...m__. If I have.
injured you, then ¥ou may prosecute me; but you may not threaten to

progecute me with a view t& ¢btaining money from me to induce you to drop

the threat., To do $o would be to abuse the legal process, to use the law
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grossiy unequal bargaining power, even Lf the velative pagcity cof their
does not make thew unable to bargain at .nt:

Fourth, it is thought wrong to play for adeventage when vour
advantage derives from othars' grave misfortunes. This is & distinct
wrong from the mmﬁ.&ﬁ and third. Exploitation of this form is
involved when, for example, ™a television news producer photographs
ak langth and close-up the hysterical grief of a woman whosa children
have been killed, down to the last mean, shrisk or howl, for the
effects on the television audience” and the profits to he deriwved from
a larger audience mrwuo.&m That Jwdgment of expleitaticn (of unfair,
inappropriate use) would remain even LIf there were s=veral news crevs
bidding for the right to photograph the grieving womAn. Similarly,
operators of circus side~ashows exploit the grossly deformed vigtim of
an ynusyal disease, even if Elephant Man were one of a kind, much in
demand, and enjoying a strong bargaining position and a handsome
salary. This is the sense, too. in which undertakers (and, in
nineteenth~century America anyvay, Life hﬁucﬂﬁunmmu arg sometimes sald
to engage in exploitative practices. ..H.wn same principle underlies even
more clearly the uo:ﬁ»uﬁm.__u aometimes expressed that, Iin dealing with the
viectime of natural disasters, morality reauires that needed materials be
supplied elther free of charge or at most at cost, Making any profit
at all-—ewven the ordinary rate of profit-—out of the distress of disaster

victims 1s thought to constltute exploitarion,

3.8. Exploitation bas been characterized as playing for advantage in

situvations in which it ls inapproprlate to do so. Section 3.7 offers
a catalog of such situations. The 1listing makes no pretense of being’
exhaustive, But for present purposes it need not be. What is important

1s not the differences Iln the varlous ways it might be inappropriate to

play for zdvantage. but -ather whee wihey have &n common., They
arw 2ll, I shall argue, manifestatiens =f dne papticuolar kind of wrong.
Exploitation of pexsons consists in wrengful behavior, but not
just any wrongful behavior will merit that description.  You do 50....
aamnnmmﬂ.ﬂﬁwu explolt people whenever you lie to them, mug them, or
break a contract with them, even if those acts redound to your advanktage.
Exploitation does not consist of wrongful behavior simpliciter. 1¢
consists instead of wrongful bhehavior of 2 particular sort, the
viglation of some particular moral norm OT DOIDS.
The moral norm in question is, I mumﬁ.omn_. that of protecting the

vulnerable. As I have shown elsewhere, we all have a strong moral

waﬂdﬁmwgpwﬁ. to protect the interests of those who are particularly
vialnerable to (i.e,, whose interesta are strongly affected by) our own

actions and chodides .Oﬂ

That explains what iz wrong with "playing for
advantage” in all the situaticne described in Section 3.7. In all those
cases, exploited parties are particularly vuinerakble to their exploiters
in some way or another.

It is my thesis that the very sawe circumstances that would enable
you to exploit somecne else give rxise {via this duoty to protect the
vulnerable] te a moral duty to do pracizely the opposite, visiation of
that duty is the essence of interperaocnal expleitation. The two are
analytically inseparable. Just as the notion of ..mnsu.nm.ﬂw«.. is parasitic
upon the notion of "a duty of marital fidelity" (it is defined as, and
its wrenghess traced wholly to, the violation of that &...:..E. . 80 too with
the notion of “exploiltation" and the duty of protecting the vulnerable.
violation of that particular duty is the defining feature of interpersonal
axploitation; snd the wrongness of vielating nrm.n, particular duty wholly

accounts For the wrongness of interpersonal expleoitation.
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dscussions of cur treatment of mers things. There is no sense in
which you can bhe either fair or unfair to a ng.mm

That, however, constitutes yet another argument against those
standaxd analyses of interperscnal exploitation. For, while we may
not want to say that sxpleliting mere things is always wriong, neither
do we want to say that it &8 never wrong. And while at some level the
reasohs for the Jjudgments of wrongfulness must vary with the context,
we would be most surprised indesd u...m at the deapest level the fundamental
sense in which it was wyxong to exploit mere things was not of a cloth

with the fundamental sense in which it was wrong to exploit persens,

4.1, Arguments like mine in Part III above which are couched in terms

of "appropriateness" escape such criticisms, “Appropriateness" is a
concept that clearxly ¢an apply equally well to our treatmant of parsons
and of things. &and the wrongfulness of inappropriate treatment also
seens (¢ travel easlly across both kinda of cases.

In Part ITY above, inappropriatencss was analyzed in terms of games
and, more generally, of our practices and their wnderlying perposes. This
too can carry over into discussions of o.ﬁn treatment of mere things. At
leagt one sense in which we exploit mexe things is to use them

inappropriately——to miguse them, where "misuse” is defined striotly in

terms of QuY own u..wum.n.uw.u‘ That is at least part of what conservationists
mean when they say, scoldingly, that excessively intensive cultivation or
fishing or mining explodts our natuzal Hmmo.p.nnmm. That is to say, it
constitutes an inapprxepriate use, in the sense that our own purposes
weuld bé better served in the long run if we were to adopt a more

reaponsible made of Hﬁ_.i&.on.mo

-31-

4.4. That analysis oFf the wrongfulness of ewploiting mers things ties

it very much to human ourposes, There l& a second appioach, paralleling
my analysis in Section 3.8, that iz less guilty of “human chauvipism.™
There, I gsuggested that eyploitation consfists essentially in the vielation
om our moral duty to protect the vulnerable, where "the vulnerable” were
analyzed as those whose interests are strongly affected .Um_. our actions
and choices.

How, there is no reason bto cuppose that people alone have interests.
Various arguments, soms of which I find compelling, swuggest that at
leagt some other things (animals, certainly; perhaps ecosystens as well)

© If they do, then they nﬁu“._.“_.mm. for

can likewise have iatexests.
protection on this same principle. Violatlop of ﬂ.nﬂ_ duty to protect

the interests of vulpexable constituents of tie patural envircnment would
constitute sxploitation of a kind indistinguishable from the exploitation

71
of perscns.
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17.

1B.

19.

20.

21,
22.

23.

=34

Feinberg L983, 213. Here Feinberg was actually talking about both
Mailer and another “carrion bird," Schiller, whem I leave out of the.
rale without bsthering to indicate with sllipsesa. .._.E.m is a case
whezre "h uses some trait or clrcumstance of B _ao make a gsin nou.

nimself, but B iz neither harmed nor henefited in the muon.wuusu

as such it constitues the core of Feinbsrg's (1983, 215-9} analysis
of exploitation as “parasitic profit" or “unjust enrichment.,”

See similarly Panichas {1981, 233-4) and Roemezr (1982 a,b); but

cf. Elster (}982h, 365-9).

That on-balance assesswents of wrongness (and perhaps even of
wifalyness) might dlverge is emphasized by Fefnberg (1583, 220 ff.}.
That the unfairness and ocur objections to it are rot cancelled by
countervailing considerations ls dramatically illustrated by Tormey" 5
{1873, 212) point that reciprocal exploitation of two people by

one another does not cancel ouxr dhjections to the practice, but
rather doubles them,

Cohen 1979, 343; see fuxther Conen 1983, It is clear from context

that this is also what Cohen (1978, 333) means when saying "exploitation

entails oppreszion.” . .

Feinberg 1983, NE,..P. ‘ ghe definitions come from the Oxfoxd English
Dictionary once again.

For a rather &mnoumuﬁ.nnocgm__..n to this effect, see Steinex (1984, 227).
See generally Wilsen (1978).

Elster (1983, 276-9) writes, “"As I cb&mnmn.w:a it, the phrase 'raking
unfair advantage ¢f someone' not only doas not wawb_‘. but actually
excludes the idea of physically forcing someone to work for one's

own profit. .../T/bis does not ewclude that the person being taken

advantage of is in some sense 'forced' or 'veerced, * but this sense

cannot be the one that lpplies an infringement of his physical liberty.”

26,

27.

2B,

29.

30,

3L,

32.

|Mm|

Cohen 1979, 3431, See similarly Fainbazg®s (1983, 223—4) talk of

© *asymmetry.”

See Broad {1516, 390), Hart (1BES, 185), Rawls (1958, 178) and.
more am.uwut.uu.: Gocdln (1976, ch.7).

Roewexr (1982c, 269; see further 1982hL) .o.ogouwt.uom the clagsical
Marxian nnnu_.wwn._.os a5 follows: “An expleoited producex is one who
cannot possibly comnand as much labor value, through the purchase
of goods with his revenues, ams the labor he contributed Ln production,
and ms expiciter is ome who unambdguously 3332._.% more labor time
through goods vnunyum.mm no matter how he dispenses his revenues.”
The shopkeeper gelling the goods at a high price might wxmm_.ou_._... suach
a shopper's attributes (primarily among them his laziness), w.En that
does not in the circumatances specified seem to amount to exploiting
the whele person. .

See Goodin (1982, 104-5) and ng.mﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ refarences there., Cohen
(1972, 232) approaches thiz point, but then retreats back to the
reciprocity analysis, whan he says, "My neighbour does not exploait

me if in friendship I dig his garden for him, particularly if he

. stands ready to defend mine against marauders,”

Wilson 1978. See alsc the discussions under the headings of "family,"”
"friendsnip," and "gratitude” in Goodin (1985bh, ch.5) and the

further rgferences thexe.

See, e.g., Feinberg (1963, 202-3, 222}: “a skilled exploiter piays
on the other's character in a way a pianist 'plays on' the plano.™
Saa Goodin (1980, ch.l).

Cohen (1978, 3300 emphasizes this pragmatic connaction: "If the
exploited were to see that they are exploited. they would resent

their subjection and thzeaten eocial stability. And if the exploiters
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48,
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52.
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important in grounding judgments of fairness. Rawls (i955, 180} writes,

"ysually, acting unfairly is not o pagh the breaking of any particular
rule, wvon if the infraction 1s difficolt to detect (chaating), but
taking advantage of loopihwles or ambigultles in rules, availing

opegelf of unexpected or spacial olrxcunstances which wake it

impossible to enforee them, inaisting that rules be snforced to one's
advantage when they should be suspended, and more generally, acting
contrary to the intention ¢f a practice.” Steiner n_.omn‘ 227} offers
the noﬂer_.ﬁ._...w axample of somecne who pigs out at a charity banguet:
"It seems unlikely that we shéuld be inclined to judge thie ... Tonly
fair...': we should want to say, rather, that .m...ﬂzmn umnmou_wﬂ was not
acting within the spirit of the occasion, that he was not truly a
benefacter." Focusing on the ethes of games in this way seems to me

a preferable way of fleshing out the notione of "nature™ and “ends"

that figure so centrally lh Sensat's (1984} analysis of exploitation 54,

‘a5 the inappropriate wse of a thing contrary to ivs nature.

As Cohen {1578, 332) says, there would be "no serious unfalrness"-—

no real exploitation—in the relations between feuwdal loxd and serf

if that were really the true Gemeinschaft it pretended to be. Serious
unfairness (real exploitation) arose because gemeinschaftliche games
were beiny played according to mmm“_.“_.wavw.n.n.u,»nsm xules.

Beokt (1%75; 1976, ch.8) and Roemer (1982 a,b) both come to
escentially this point, although approaching it from very ahmmmﬂmuﬂ_

55,
angles.

56,
Wilson (1978) similarly defines exploitaticon as the abuse of powex.

Feinberg 1983, 215-9, 224,

Prosser 1971, B56-8.

Williams 1954.

- w.wl

These are In essence moral constraints on the operation of econcmico
narkets, As such, they find ready parallels in the peasankt societies
of eighteenth-century England {(Thompson 1971) and contemporary
Southeast Asla [Fecott 1975:; 1976). It is by now clear--from Hirsch's
{1976) discussion of the role of the pre~capitalist "moral legacy” in
capitalist societies, or from variouwe discussions of the need for
Lackean proviyos in theoxies of property acyuisition (Bogart 1965,
or Erom the legal unenforceability of "unconscionable contxacts”
(Dewlin 1965, ch.3; Xronman 1980)--that markets presuppdse some

guch congstraints, sociclogically, morally, and perhaps even logigally,
The latter is the strongest version of the flaim: markets presuppose

legally enforceable property rights, which would be undercut if

everything {including judges and constables) were up for graps in

the market.
Wilson 1978. This usage-—if not this explanatlion-—is found in Blau
{1964, 78); "The individual who 18 less deeply invelved in a love

ralationship ... i* in an advantageous position, since the other's
greater concern with continuing the relationgship makes him or hex
dependent and gives the less involved individual power. .... This
power _n.!.. be uzed to explolt the other; the woman who explaits a
man's affecticn for economic gain and the hoy who sexually exploits
a girl whe is in love with him are clwious examples.”

Feinberg pmmw. 207-8, 223, Wilson 1978, 302-3,

Feinbarg (1983, 223) surely exaggerates when saying, "The most .
flagrant form of woral parasitism is that which takes advantage of
the 3050ng.m forbearance of others and thus unfairly exploits their
honesty and trustworthiness."” Exaggexaticn apact, Feinbexg's

position is widely:shared in nodern moral philosophy by, e.q.,

Broad (1916, 3%0), Hart (1955, 185) and Rawls {1958, 178).
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(1)

"Discriminatien’, "oppression" and "exploitation" are the
terms most used1t0 designate the essence ofjWbmen‘s rﬁle.
in a patriarchel society. I.shall nere maintain that

of these three terms exploitation is the only one

which lesads us towards a more thorough explanation of

the dynamics of male domination. The arguments here

advanced apply in particular %o the relationship between
the sexes in the Vestern welfare states of today.

My thesgés consists of three distinct slements:

1. Tt is not primarily a question of the explqitation of
women's workine capacity. Neither are the profits accrued by
the exploitation of women a question of. Fresdom from
something, %o "be released from menial tasks and unplnasant
burdsns" (J Farr Tormey, 19?6 211). The isstue- seen at its
most profound is primarily an appropriation of
women's physical and mental powers, a draining of their
energcy as sexual individuals wnich at the samé bime under—
mines their powsrs of action in the wider context of the
community. This is associated with another point of view

 for which I argue, namely that the life of people as sexw

gendered ind1v;duals and the sex-gender gystem as a whole

- must be explalned from within themsnlvps.
Cnly then can we undﬁrstand the se questions in their ‘wider
context embraeing aiso other soclal dlmensions and aspects of
life. Lo

-

2. The other party in thé:pfocess of exploitatipn'is the man,



—o-

48 an individuzl and as a group. "o the eaxtant that
certain soclal structures such s capital und state
have vested interests in maintasining the sexual
expleitation process, they are secondary partners.

The power process in which exploitation has i$s
roots is lived out primarily in terms of direct
perscnal relationships, i.e. on the social-existential
level. This does not contradict the hypethesis that
sexual relationsnips, Jjust as all other human rolation-
ships, are shaped in a historical process. by the societ
in which they operate and in that sense can be said

to be historically secondary.

3. That wiich unites the wxxsexsbedt Marxist notion of
exploitafion with the sexual—existential one postulated
here is, in the first place, that ultimately both take
as their peoint of rceference natural talents and powsrs
of a human and social mind: work capacity and powers of
life and action. A further point of contact is that borh
cf these life processes, that upheld by work and -hat
upheld by the powers of sex-mender, assume a special
position; only these are absolutely aggential feor man's
existence., By "exploitation" I refer primarily to the
apprepriation of certain natural powers and abilities
indispensible to man; appropriation rﬁférsz te the
decisive situation where a person or a mroup of people
remove these poﬁers from others without_replading them

and without those who are exploited having control over -

the situation themselves, 1.e. they have no real
alternative to the exploitation relationshin,



[

‘roughly “takln* unfair advantase of ano“her parson,

(1I)

Fxp101taclon is normally understood as a moral terméj
A fairly widespread interpretation is probablytfor example,
that Marx used the word exploitation in hig thecry of surplus
value because he disliked capitalism. There ig, howevor,

no reason in a scientific study for loadinz the term

exploitation itselfl with moral i.,e, normative elanents,
either in our readina of Marx or for our understanding
of other areas. As Geouldner puts it:

it can be Pmployed 31moly to refear to certaln
transactions involving an exchange of things of

unequal value (1960:166).

The moral overtones and implicapions of the term éxPloit—

ation are not thereby irrelevant. This arises from social

relationships ass ciated with ekploitation being allied

to the norm of r901proc1tz, to pay like #ith like" to use
an 0ld Nordic/Islandic expr9531on. This norm, which says
that if you take or receive something from another person

you should repay in the same coin or with somethlng of the
same value, is clearly one of the most widespread and
oldest norms known to history. Hypothetically Oor as an
empiric - wenerallsatlon, we may treat uhe norn of
rec;pr001ty as universal. Gouldner compares its usage and
cultural implications with the incest taboo (1960:171), 3)
The alleged ~ and in innumerable studies the confirmed . —
unlveraallty naturally does not mean tqat the norm of

're01pr001fy exists and applles unaffected bv socio- cultural

and hlbtorlcal c1rcumstances.
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4

5

The term exploitation acguired a continued and wider
usaze amcng the early soCiologists (early'lOOOs)' Thus
the American sociclogists L von #eise and Howard Backpr
(1932) write that they see capitalisn's eéonomic
exploitatlion only as "one of the forms which are found
amonx the phenomena of exploitation”. They continue that:
The destruction of capitalism will not signalize the end
of exploitation, but will merely prevent the appearance
of some of its forms and will open up new ooportunities
for others" (Gouldner, ibid, s 165, note 18).

Among the Fislds, apart from economics, im which these
"grand old men" of socioclogy applied the term exploitation,
was the sexual. It 1s here, in tne fisld of sexegender
relationships, that it continues to be used to the full
even when it has nearly disappesared otherwise from sociolozy.
(Gouldner, ibid, s166);5j #hy sexuality in particular.
cccupied this special position is not explained by

Gouldner, and I do not intend t¢ explore the subjsct

further in these pages. My reason for highlighting these
frdgments from the history of the t=rnm explbitation is

to show, in the first place, that it has a sood "pedigres"
and, in the second, that there is at least no historical
basis for the claim of the marxists to a monopoly of

its use, The plau51b111ty of their clalm may lle Lather

in 1 the fact that Marx S tnrm has a strictly : 301°nt1f1c

mraning and. tacges 1ts place in a closely delineated
theoretical context. But this does not counstitute an

' obstacle to a similarly strict use of it fn.another

4 St s P T
thooreticnl oordzawts
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specially if this otaer context has cortain important

" points of contact with the marxist fizld of usaze. In a

way I am inclined to agree with Waller's comment on his

oWn use of.the term in The ¥amily: A Dynamic Interpretation
(1951):"The word exploitation is by no means a desir-

able one, but we have not been able to find another which
will do as well" (Gouldner, ibid, si56). Waller's
mis~ivings were due to the fact thnat the word has such
strong %%jrx%%al:tajtvieons in everyday languase, and is so
contraversial in the sciencesy but he was unable to

select ancther word which captured bettar the reality
that he wished to illustrate.

(Ivy

Marx’s usaze of the term exploitation is in itself not

in the strict sense normative or moral. It can, howsver,
be said to have two other sorts of preconditions or
implications of which one implies a norm, namely the
reciprocity norm discussed above. Ih the boursecis '
society it acquired a very special relevance, The Yfair
gxchange" had from the very origins of the exchanme '
principle meant "the equal exchange'. Yhathar it was women
exchanged for pigs, butter for wodlcloth or Tish for

ircn ore and brandy there was always the firm assuantion
that it should be all square. ffarly liberal social thsory
had equality as an axiom. All human individuals were
 regarded literally as equal, or at least more alike than
unalike (see Jénasddttir, 1983)
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and the norm of ejual value in exchange ) éﬁtﬁrpd a naw

historical phase as currency bacams more wldely accnnbﬂd

as tne equlvalent of other objects. T™e idea that in econcmic
exchange transactions one should receive, indeed have the
right to receive, as much in return as was ziven was thus
nothing that Marx discovered. Sale and purchase of

different items, both work and other thlnqs, had equal

value as its guiding principle.

- A further principle lay behind the bourgeois-libsral thaory

and system of norms, nam2ly freedom. Jiqual individuzls wers

by nature free and indepondent. And as such th ¥ entered

into their necessary exchange contracts. Uncertalnty as to
the cuteome of the powsr struggle that would ensue if

the individuels, equal phy31cally ‘and 1nte1kectUallv were to
come into conflict gave, however, rlsp bo the need Eor an
entity Superidr to the individual - the state. The political-
economic. principle underlying capitalist,social thecry is

that of free individuals who - through equal exchance and with
their. freedom and priva e proPePty vuaranteed by the state -

‘buy that whlch they do not produce themsalves and zell hdt'

which Lhﬂv ‘have an excess of

fhat darx hizhlishted was, amonsst other thinzs, that the
propertyless sorkKers ware neither free nor equal (comoared
with aristocracy, prlesthood establlshment and farmzrs)
other than in certain reapects. They were ffee in the sanse
that they were not serfs, and they were equal (compah@d with
the landed #entry) in the sense that they had their working
capacity to sell. But th=y nad no dltornatlve if it should
happen that they did not obtain a frir deal on the market.
Marx adop{s the Bremlse that the ‘necessity- for a worker to
sell his 1n order to eat was fundamnntallv different
in character from sven . the nece551ty For a small farmzr to
sell nis butter even if the price was low. The worker had
no choice, no alternative . The farmer can ror a time live
off other products and postpone the purchase of that which
he would have used the hutter money for.
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When, therefore, Marx demonstrated that the_capitalist, “
economic exchange on the labour market was neither equal

(i.e. labour power was rewarded according '

to its market price but not according to its productive

value during the working day) or free, ons may say that thish
theory implied a norm or rather perhaps a lack of norm, a contradi-
etion 6f social principle. But this was, as I have said, not
discovered by Marx and was not dependent upcn his moral

standpoint.

A quite different premise for Marx's theory is that he
was working on the basis of a certain ontolo=zical or
philosophical/anthropological view of the nature of man.
This is that man, roushly speaking, is a social, active,
self-developing, historically chanszing being. Amona the
many things that this visw of mankind iwmpliss is the idea
that man will not veluntarily submit himss1f to boﬁdaqe,
gither literally or metaphorically. History also showed
that the relatively independent small farmer did not leave his
own land to sell himself as a worker until he had no other
choice open to him, But history also showed'moreover,that

; man reconciled himself and adapted himself to conditions
that,with the best will in the world,could not be called either
free or equal., Behind Marx's exploitation, as an empirie
theoretical category, lie firstly the obtaining social
norms {reciprocity in exchanges, eqﬁality and freadom):
and secondly a certain ontological/anthropolosical view of
man and thirdly empirie - obsservations frcm'history o the
actiong of man which were in harmony with the hyvothetical

view of man.

A further precondition for the term exploitation must bhe

brought forward specifically. This has f{ormed a part of the

discussion above without being explicitly hishlizhted.

Observations of historical chsnges in forms of land comntrol and
the control over the means of maintaining livelihood in sensral -

formed . in a certain sense the most fundamental of

Marx's studies. This is connected to an zlament in historicsal P

materialism which, for some reason, has always bsen and still l

is controversial, namely that differant areas in society are v
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quite obaect1Vﬁly ascribed different demrees of importance,
Marx set out from the Ffact that people zre phys;cal living
creatures who die if they are not given food and protection

of different kinds. He tqereby 1aid down also that the

material world and its historically chanzing circumstances
assumed a different degree of importance in community life
from, for instance, reli@ious ideas or tha political and
Judicial institutions that man over the course of time has
set up and continuously altnred. ¥ha -charact@rlxﬂd thea
sccial ppnditiona#ith respﬂct to the matar1al world under
capitalism, and what Was dt the saume time new in comparison
with the Middle Ages, was that large numbars of prople were,
so to spuak suspended in 1imbo, Thev nad no 1mmed1ata acecessg
to any secure means of SUbalSt%F rbvg%el%br tﬁgmééXthock,
nothing. In order to survive thaywere compelled to work for
others, who in a nev sense owned the means of sub81stence.

8001o-pccnom1c

conditicns had thus evolved circumstances controlllnﬂ

man' S livelihood, morz closely resembling the relatlonshlp
befween slave owner and slave than that of ﬁme feudal bond,

A whole class of people had been rendered completalv powerless
in the face of the fundamental need for daily brnad and a roof

over th“lr heads.

mhlq comnleto dependence upon othaer p90ple who owned with
the full consent of the law, providss ths bacquound
necessary in order that the new (ca01tallst) and mere subtle
form of economic exp101tatlon can take place and becoms:
institutionalised. Dag @storberg sums up t‘lS multlplm—lﬂvel
relationship in this way.

The crux cf the class. conPllct lies in the fact that
one class does not have control over its own working
situation and the products which are created. ™he other
class decides what shall be produced and how it shall
be produced, what shall be invested, etc. Thig lack of
power is a form of what Marx (follon1nz Hegel) called
‘alienation. 3tarting from contemporary. social economice
Theories, Warx demonstrated that the alienation finds
its expression as exploitation on the. labour marzat,




‘surplus value.

in the now famous theory of » Tnis is often
interpreted in the way that ths worker is committed
to an ostensibly fair contract with th~e own-or of
capital, which in actual fact means that the latter
zains advantages through it. The werkars =zet “"short-
chanzed" {(they are exploited). From the socielogical
point of view the exploitation is not primarily of
an economic, monetary kind, but more a juestion of
self-determination, of powsr over one's own work

and th2 proceeds from it. (@sterberg, 197::107).

The juestion is,if we instead of talkine about azlienation
to mean the powerlessness and dependence with respect

to the means of production can talk about exploitation

of a different kind from the specifically =sconcmic,
‘monetary. The monetary form of exploitation implies

the appropriation of the capacity Ffor work during a
longer time than that for which the worker is paid. But
the removal of control over the conditionsof subsistence,

over the opportunity te decide how the work should be
organized, how it should be expandéd and how its products
should be used, can be said %o constitute a sort of
exploitation and a crippline of man's orsanisatory and
administrative ability, of man's powsr of achion.

The notion of exploitation in Marx can thus be said to
comprise two levels: one more fundamental, the anpropriation
and paralysing of socio-economic power cf action; and one
less fundamental (i.e. cconomic in a more restricted

sanse), the appropriation oflabouriﬂogﬁﬁess of the price
paid. My main objective here is to argus that the

sex-zender specific exploitation of women has to do with

the removal from women of an unreasonably largme

preportion of their vital streneth, i.e. those talents

and energy which are of crucial importance not only for
the reproduction of the workforce, but above all for the
whole power of action.

4P

The term exploitation w:s used assiduously by the women's
liberation movement, especially during the first years.
It was used in the main as a broadly cbndemnatory word,
one of many (cp. discrimination, sexism, oppression atc. )
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in the search for a word which would olnpoint with deadly
accuracy "the intanzible", what "they did with us", But
as research into sex dlscrlmlnatlon has striven to explore
the dﬂepﬂr meaning and implications bPhlﬂd the words, the
Gera ex9101tdu1nn was almost completely been lost in the
process, while the word Toppression", which is its nearest
equivalent, has gained ground. ' .

The intellectual environment and the philosophical
heritage which has perhaps lent'the most inspiration to
thecretical studies of tha relatlonshlp between the sexes
o~ is the various ramiflcatlons of Marxism. Here were
assumptlons and eoneepts.: ‘which sesued to be able to cover a
part of that which could never really be put as_a guestien
L X . within the framewcrk of the closest
available analysis of the sexual rdles. Asaumptlcns abeut .
a dominant ideology which shaped the minds of people. lent.
substance and matﬂrlal support to the analyses of socialisatbn.
- The hypotnesis that certaln groups must prov1de a workforce
> reserve if capltallsm was to maintain its V1gour gave s8ls0
a much-needed. perspectlve to women's free,cholce between
home and wdrk. Terms such-as power and OpprQSSicn emerged
—~ as’' being clearly appropriate for résearcheréQWhOSe work had
already reached the limits of what the sex+role analysis of the
complemantary-relatioﬂggd_even_the newer.sfratification
. alternative could embrace. Without entprihg upbn'the
' "unhappy narriaze between feminism and Marxism" e
however, it can clearly be seen that Marxist research
circles 1n most countries acted in practlce both as a
stlmulatlnw and & restricting 1nfluence_upqn the =fforts of
feminist: research to pose the problems from .it8 own
point of view. Thus 1n the beginning it met. with resistance.
to the assertion that women as genderlc belngs were gppraased
across the frontiers of class and race. This would imply
that even upper class womien were onprpssed in sonme sanse,
and thls i1l accorded W1th prevallinw thought patterns.
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However,jfeminisqkesearchers through theoretical and

empiric studies have established the use of an expression
which designates specifically sexual oppression. An
important guestion in Mafxist-orientated femihiéqtheory

is therefore how sexual oppression and the social sex—géuder
system in general are connected with the economic and
material existence and the social processes based upon
social classes. But the @w0ost burning aguéstion for feminist

theory is and remains, in my view: What does the specifically

‘evolving?

sexual oppression consist of, understood as a distinctly
social phenomenon and a historical process which-is not

only analytically separate from class relationships and %the
work process? This despite the fact that the sex-gender systenm
is naturally part and parcel of the community as a whole.

Here the Marxist orientated reminisqtheory mests somethiné

of a cross-current within Marxism, namely the quastion of

to which ereas of society, other than political economy,

historical materialism in general and Marx's method in
particular can be extended. Expressed slightly differently:
what potential does Marxism have for application within new
areas, new in the sense that they were nct of interest as

fields of k?owledge at the time when Marxist thought was
8

Jon Elster'belongs te those Marxists who, partly in
pclenic against'fé@jniatresearch, have written about
the term exploitation. He consistently (1980, 1981, 1982)
uses two countér—examples to show what exploitation is EQE!
One is the feudal extraction of surplus labour, which
which should more accurately be tsrmed "extortion", he
szys. The other counter-example is toe exploitation of
women, where Elster regards "oppression” as saying all
that needs to be said on the mattsr. "Bxploitation
proper", according to Elster's view, exists only within
capitalist economy. The self-perpetuating economic
necessity is the only real exploitation relationship,

I will return to this later.
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TlSter also puts forward the very reasonabla point

of view that what is more 1ﬂportant than a dispute over
words is tc arrive at a description of the mechanisms
which zive rise to and perpetuate injustice in family

and community life (Hlster 1981:410). This is, of course,
perfzctly correct, but only to a certaln llmlt. Realistic
descriptions and exp051tlons which aim to 2o deeper than
the superficial level require the "rlabt words" As I see
it, femlnlst . theorists have in thelr guest for
knoWIedge oonsisténtly”avoided too great1a_disoute over
words. This is the casé;-for exanple,'in”fhe use of the
term oppression. But we cannct in the long run accent
merely a "moral and loosely defined umbrolla term"

or the pragmatic approach that "the term 13 useful
insofar as it leads our thinking forward towards strat=
egies for llberatlon from oppression.* (Gullestad M,

- 1981: 560) If we fall to recognise the p01nt at which we

should deal speclflcally with the 1mpllcat10ns of our
terminology and ask o@%elves if they cover what we are
attempting to elucidate, we will soon be confronted at the
very least by the faq9¢ﬂethave no clear idea of what
"release from oppression” is all about. T suggest that
"oppression" is no- lonver sufficient as an explanatory
category.

Gullestad says, and ao Tar as she g0es qulte rlqntly

' in my view:

By drawing the distinctlon between economio relation-
‘ships {exploitation) and power relationships (oppres-
sion), we can also show how ideological and psycholo-
gical oppression paves the way for economio exploi~
tation (ivid, s 360%

Here ODPPGSBLOH is 1n Lact undorstood as a w1der term than
exploitation, and o,preSSLOn has morsover an 1doologlcal
and psycholovlcal character. Oppr9531on 15 seen as a
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continuous manipulation of the senses which preparss ths
ground so that people accept being exploited. But my
objection is that exploitation ought not to be réstricted to
theieconomic and material level, gither in the monetary form
or in the more fundamental sense]/the political and

economi¢ power ovér the means of production. For evan

if we allow the term to assume certain wider implications-
in this case 9} a sexually based exploitation of v1ta11+? -
we do not lose sight of the distinction from "oppression"
as a more gemeral term. %hat we sain is that we'can include
phenomena:and processes in reality which the term
"oppression” does not reach. And thess phenomesna are
different in kind from those implicit in the class-based
exploitation of the work process. There are, howaver,
certain uniting characteristics, Pirstly, it is a Qquestion
in both cases of man s physical and living powsrs and
talents; secondly we are dealing with the two natural
prerequisites for the continuation of ths specises.

A human being's sexusl life and working life cannot in

this respect be compared with anythine alse. '

(V1)

The philosopher Judith Farr Tormey (1976) seems hlthorto
to be the only cne to make a deeper analysis of the

term exploitation as applied to the situation of women,

In her essay "EBxploitation, Oppression and 3zlf-3acrifice"
she sees the demand for self-sacrifice, the social norm
that requires of people to forge th=2ir own rizhts and
interests, as an important opprnssiv5 device, Since this
nerm is in g?tlcular directed towards women, savs farr
Tormey, it contributes towards malntalnlng a systematic
exploitation of women. She sees her own notion of ex-
ploitation as super;or'to the Marx1st-'...my understandineg
of the concept has greabter scope and sxplanatory power and
examples of exploitation in the econonmic sphere can be
subsumed under it'" (Farr Tormey, 1975:214).
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Parr Tormey draws, as I see it, ceftain_helpful

distinctions between the concapts of oppression

and expleitation. However in wy view she has not

baen wholly successful in capturine the vital

point the actual dynamics in- the genderié exploitation
process s and has not clearly explained who are the

main partners in the relationshnip.

- A fundamental difference between oppression and
exploitation, says Farr Tormey, is that the gxploited
party can equally well be pecple or nature, wheras
only people can be oppressed. Vice-versa, the exploiter
must be a person or'group_of people, while oppression
can come from non~human sources, for example nature.
Anong the more important differences between exploit-
ation and oppression, she continues, is the fact that

- someone can oppress another person without gaining'
anything, wheras exploitation always of mnecessity
implies a profit (ibid, p 217). sShe ascribes to opp-
ression the implication of & special form of slavery
‘based upon the assumpbtion that ths person believes that
the conditions hebr.she_lives_under are those that |
he or she deserves to live under_(ibid);30ppression_
‘thus differs from other forms of slavery inasmuch as the
force or compulsion:involved operates more at the
mental than the physical level. Two necessary and,
taken together, sufficient conditions must. therafore
be fulfilled beforé-oppression can be-s#id to axist:

l. Oppression is a relatlonshlp in Wthh thﬂ partias
must be people

' - o | ' gical states

2. Oppression requives influenees on paycholo (1b1d n 2163,
cal 'I h :

By psychelogi/State Rarr Tormey msans both the so-called

coznitive and®®Rcosnitive states, that is to say both

“beliefs and moods. Tue metaphor to be. "down" captures
well the assence of what oppression is about, she continues,
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both in the sense of mental state and of actual
social positions. "In the socially sisgnificant s=nss of
oppression one is "down" {put "down'" and kept "down')
as a result of unjust or unfair treatment gsnerated
by irrelevant social distinctions" (ibid). kegarding
nonﬁcdgnitivé méntal'statesor moods one can feel "down",
feel Qppresséd, and in that sense one is oppressed.
.Such moods can, according to this argument, be produced
| by, for instance, the weather, by certain physical
processes in the body Jjust as much as by something that
other people do or are involved in. "hat is decisive
here is that one feels oppressed. As far as the coxnitive
mental state is concerned, on the othsr hand, i.e. the
fundamental beliefshbout oneself and one's environment,
“one does neb need to feel oppressed in order to be
oppressed; What is typical of '"socially siznificant
oppression” is that one is heid "down™ ‘in & long-term
process. The decisive factor in this process is that
the person himself by his thoughts, feelinegs and actions
takes part in a self-adaptation and therefore the main-
tenance of a low-grade social position, a serving role
(ibid, p 215ff). Cppression, understood in this way,
thus paves the way for exploitation. And the doctrine -
of self-sacrifice 10) Farr Tormey sees as the relevant
moral principle, the means of oppression which most
effectively prepares women for exploitation.

Tarr Tormey sets up three general eriteria according to
which & social relationsiip may be called exploitatioeon,
and a fourth which applies in cases where the exploited
are people: ' |

1. Exploiﬁatiqn is a three-party ralationship Tejulring
that at least one party is a person or zrcup of people.
More precisely, the exploited party must be a person or
group of pecple. (She later uses for the sake of
simplicity "a person" instead of the Llonger "a person
or group of people”.)
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2. BExploitation necessarily implies that someone mains
something or derives some proflt (thls, as we have seen,
in conbtrast to oppre551on which can exlst w1thout
anybodv zaining anything from it).’

5. Exploitation is like a zero.sum game,
i.e. what the exploiter gains the exploited loses;
or as & minimum requirement: in'order that the exploiter
shall gain (something) the victim of exploitation
shall losé(something). #hen natural reéburces are the
object of exploitation the word most commonly used
is depletion.) That exploitation is-liké a Zero
~ sum . game does not-however imply that the exp101tam_mdy
not also gain oomﬁthlng, 50 to Speak on the side
3he draws an Ldeple from pokﬂr* " may thoroumhly
PRSCY Your eomiany and the oxperienca of playine
poker with you even when I lose heavily" (ibid, p 211).

4. “When the victim of exploitation is a person, ex-
- loitaticn rsquires the bresaxing of the principles of
tgustlce in the sense that either no concern is shown
for the interests of the ‘exploited or that the rizhts
of the exp101ted are infringed. This need not imply that
the interests or rlgnts are not raspected at all; .
 ‘what is important is that they are not allotbted their
fair degree of importénce (ibid, p 207f).

The concrete'exploitation sitﬂatidn arouhd'which Tarr Tormey
builds her analysis 1s the situation in mosb homes that the
wlfe/mother taxes on a magor share of menlal tacsks and
unpleasant burdens", .(1b;d, p 211). The p:ofit on the

part cf the exp101ter.§bn3ists of freedom from these tasks.
I will return to this,

She lays down the distinction between on the one hand
expleitation and on the other mutual compengation and
fair exchange. This is a crucial division sinece it is
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precisely the infringement of the qualitative
reciprocity, absence of the equal exchange, that
exploitation is all about. She maintains that
compensation is compatible with exploitatidn. It is
therefore possible to assert that a wife/housewife is
exploited with respect to item ¥ ("menial tasks and
unpleasant burdens™) even if she is compensated through
possibls not having any economic responsibilities‘
outside the home. It appears tnat Farr Tormey aven
accepts the assertion that,in that case,the wife
exploits the husband with respect to item Y (gainful
employment), and that he in his turn is compensated

by not taking on his fair share in item X, The point'is

that it is a question of mutual compensation. Mutual

exploitatioﬁ can thus exist, but this doss nct

correspond directly to fair and equal exchange because
the mutual exploitefs do not start from the same position
(she here refers to Rawls who,in his Philosophy of
Justice uses ‘the term "original position") (ibid, p 212).
A pointer to the fact that compensation ¢f the above-
mentioned kind does not invalidate the expleoitation,

continues rarr Tormey, is ziven by a working man who
claims that he is exploited by his wife working in the
home, but who at the same time would probably not change
places with her. o

_ {the elements/
Lot us now look back and sum up ¥arr Tormey, i.e.fin

her analysis that I find relevant for my proposition
here, and therafter proceed to the points of criticism,
Oppression is understood as a long-term (ideolozical)
breaking down of a person's fundamental beliefs about
themselves and their place in life. The crucial point
is that the individuals concerned actively adopt this
attitude and do not necessarily feel it as something
oppressive. The moral principle of self-sacrifice,
living for others, operates as a means of oppression
which in a special way is dirscted asainst wemen.
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Cppression with the doctrine of self-sacrifice as its
most effedtive weapon thus prepares the way for exploit-
ation. 1) The exploitation relationship itsslf implies
that certain individuals, in the case in point housewives,
take upon themselves an unreasonable share of menial and
unpleasant tasks so that other family members are releagz:d
from them and have more time to pursue other activities.
Oppressicn for Farr' Tormey can thus be said to be a less
far-reaching concept or_only a conceptual precondition'
for exploitation, in contrast to the aim of being in a
position to explain an exchange between two parties where
cre gains something that the other correspondingly loses.
And this last point is, as I see it, of paramount imp-
ortance. The discussion dbout sex discrimination and
oppression of women often sounds as if no particular party
wins anythins by it.

(VII)

I regard ths shortcomlnws or the insufficiencies in #arr
mormey 3 analysis as belng of three kinds. In the first
place she describes the genderte: expleltatlpn relatlonshlp
basically as only negative, i.e. that the valn ‘cengists of -
freedom from something, that the explolter aVOldS doing
certain thlnps.

/+es/other members of the family /.../gain  freedom
from tae tasks (menial tasks and unpleasant burdens)

‘and to the sawme extent. the nousemlfe loses this freedom
(ibid, p 211). The profit and loss, I propose, has also in a
sense a positive substance inasmuch as the éxploiting
partrner literally derives. emergy and the lbsipg partner is
depleted of powers necessary amongst othar thlnvs for

indeps ndenb action.,



=20=
In the second place, 1t is not only a guession of work.la)

The unevenly divided household chores 12) are certainly

‘a very important factor, and a far-reaching chanze must take

place.there for the relationship between the sexes

tc change in any way a¥% all. But the sexual expleoitation
process goes further than the fact that one party carriss
out mors of certain chores than ths other, and further than
the fact that cone has mors real free time than the other.
Fhat conditions this is & more deep-seated power
relationship, where women are required te dadicate them-
szives by investing-their vital powers, making themselves
complaetely available, without themselv=s being able to

lay down the conditions other than within very narrow
limits. If women desire access to the sources of the
ménderic 14Fe",- T if they wish to be able to grow and
assert themselves as independent sociazl beings, as genderic
individuais, it is as a rule on conditions of submission.

farr Tormey% analyslis must be further'developped or
clarified on a third point, and that is on th2 gquestion

of who is the exploiting party, granted that the exploited
party is the housewife. He speaks both of "other membars
of the family" and of "the husband”. As I see it the

main .;'conflict exists bebtween the woman/wife and man/
husband. How the woman/housewife makes use of or is made use
of by, for example, the children in the fasily is
subsidiary to the fundamental rzlationship betwesn the
adult man and woman., Cf the family relaticnships this is
the only one where the parties are potentially on =sgual
terms,
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In the remainder of this paper I Shall.attempt to
develoo in greater detail the ideas presented in
the introduction, shich serve/as a startlng point
fornw'cr1t101qu of Farr Tormey.

<WIII)

It should have emerged clearly from the precedlng

paragraphs that I both accept and reject Marxism.
More precisely: I am'attempting to conceptualize the
specifically genderic problems in soc1ety, in part-

iecular the ,er51bbancn of male domination in the aze

of equallty, using the same mode of comprﬂhen81on which
enabled Marx to understand the problems of class and
cf ‘capitalism’s power of constant renewal, But tois
ambition requires at the same time a denial of ﬁarxism
| ag & universal mocda of thought based solely upon

;economy and labour. The idea is that in hlStO”lCdl

materialism it is by no means obvicus thaf we can

'treat "material! and-"economlc" ag the gam= thing,
g 3 - . s 4
- All that 1s material is not economic l_? eVQn in the

final analysis. ¥e must also be aware that work nsither
is nor ever can be life's only and complete "prime

‘want". What the sex-gender issues ultimately arise

from are bio-social material 01rcumstances. This
physical dimension formsa distinct element in human
nature as it is shaped hlstorLcally and 5001ally,

and forms a fundamental part of human nature which is
"1nterdmp@ndent with ltoelf" l.e. a part of natursa

as a whole. Hereit is more precisely the whole
constitution of man as a physical being, the comp-

_lementary sexual orwans and the 11V1ng bodyaand-m1nd

thenselves actlng in a spe01flc mﬂtamorphoels
with itse!¥. It is man’ s hody-and-mind - whieh supplies
both the raw material and the agent fer his transformation,
But ths link ' hers between social and natural
does nobt consist primarily of Eggg_l)) but of znother
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capacity, another creative process which we can For the
time being'call care 17) |
economic productive forees grow above all through
people creating "the extension of body and mind"

A or possibly love. The

while care and love betweasn people can only be in-
tensified by a more complete use of body-and-mind
together. '

In order to pursue my argumsnt further I shall now
clarify a distinetion which appeared first in

section (2) above, that between expleitation as a
technical term and the normative aspects or precon-
ditions of explbitation. This distincticn is net cnly
important for defending ths t2rm in a zaneral s=snse
of a scientific categcry (sse2 note 2 abova) but it
also helps us to isclate a number of cther thecrat-
ical distinctions which are important in the context.
It helps us, for'example, to comprehend hishorical

differences in what exploitation is about and what

it is that makes its existence possible. It is
important to be able to clarify diffzrences - evan .
if they are often minute and difficult to draw (see
inter al. #lster, 1980:4ff) ~ between explcitation
which is built upon direct and more or less open
force, as in the slave-owner economy of aniquity

and in feudalism, and the exploitation which takas
place in voiuntary transactions, as is the cage undar:

capitalism,

If the distinction between technical and normative helps
us to grasp how the technical aspect chanzes historically,
it then helps us also to se the way in which the
normative elements/preconditions are altered. It is

thus reasonable to assert that the exploitation of surplus
labour first becomes genuinely unjust under capitalism,
since it is first in that society that people are:
declared free and equal. f&veryone is, for instancs,
entitled to obtain maximum satisfaction of -
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his needs and to davelop his talents. The sams can
be said bto apply to the genderic exploitation. Cnly

when -equality has become historically possible,
politically and ideclogically recoznised and .

enshrined in statute, is its absence genuinely unjust.
At The sams time the apprOprlatlon of Woman 8
capacity for care is also, at least

in some waysisless obv1ous than in Paw11er 3001@r1ﬁs.

Te raturn to economic. productlon, the 1solatlon of

the technical elemsnt halps us to understand the

so-called internal econcmic force, what ®lster calls

an economic "causal chain®  (1980:3%). Yo can digt-

inzuish the independent constraining force that economy
can exert, althcough no threats take place batwse

pecple beyond the Nlthholdan_of of fers (dbid).
Unrmstralned. economlc power. arises from prlvatp
ownership of the means of productlon._Unquallflmd of

pure economic 1mpotence is generated by the bitter
'-hy51cal necessiby . for people to support themselvas -
_people who are both socially (polltlcally_dnd

judicially) free and'at'the- sam? tine wifhout
control ovar the means of production. I postulate
that the equivalent r@latlonshln of PO”QrHDOVDPlg3}anS

~.exists in the genderlg.f.life, and I Nlll_return to this.

'The distinction betWeén_the teChnicai-and:normabive
'elcments also helps us to see the actual substance

of the exploitati on relatlonshlp, that it is a queastion

~of a group of people alienating or laylnm claim to

somethlng from another Zroup. ThlS 1n91qht risks baing
compl tely lost by, for example, Glddens, when he
defines exploitation as "domination / over nature and /
or human beings / Whlch is harnessed to sectional

interests" (1981 60), Here the_exp101tat10n tarm 1is
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used for_exerted authoritarian power in the hroadest
sense, How matters stand ¢n this point is also very
unclear in most of the feminist writings where-the term is
used. On the other hand, when the arzument se=2ms to

imply assumtions about something being taken - that

the transfer of something is involved and not Jjust
oppreésion in a vazue sense - it is only labour and

time that are counted (cp. note 6), Cr rather, otn=r
possible factors are reduced to labour.

‘If . the body as a s=xual means of production is dealt

with, specific refrrences are as a ruls cemplately lacking

(18 This ressrvat.on with razard bo thazs reshk

on thisg point.
of feminist research may seem nisdirected ‘en ay part,

that tThe expleitation of women’'s bodiss and gsexuality .

is exabtly tha context whers "exploitation™ 1s most

often used. Yes, the tern is used, but as sooa as the
question arises of working out a theoretical understanding
of these issues, the term is either abandoned or =ziven

a content which fails to isolate the gex-zender spacirfic

oppression which originates from the "inner gendaric
force" in the free and sexually ejual society of todey.

If we fail to clarify the substance, i.e. (&) that somathinz
is transferred and (b) what is extracted in the exploitive
transaction relationship, we most probably fail to make
clear also that we ars talkin: about an interactivsa
relationship between certain groups of people. Social
transactions where one party taxkes unfair advantase of

the other can only take place batween pzople, between
active agents., It follows from this that structural
exploitation is a meaningless term (cp. 2.%. Tlster,
1980:12 and note 12). Structural oppression is, however,
valid. The historical and social conditicns are structural,
the azznts take a structural form, but th= sﬁstem br

structures cannot appropriate snythinz - only livine
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az?nss can Go this. The sane principlé'applies
broadly speaking in the sex-zander syhere as in the
eceonomic sphare. Th%ﬂexploitation impiicit in the
relationsnip betweenﬁcapitaliat and the workar
corresponds to that between men and women. 19)

In the fcrmar case an unequal trqnsacfion takas
place involving soods - the caoitalist'@xtracts
labour over a longer period than that for which ne
pays wazes and appropriat=s for hlmself control

‘over the product of this extra labour. Hen anprop-

riate the caring and loving powers of womsn undsr
conditions which legve. women unable to bulld up
erquivalant enotional reservns which can fraely be
used and "invested" for women' s self-dafined
interests. :

Not all feminist researchesrs emphasize the parsonal
relationships in the_séme'way that 1 do, psrhaps
because wost of them confins themselves to the

nore Vague term oppression. Many sav that patriarchy
has & historical line of movement, that it moves
from personal to structural oppression, and “hus
changes historically in.the'sama way as. other

forms of oppression and the exercise of power.

According to H. Holter there is a key factor linking

Marxist and non~farxist analvses, namely "the notion

of a developmﬂnt after th brea&throuvh ‘of indust-

rlallam and capltallsm which goes from the parsonal

to tnz impersocnal opression and exercise of power,

with increasing btrass ‘upon the. fact tlat po#er is
exzrcised through structured channels such as bh= risht of
ownarship of the means of productlon, throumh bureau-
cracy and thz admihistrativ network, throuéh

ideolozy and ac~called tultural domlnance“ (1976:5%).



She arrives in this way at & zeneral movenant tendancy
Tor the various forms of oppression which alsc includes
the oppression of womens:

Prom direct and visible to indirect and invisible
oppression.

from personal to impersonal opporassion {system-
conditicned, structural).

From physical/maberial to psycholo=ical opprassion.

from clearly legitimate to half-illesitimate opprassion
(ibid, p 57).

This tabulation of alleged tandencies should not, howavar,
according to H. Holter, be understood in the wavy that the
parsonal oppression is always paysical or %hat the
system-conditicned oppression is exclusively psycho-
lozical ete.

This thesis must, as far as I can sece, be fgualified in
various ways. In the first place, it is not% obvicus Lhat
all changes in the sex-gender relationship hava an
equivalent in tae chanxes in the relationship structures
based on and around class in society. This is not even
cbvicus if we accept as a basic proposal that the sex-
gender redationships are to a greater extent shaped by
the class-based sccial conditions in socizty than vice
versa. The meost recent years' reports of rape and abuse
of women . . suggest that physical violence amainst

wemen has not only become more open but has also
actually increassd. #aston (1978) says that an increase
in violence can therefore be seen as a desperate attempt
on th2 part of men to assert their risht bo dewinanca
over women, a right which has now beceme less clearly
legitimate than before. If ths incr2ass in phvsical
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vioclence azainst women is a fact in the veotnrn
democracies, it has no equivalent in any other
general tendency in industry or bureaucracy.

-Dahlérup seeks to modify H. Holter's thesis and

proposes that the structural oppression'of'women

- also opsrated parallel to the personal'"let us séy

200 years ago”, but, she continues: "today the struc-
tural factors are most important“(1985t9) The fimst
obsarvation is perf ctly correct, but the sescond

appears to ms to b= by no means obvious. I cannot

in these pazmes zo more desply into this. But [ taink-
that whether we see the 'structural factors" or the
perscnal as more impcrtant depends upoen which ds{initions
of the fundamental terms we s=2t out from.:ﬁv this T ~ .
refelr to a distinction drawn (andlyflcally and btnarefors
in empiric studles) betwesn on the one hand wemen as

a sex and on thn other women as belonging to different
classes and various soc1a1 strata within working life,
education, polltlcs ete.

_If we 40 not separate the sexual bsinz and the ssgual
person from the famale worker/professional, pupil,

politician/voter etc, if we s2e wom=n as woman and do notb
at the conceptual level dlstlnwulsh betwaen tha two

dete raining factors for life - smx—qwnder and work,

the two fuadamsntal relablons dp structures into which
both women and men entﬂr, we run ths rlsk of overlooking
important a8puCtS oP the oppre381on of women as a sex,

Dahlerup writes
Women “s oppression 15 not. Just L

A congequence of men 8 control over ﬁomen, evan
if that is =& Tact. Women dre also deprlved of control
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and power, not by any individual man or grouﬁ}bf'
men, but rather by the whole structural setting:

of society(ivid).

It does not follow from this, she continues,”that

men have that control. = ' They ars
nevertheless the superiors of women, relatively
speaking, which origzinates from the "gegregation of work
between the sexes"™ (ibid). The nquestion then bacomas

one of what the genderic work seqregaticn is due to
and how it is maintained. This is one of the key
questions posed by feminist research. And the answer
to that question must of necessity smbrace sevsral
explanatory factors and be fairliy complicated. The
point is that the structural oppression - control

and power - affects men and womsen both differantly
and in the same way. "Why diffsre2ntly?" - this is the
zreat headache of feminism, in contrast to Marxism.
The answer must have to do with the fact that the
structurally different conditiohs for women and men
are not only due to capital and other inanimats
structures taking advantage of women as child bearars
and cheap labour etc. The division of labour/work
segregationfbetweeﬁ the sexes is due also tc ths fact
that men and women as sex-88%4®E¥%ors anter into
oppression relationships .which possess |

a relative independence. I mean that the maintenance
of the genderic work segregation today must in
substantial measure be explained throush the ssnderic
life itself, thrcough the asenderic beings and «onderic
people in their multiple social relationships. The need is
Tor understanding and smpiric study of whethar and how
aen, as individuals and groups, actually pravant

wonmien from attempting to alter the strictural zituation
involving lack of control and powsr helding both s=xes
down., The need is also for looking at how Homan
themselves in & unique intzrplay with men conbribute
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to thess ebstacles. And in this match I su#@est'that

women and men take part primarily as genderic beinas and

genderlic persons and only secondarily as worklnp p°0p19
pOllthlanS cr anything élse.

Dahlerup devzlops her arguments

Thn socialist feminist analysis is basically an
“analysis of ‘the structural oppression of women/.../

The p0551ble oppressive behaviour .of individual

men is not in focus. Just like the best Marxist dnalv51°
of capitalism tries to avoid the notion of

capitalism as an evil old man w1th a black tophat

(1bid, D 6)

The oppression of women doos not derlve from one
single set of social relations, as the marxian
~concept of class exploitation defined exclusively
- by the relations of the classes to the means of
production and the extra traction of surplus value.
‘'The oppression of women is much more complex.
It is the effect of a system of 1nterre1at9d
structures and re latlons (p 11).

Ny point is on the COntrary that the speCific oppression
of women orisinates from a c0ﬂrespond1ng "single set of
sccial relations", precxsely that whlqh I put forward

us a problem in this paper. On the other hand it is the

casa that nﬁlther class nor sex-gender OPPTPSSIOH is
malntalnei or renewed sclely through the ex9101tatlon
ralatlonship 1tself._“oth are maintained throuwh various
complex economic, polltLCdl and 1deoloq1pal structures.

I have used pr9v1ously (p 25) the expresslon "the sams
prineiple" in a comparlson betwzen the zenderic and
economic spheres. I do not howsver, mean here, as
Fredrick fAngelstad 20), that the notion of exploitation
is applicable (or, it we wish, transferabla from Warxism)
primarily because of the gﬁ%llaritles 1nLthe sa2nse of

a model of sex-gemder and class relationships, sven if

I aszree for the most part with his tri-partite model.



—~30-

And I also suggest that beth genderic and class
transactions should be treated as side issuss in a
nore gensral model. My main point is more a matter
of content. The reason for exploitaticn being
applicable to the sex-gender relationéhip ig rathar a
substance similarity (not substance identity), which

which also explalins the "compelling" power by means of
which the exploitation relationship is maintained.
Individuals in a capitalistic society =nb=r into
gcononic exploitive"j relationships in order to

maintain thelr independent existence both in the
literal physical sense and as pecple with ide=ntity.

Cne is not born to this in th=2 san= way as before,

It is correct to say that under bourgeois » capitalism
the"family unit is one of the most important cormn~r-
stonas for individuals' sense of identity and coznitive
stability" (ifngelstad, op.cit. p 356). But what is
continually hidden from the sight of th=2 thsorists,

and is lost here in Hnselstad, is tha specific

natural needs and power of the sex-—gender itssalfl,

The existence of the private individual, both in a
narrow economic<material sense and in othsr rathar widesr
contexys, is maintalined in the {(economic) work process.
But the existence cof the species, and at th= san? tine

a very fundamental part or stratum in the oprivate
individual' s social existence, rsquires sexuality as

an active force. This is manifested, seen at its narrowest,
in erotic links between people and a "ccmpelling" '
erotic need of access to ons another's body-and-mind,

I write body-and-mind in this way with Hyphens bacaus=e

I adopt a non-dualistic approach to the "mind-body problam™.
In the present context this means that the erotic

21}

drige is always of necessity mingled with the human
need to zive and receive care. The survival of the



-31-

human specises is'no'monopoly of "pure natare", no

freezone of nature overlappinqdirect;ywith'thm animal
Alnﬁdom._Sexualitv is always practlced $001ally and

thus in hlstorlcallv changing forms. But we are dealing at the

' same time probably with elements in human socisl 1ife

which reach farthest into nature. Apart . fron work it

is not primarily art 22)

which expresses nature in man
and his links with nature around him, but rather tha
creation of new human beings, the behaviour and the
continucus mutual nourisament of both children and

adults i direct, human care and love situations.

(1xX)

In conclusion I shall attempt to make a preliminary
typcloay of tha sex-zender specific inéquaiity or
oppression. I have fdund it convenient to-use as a
starting point Elster's typolozy of injustice (1980),
partly because he himself uses "exploitation of women"

~to delineate his types, but also because his view of

what exploitation is about coincides in part with my
own. It 1s of no decisive importancs here, as we have
seen, whether the actual term exploitation’is resarded
as ccvering injustice or whether this normétive aspect
is seen as a corollary; '

Elgter treats exp101tat10n as a varlant of dlstrlbuflve
injustice. He starts from a ﬁeneral definltlon of
exploitation: "taking unfalr advantave of" someone”,

where one party gains something which the other 1osps.
Slster regards the marx1st exp101tatlon thmory as a
variant on this .neral prop031t10n about exploltatlon.

He further conflnes Marx s exploitation concnpt to
referring properly only to one type of economic injustice
originating from economlc 01rcunstances, namnly

eccnomic exploitation under capltallsm. Flster thus



-32-

constructs a typolozy with two dichotomous

podnt® of .entry. He distinguishes betw=22n scouncnic

and non-economic causes of injusties, and alsc

between injustice in the distribution of economic and
non-economic goods (1980:3). We can illustrave this

by a four-field table:

Unfair eco-

digtribu-] mic

Causes of injustice

~economic non-aconomic

non-
S8C0— .
i) 4
no-- '
mie

Zlster defines his classifications more precissly in the
following way:

A causal chain is economic if it is made up only of
materially self-interested and voluntary transactions,
where by the latter I mean a transaction involving
no threats berond the withholdine of offers. The
definition excludes altruism and spite (as not
self~interssted), action out of the desire for
salvation (as not materially self-interegted) and
coercion (as non~voluntary). A paradizm case of
gconomic causation is the generation of injustice
by means of economic power, e.g. private proparty
of the means of production or just wealth, /.../

A =go0d 18 economic if it is scarce, aliznable,

not just a means to something else and 2ither (1) is
itgelf an object of consumption or (2) is used in
the production of such objects. /.../ The paradism
case of an econcmic good is of course matsrial
comuodities bought for private consumption, but ths'
notion also includes leisure, vublic goods,

privately consumed services, labour-powsr and asvan
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persons (e.g. slaves who may be both objects of consumpt-
lon and lactors of productlon) (op. cit. p 3f).

"ixploitation proper” for Hlster thus belbngs only in
gquare El. In square ) (non-economic causes of economic
injustice) belongs. the open, locally direct coercive
exptraction of labour under slavery and feudalism.
flster describes this political and 1de010q10a1 type of

expraction as eYQortion, a term used .also. . by Marx
though without - -.”'such systematic delineation,

uxtortlon is also suitablqbays ilster, in cases of
gaining "extra sexual favours from -women by thrpatnnlnv

to withhold promotion” {op.cit., p 10). In square w3

(economic causes of non-¢eonomic injustice) Wlster places

_for example the unequal distribution of such moods as

knowledge and wants, To square 4 he sees no reason to
glve any content at all. (op. cit. p 7)._

As mls?er sees it women are exP101ted only in the sane

way as men, i.e. in the capacity of workers (or in those
connections defined by him in his typoloay) The purchasers
of -labour often employ women, ne savs, so that thav may.
"pay tham less than men for the same work becauses woman

have fewer employment alternatives or are unionized to
a smallar extent” (op; cit. p 10. My underlinin o) But
why'doeﬁ this occcur? It is exactly this. 51tuaf10n and
other comparable systematlc 1nequallt1ns ba+wnﬂn the

sexes that feminist theory seeks to explaln. I suzsast
that it is here that the actual relat*oﬁShins batwaen
men and women must be hishlishted much more clearly and
defined much more closely than hltherto,]aVQn within
feminist research. The genderic elements_;n society

must be seen as a distinct (relativsly ihdepéndant)
structuring of that 5001cty. And the parth1pdnts in this
structure and their act1v1t1es reprasent a likev1se

distinet nistorical process. This means in turn ilas
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historical cheszes in the sex-sender relationships
must in all probability be periodised accordin~ ko

a special classification which should only partly
or indirectly be allied to an sconcmically based
periodisation. I cénﬁot, however, develcp this prob-
lem further here. '

It may seem sell-evident that the empty square =4 in
Elstér's typology is just waiting to be fillsd with

the contents about which I have already written, Butb

I do not thaink it fruitfulito look upon it in this way.
Elster's typology is in reality economically-materially
limited, despite the non-economic variants. The political
and ideological instruments of powsr, for exampls (the
non-economic type of cause) that - is ta'ten as a possible
cause of extortion, is nevertheless completely

saturated with economy,if we may express it so. The
authority and possible monopoly of the legitimate physical
exercise of force which edjpct economic advantagas here
are just the same based on man's economic-material
production. And the non-economic =moods are also d=lined,
if only negatively, in relation to economy.

Biosocially material production needs a seaparats
dimension, a.separate typolozy. The two Lypoloweias can
possibly overlap by one sguare, %2 can firet draw up a
separaté table: ‘

"Causes"/souraes of sex-gonderic

inequality
sexual non-sexual
Unequal S5eX-
distribution ual -
S Ji S 2
of sex~ ‘
genderic non-
goods Sex- _
' 1 ual §3. ' A
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Here I'sugqest that we can define gendéfi¢ally basad
distinctions, both a sexual "causal chain”'EB),
relatively separate from a non-sexual powsr relation-
ship, and sexual = . as diskinct frod non-sexual goods.
I mean in broad terms that all the requirements which
ilsver lays down (see quotation above) with regard to
the economic causal chain and economic goods apply

here as well. But the arzument hers appliss to the
sex-gender relationships and iéf%hsed upon tha need
which ultlmatﬁly arises in the hungry 1nd1v1daal for food
or the hom@less individual for a roof over his hpad.

The paradism case (td use Elster‘s'expréséion) of the
sexual "cause" (see,note_25) is thus the inequality -
injustice if you will — that orizinates 'in men's
specifici legitiméte rishts both.to give fu11 expression.
to his sexuality and_néed of care, and ﬁo demand of women
that they provide the means of satisfyinz'them. These
rights are in several countrles not formal, but supported
everywhere by 1deoloay. Women, on the othsr hand, are

in their turn dependent upon men throuqh"their sexuality
and their need of care, but their starting position is

' quite a different one. In the normal case'tha woman 1is

"forced" in her relatlonship ‘with a man to contrlbutp

more care and love than the man does. The ‘womarn exponds

her human sexual vital enervy, necessary amonw other

thinzs for maintaining her sexual 1dent1ty and self-confidencsa
as an 1nd1v1dual SOOldl entity, Nlthout the rnnlacamont

cf anythinm of equlvalﬂnt value, '

What above all'charactériZQS sexual goods - in contrast
to econocmic -~ is that they cannot be elther bought or
extracted by dirsct force. The essence. of snxual 200d s
1s that they are given voluntarily, or rather that they
arc made available for use - without condltlons. Hence
their extrene vulnerabilltv. Thus far square 31
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There is not sp&ce here for an elaborats exnlanation
of the other squares. 1 shall msrely =ive a brief and
prelininary account of some types of advantase-taiine
and extortion relationships as well as the unfair
distribution of gzoods, which in my view must be plsced
outside the specific, free sexual eploitaticn relationship,
wnich is often represented as equality itszlf. 24)
In square $2 belons such as "jus primée nectis’, the
feudal overlord's and probably in certain cases aven
the priest s risht to deflowsr ths bride. Catholic
priests’' advantage-taking of women's sexuality throuzh
the confessional falls also into this cat=xory, as do=s
the sexual use made of housenmaids by uppar-class gnz2n
and their sons. I would also place in ths same cahazory
rape and even men's private use of wemen throuszh porn-
cgraphy. Here we are dealing with diréct, open force and
cruelty ~ an extortion of sexual favours. If we moye on
to square 33, sexual "causes" of non-sexual inequality,
we enter a realm of distribution of =oods wnich is =asiar
to observe than the sexual in & narrower :ianse, and
which is often referred to (together with thz economic)
witen we talk about the lacxkx of equality batween woman
.- and nen. These, I sugzgest, are nzvarthelsss sscondary
: and derivatory in relation to tne distributicn of goods
and its "causes" in square Si. Thus S3 includes capacity
fer action and power as genderic'beings in th~ sphere out-
side the home(work and politics); determination in life and
demands on behalf of one's own interests ss w2ll as the
division of work and use of time in the hom= sohere,

My square S# may well coincide with the empty square in
Tlster's diagram. Here exploitaticn of sex-zend-r is

mixed with economic persuasion. This é&br&ces such-thinss as
the induleing in gex at work sith the halp of sconomic -
sanctions, Here we may also include prostitution, both

the pimp-prostitﬁte relationship and Lthe c¢liant-

prostitute relationship. Pornography as & dpofit-makine
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activity aleo belongs here;_The two typologies'coﬁld be combined
in the following way: o

Causes of (economically
 based) injustice '

. econonic ﬁon-economic
Unfalr leco-
distri- nomic B 1 . .
bution :
of (eco- |- N— -
nomical= gzﬁ: | . | nonq Unequal
ly asgso- |nomic _ ~ pex-| distri-
3 53 ' E/S-4 53 ‘hal | bution
ciated) - _ _
goods ' Loy of sex-
' P genderio
8 2 51 [ | gooas
non-sexual gexual

"Causea"/sources of sex-genderic
inequalify ' '

Here we can thus distinguish between.on the-ong.hand oppraession
(exploitation etc) of women (and men) as a class, and on the
other oppression (exploitation etc.) of women as a sex-gender.






Notes

1) Other commonly used terms are "suppression",
"stratification" and “hierarchy'.

2) Alvin ¥, Gouldner (in'“The Norm of Reciprocity: A

 Preliminery Statement” (1960)) cites a dictionary
definition of exp101tat10n° "an ‘unfaip or unjust
utilization of another (p 166)" Llﬁewise Jon Elster's
(1nﬂmp101tat1bnfﬁx Leksikon, vol. 6, 1981) broad
definiticn afexploltatu#311 gconomic injustice
which rests upen economic power, especially ownership
of the means of production" (p 408). For my present
purposes the extent to which "exploltatlon" is or is
not a normative concept is in no way a central issue,
#hat is important is that the "techniecal” element
that can be distinguished in the exploitation concept
can guarantee amonzst other things its scientific
usefulness. See furthmr'balow. (For’an’éxample of how
Marx's exploitation concept is both technical and
nermative see Arneson, 1981 ) For an example of a
study which postulates that it is normat;ve and
investigates what and how, see flster (1980),

3) The incest taboo is.cften.seen (Freud,'ﬁevi Strauss) as the

rule marking the origiﬁs of civilisa*ion'— the Tirst
law over the individual., With regard tc the spread of

 the reciprocity norm Gouldner builds malnly on
Malinowsky (1932} seé note %2, p 169 and on Westermark
(1908) see note 40, p 1¥1. He refers also to Piamet's
studies of moral audgements in chlldren (1052) see note

41, p 172,

4y It is normal to talk about three maiﬁ'Soufces to Marx:
Znglish political economics from the 18th and early
19th centurles, French Utoplan socwalism and Qerman
philosophy. '

5) The disappearance of the term exploitation from
American sociology soon after it had bezun to be used
was due, according to Gouldmer, to the strurgle of



7)

8)

9

socioclogy t¢ assert itself as science free from value
judgements, and tne fact was that the term exploitation
atood as a cornerstone in the socialist criticism

of modern society. Another ¢ircumstance not touched
upon by Gouldner is that this "disappearance" is
quite logical in the light of the scientific ideal/
paradigm which became current in USA in the whole
field of social science from the fourties onwards,
namely the product of positivist philosophy,
behaviourism. Here we see a dissociation from deep
phenomena not directly observable, and exploitation
is typical of such concepts. | '

"Axploitation isiueed with gr2ater awaraness in a very
few studies. See Christine Delphy, (1970/1977, 1976)

- and Linda Lange (1975). Sse also the anthology,

Depaendence and Exploitation in ¥Work and Marriase (1975).
In these studies exploitation is used exclusively

of economic exchange and/cr the labour aspect of
producticn. Without wishing to minimize the siznificance
of women's double workload, I would suxgest that the

term exploitation can be used more sex-gender (cont. below)

Heidi Hartman's essay is referred to here. See L.
Sargent (ed), Women and Revolution. The unhappy
Marriage of Marxism and feminism. Pluto Press 1981,
The Introducticn in this book, "New Left ¥omen and
Men: The Honeymoon is over", dealw among other thinegs

with the social aspects of the research environment.

For a discussion of this, see ant. al. 3-3 Liedman, -
"Marxism'. I Johansson/Liedman, Positivism and |
iMarxism. Norstedt's Publishing House, Stockholm 1981,

Farr Tormey (1976) applies the exploitation concept
to nature as well {see further below). Giddens also
does this (1981:59).
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1Ly

12)

13)

L.

Parr Tormey understands self-Sacrifice-as a special
form of self-denial. It requires that someon° else =ains
by it, and that one gives up certain Tl@hts. She
discusses two important aspects wnich in the present
context there is no reason to expand upon. In the

first place she- isolates the forq01ng of one's

own things, wthh.lS associated with parenthood.

In the second she highlights the importanca'of

‘looking bsyond the dichotomy:.selfwsaCrifice/egoism.

Farr Tormey argues convincingly that neither
exploitation nor oppression requires that the
ouilty party acts with the intentior. of axploiting

er 0 *Azssinﬂ Mha consequences of the actlon can

_anyway be s0. (ibkid, p 209).

I.interpret her "menial tasks and unpleasant burdens
as referring primerily to housework. She does not
delineate this specifically, but the surrounding
argunent suggests that my reading is the correct one.

Farr Tormey's concrete examples refetLohly to the
housewife. The analysis could, however, be extended
to embrace Norking:life where the division of work
between the sexes JLSplays the same tralts as in the
home.

I do not suggest either that the altéfhétive to:

‘material = economic, is ideolosy (see amono others Barrett,

1980). Cynthia Cockburn has dlstlnqulshed between the

meterial and economlc, but the altmrnatlve materiality

which she advances refnrs only to a sort of musclepower--
technical materiality. It deals with "questions of bodily

. phgsique and its. extension in technolog?, of buildings

and clothes, space and movement” (19&1 43) Cockburn
does not develop asg dn isgue the materlality which
T seek to formulate in this paper.
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16)

17)

18)

This snort Marx ohrase is from the 1844 Tznuscripts,
quoted here according to Giddens (cp. cit. p 50).

In a section-on "The Problem of @Axploitation™
Giddens attempts to "widen Marx's standpoint"

so thnat exploitation can be applied not only to
human relationships but c¢an also includs the use
made by man of nature. But tpically ensush,
Giddens negiects the paramount human relationsnip:
that between women and men.

This is of course more problemstical than my short
yordinz here implies, I intend to davelops tihis in

ancthzr contexb. .y ass2riion hare snould be

+

traated as pallesophical and not 2moiric; tha naburs

; .
of werk chanzes aistoriecally and cannot tn~rafore
in an antihistorical way o2 znzralissd 2mnirically.

Startinz from Karel Kosik's reading of Hsideazer

-T wondar if "ecar=" could not be applied So t:e

human rz2leationsnips and activities with which I
am dealing hzre without on that acccunt grriving
at "a philosophy founded upon mrstified praxis"
(Kosik (1953) 1978:83). As in note 15, a problem

is touched upon here waich awaits investigation.

The definitions which have been made concentrate
uﬁbn children as the product of the sexual
relationship. Both Jansen-Jurreit (1976)1979

and Mary O'Brien assume that the_patriarchaﬁe

is built upon the principle that men lay claim to
the progeny (and to women as ths means of pro-
creation). In the former the claim is assumed to
be foundad upon economic¢ interest. In the lattsr it
is more a question of existential intarasts, men
nust prove themselves as fathers and whols psople
throuzh a social power system. '
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This short Marx phrase is from the 1844 Manuscripts,
quoted nere according to Giddems {op. c¢it. p 50).

. In a section on "The Problem of Hxploitation

16)

17)

18)

/9( 1981)

Giddens attempts to "widen Marx's standpoint"

s0 that exploitation can be applied not only to
human relationships but can also inelude the use
made by man of nature. But typically enough,
Giddens neglects the paramount human relationship:
that batween women and men.,.

This is of course more problemstical than my short
wording here implies. I intend to develop this in

another context. My assertion here should: bhe

treated as philosophical and not empiric; the nature
of work changes historically and cannot tharefore
in an antihistorical way be generalised smpirically.

Starting from Karel Kosik's reading of Heidegaer
I wonder if "care" could not be applied to t-e

human relationships and activities with which T
‘am dealing here without on that account arriving

at "a philosophy founded upon mystified praxié“

(Kosik (1953) 1978:83). As in note 15, a problem
is touched upon here waich awaits investigation.

The_definitions-ﬁhich have been made concentrate
upon children és ﬁhe product of the sexual
relationship. Both Jansen—Jurrseit (1976)1979

and Mary G'Brieé#ggsume.that the patriarchate

is built upon the principle that men lay claim to
the prozeny (and to women as tne means of pro-
creation). In the former the eclaim ]S assumed to

be founded upon economic interest,. In tho latter it

'is more & question of existential lnterﬂsts, men

aust prove Lhemselves as fathers and whola n naople
througn = social power system. o
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2C)

21)

22)

Here 1t is of course impertant not to see these

two relaticnships as =guals, i.=2. thay havs both
similarities and differences. Here I shall point

ocut only one decisive difference: I assume that the
vasic conceptual level of the sex-gender relationship

~is that of the couple and the social- individual,

while the reference ¢f c¢lass is that of a zroup.

In Marx's theory the CO%&%? the worker and the capitalist
oW as commo

(or labouryand money) are only relevant as an '

abstraction, as an aid to the understanding of

the class reality on the #roup level. In the sex-zender

relationship, nowever, the level of the ccuple is
the most fundamental reality level. But the sex=gendsr

relationship has its cwn abstraction lavael, namely
"aan" or the atomistic individual level.

fngelstad (1978) sugsests that the work procass and

the process in which men and women interact share the
same structure, t.ie same patitern of conduct.

An exploitation model can be applied to both which
includes three types of relationship: an cb/iect
relationship (the participants exchance Ehihqs o’ ths same
value, labour for money), & premise relationship

(the participants acknowledse one ahother as

non-equal, power and subordination) and a mystification
relationship (attempts to allow th= two other
conflicting principles to appear reconciled) (p 351F1).

See Mario Bunge (1980) on "emersantist materialism" (p 2ff)
This assertion is aimed at Raymond ¥illiams, who

in his discussion of Timparano and materialism
postulates just this (1278:10).
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The problem is atiether we can assert that ths causal
relationship with all its force of necessity is
approovriate hers, when'we at the same time
ganeralise the sex-zender peosition after the
breakthrouszh of formal equality. The question is thus:
which type of +heory best captures the reality

which is relevant here? Some maintain that the
-unequal | Dower betwsen women and men must be

. demonstrated in each individual case, This is

scarcely reasonable in the lizht of the massive

- body of evidence that already exists of inequality and

abuse. . . But the question remains: which sorst
of theory does the pattern » of this evidence

- peint towards? The likelihood is that we must

think in terms of probabilities and stocastic

' correlations rather than from a ba51s of deductive

24)

causallty.

Hanne Haavind (1980) has constructed a modsl for the
sexual rOles in which modern femininity and masculinity
are assumed to have the aim of maintaining an
ogtensibly equal but in reallty unpqudl balance of

. power. When ‘she writes about powaer and leve in

marriage (1982) she speaks, rather as Farr Tormey,
about women's specific burden and does not employ

'the Term exp101tat10n.

6)(contJ specifically, namely to highlight the occurrence

of zains in the genderic relationship which are
strictly speaking not a questiocn of labour.
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._THE COMMODITY STATUS OF LABOUR AND THEORIES OF EXPLOITATION.

LY

Introduction

- Leap and Logic Analyses of Society and their Confusion of the Form and

General Determinant of Value

Marx's concept of value can be seen as that of the twin ideas that

~ there is always a tension between constraint and construction, individual

will and colléctive order, the making of history and the conditions under
which it is made,'subjective ﬁill and objective_detérminants in any society,
but that historically the way this tensign is rescolved develops and changes:
there are different modes of productibn. These twin ideas are expréssed

in the distinction he draws between.the-general determinants of value which

are ever present, and the form of value; the way these determinants operate

in specificlsoéieties or modes_of*producfién.h If this,tEnsion is not

treated as a transhistorical one,:but‘és a question of which of its sides

is determinant, we tend to have.definitidns of exploitation, not in terms

-of the character of the relation between individuals or classeé and society,

but in terms of the presence or aBsehce of these relations, seen as constraints:
this is what Mﬁrx meant by confusion-ﬁetween the'gggg and peneral determinants

of value, This implies, as Elson has noted, that 1gbour:

- C e

'is a fluidity, a potential, which in any society has to be socially

'fixed' or objectified in the production of‘particulat goods by particular
lpeoplé in particular ways to'perform particular tasks ... So the fundamental
question about human labou; in all societies is: how is it determined?
‘To speak of ‘determination’ here does not of courselméan the denial of

any choice on the part of individuals about tﬁeir.wqu.. Rather it is

to point to the fact that individuals can't juSt.chooée anything, are

‘unable to re-invent the world froﬁ seratch .,,"

(Elson, 1979, pp. 128-129)

This tension gives rise to a paradox in Marx's attémpt to produce

a scientific proof of exploitation. It seems that any scientific analysis
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has to rely on the determinant sidé of the tension. Only insofar as people's
actions are determined can they be fully analyéed and explained. Yet the
applicatioh of the_fesults of science has to rely on the other side of

the tension: the ability of-ﬁeopié to use these results to change their

actions,

The idea of class struggle appears to emphasise the voluntarist, suﬁ—
.jectivist side of the paradox. It emphasises the idea that men can make_
‘history, and make it differently in the future from the way in which they
made it in the paét; In other wotrds, it_gives-priority to the idea of |
flnidity and'development of Iabour,'ofer-the idea of its determination

- and regulation. If we consider Marx's aphorism:

"Men make their own history, but they do not make it just as’

they please, they do not make it under circumstances by themselves"

-2

it is as if the idea of class struggle emphasises the 'make’ over the
'conditions'. The idea is expressed also in Marx's preamble to the Rules

of the International:

¥ Cw

"The emaﬁcipatibn of the working class must be conquefed by the
working'ciasses_themsel#éé“.‘ |
In contrast Marx's claim to be a 'scientific' as opposed to moral or utopian
_'socialist appears to place emphasis on the determinist aspect of the idea
of mode éroduc;ion: people hére appear as the product of 'conditions'
tather than the authors of theif future. This future itself comes to appear
not as the creation of class warrigrs, but as the unfoiding of economic
léws, of which people are'merely the "trger"”. This vieﬁ_is best expressed

in his introduction to Capital, where he states that:
"But individuals are dealt with here only in so far as they are the
personifications of economic categories, the bearers (TrHger) of

particular class relations and interests. My standpoint from which



n

the developmént bf'the ecdnomié foimation of society is viewed aé
.a process of natural history, can less thaﬁ_any othef_make the
individual féqunsible for relations whose creature he reméins,
socially speakihg, however much he may subjectiveiy raiéé himgelf"

above them".

The two conceptlons of people used by Marx (person as class—warrlor, and

person as trﬁger) seem 1ncompat1b1e. If people are victims of a "law-gic",

how can they re-make that logic? If they become authors-of their own
history, . their actiohs can no longer be-feduced to logics;" And if their

behaviour cannoct be reduced to some such logic {(no matter whether the basis

) of that loglc is thelr own volition or ‘objective' external canstralnt)

then how can we claim to sc1entif1callv understand, explaln or predict

their behav10ur9

One, inadequéte,'way of attempting to deal with this tension and paradox
is to produce what I wish to call 'leap and logic' analyses of historical

change or modes of productlon. 'leép'and logic' approach recognises

the existence of constralnts on people's ablllty to change society by seeing

the mode of productlon as defined - by 'laws' or 'logic' which explalns how
pecple must act. It recognlses thelr ability to challenge these constraints
by posing the p0931b111ty of 'leaps between these logics, It'tends to
produce a.view of hlstory as leaps betﬁeen different modes of producticn
which are themselves explained or'ﬁnderétood in terms of the operation

of a logic. The concept of 'leap’ ailﬁws_for'the 'voluntafigt' side,

the recognition of Change, whereas the concept of 'logic' allows for the

'determinist® side, the ability to éxplaiq regularities. The recognition

that there exists the possibility of different 'logics' 1s'a step forward,
But it fails to brovide us with an'adequate concept of history if we simply
face a choice between either admitting the possibility but defining as

illegitimate a theory of how differeﬁt'iogics develop from one another
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| or reducing this process to a prior (once again ahistorieal)_logic of the
deveiopment of logics. This ie'just another wey 6f steting the choice
betweeen toluntarism and determinism. There has been a tendency Wlthln
social science simply to see Marx as a determinist theorist. (usually a
- technological one), ReselutiOn of the "tension' we outlined above, is
achieved by reduction of the subjectivist side to the“eeterminiet one.
Consciousness ane clase action is seen as 'scientific':insofer as it 'fits'
;the material- progress of the-cenditiens aliowinglit to take effect. So,
- for example, Marx's socialism is seen to claim to be sc1entif1c because

'.1t sees socialism as a result of the progress of productlve forces brought
about by. capitallsm on the one hand end their contradletlon with the property
relatlons in whlch they are enmeshed on the ether. | Hls antlpathy to Utopianism

?

appears to be a rejectlon of the voluntarlst' side of the paradox.

Such leap and legie anelfses cOnfuse the form and general determinants
of value, because the 'leap phase expreeses one side of the tension I ’
outlined earlier, while the 'logic' phase expresses the other. That is
to say the deteérminist side of the ten51on is equated with one type of
soc1ety, the voluntarlst 31de with another, so that exp101tatlon, for example,
eould come to be a pervasive,“defining cheracterietie—offepe soeiety, while
conversely, only its eomplete absente.coeld'eonstitute the other. Two-
examples of this are cleseical political eeonomf'e centrast between artificial
‘(feudel) and natural (capltallst) soc1ety, and -the-way Marx,s contrasts
between capitalist and eoc1al1st society. I leave open discussion of
whether Marx did indeed define the difference in this wey or vhether this
is how he has been m151nterpreted InSof&r as Marx's theery of exploitation

has been based on such a reading of Marx, it inverts rether than develops

_ class1ca1 polltlcal economy.

I think it can be shewn that the common origin of these two 'leap -

and logic' analyses, is the concept of the commodity status of labour.

(here after CSL). It follows that any analysis of exploitation which
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starts out from such a theory would be flawed.

2. A CSL Reading of Marx's Theories.

Within capltallsm all the main elements of productlon, both labour.

and the instruments of productlcn, raw materials and means of sub31stence,
take the form of commodities, they are owned prlvately, by 1nd1viduals
‘who are thus sovereign over their d13p051t10n. _Hence the comment is often
made that labour (or moré'specifically labour-powér, the.capacity to labour
as opposed tc_the act of production itselfj is free in a &cuhle sense.
It is free in the sense of not being owned permanentlyjﬁy a particilar

1ord .or tied to a particular means of production (e.g. a piece of land).
Thus in contrast to a gerf in feudal society, the labourer in capitalism
- is the owner of his own labour power as a commodity, he has private property
in his own person. ThlS appears as the ' progre381ve 31de of the freedom

of labour._ The other side is labour s freedom from the means of subsistence,
which have also been turned into commodltles which only a mlnorlty of people
own, Thus, although the worker insofar as he owns only his labour power,
(a2 commodity which he can continually re—sell) is free of any lord or any
means of production in particular, the worker is dependent on the class

of owners of ﬁhe:means of producticn in general, because he.or she must
sell their 1abour-power to them in order to be able to purchase their means

of subsistence as a commedity, on the market.

Capitalism remains é class society where explcitatiqn_takes place

' becaﬁse although labour isl'freef and therefore must be bought by the ruling
class (in contrast to feudal society where directly political or legal

" arrangements could be used to ex;ract a surplus from the ﬂirect producers)
as long as labour power is paid for at its cost cfhproduccion {which will
occur so long as we make the reasonable assumption that ‘¢ommodities exchange

at their values) there is every possibility that the value of what it produces



will exceed this, but the right to appfopriate this surplus remains with the
“capitalist who has set the whole process in motion, who owns each of its
: cohstituent parts, and who therefore also owns its end'results. Class is

based on the existence of this exploitation of surplus value equal to the

differencé between the value bf labour power, and the value that labour creates.
This means that ‘one difference bétween capitalism and other societies,

because of the ex1stence of wage labour as & commodlty, is that the ruling class

does not appropriate labour dlrectlg nor does it approprzate a surplus product

but rather appropriates surplus value. _ Its ability to approprlate anything

at all therefore depends on ensuring that the labour power it has purchased

.ylelds as muph labour as possible, and that, in turn, this labour results in

‘the realisation of as much value as_poséible once the prodﬁgts it is worked

-up in have been sold.  Thus if the labour set _in‘motioﬁ is not "socially

- necessary", in the sense of producing commodities ﬁhich can be sold at, or

preferably above their value, then little or no tramsfer of surplus to the

¥

ruling classes appearS'to take place.

i ~

Marx’théréfore argués that the labour process in capitalist society is
d1stinct in that although its 1mmed1ate object remains the production of use-
value, its overall aim and guldlng pr1c1p1e remains valorlsatlon. the
accumylation of surplus value., This determines the nature of the relation-
ship between labour and capital: the 'real subordinaéion of labour' where

the material form of the pfoduction process itself controls the labour

which formally sets 1t in motion.

' This produces the second dimension of exploitation for”Marx. It is

not just a quantitative matter of the surplus value produced, but a




qualitative matter.éf the ﬁature df the social relations of preductien.

Since thé,ﬁhole pfocess of production is now ddminated_by Qalorisatidn,

it is no 1ohger under tﬁé controllof the producers, nor addreéses théir

needs., All'sociéty becomes an'epipﬁenomEna of the'loéic'of:capital accumulation
.and the 'inversion' at its heart: the &cmination of the producers by the

means of production of living labour by dead and the real subordipation

of labour,

. Production, as the productiqn.of things, pse-values, is for-the first
time no longer ﬁhe aim of productipn'éﬁ all, .Rather Ehé production process
is only a means to the greéter end Qf the accumulation of capital., It
also carries an exﬁlanation for political viability of_thié process through
commodity fetisﬁism: since this all takes place via free énd equal exchange
 on the'ma:ket it appears that no inequalitylof exploitatibn really takes
~ place. | This produces a_paradox.' At firstisight the contraét between
caﬁitalist mode of productiqn and earlier modes of produétiéh appears to

be the absence of any direct transfer of sﬁrplus from the direct producers

"The spheres of c1rcu1at10n or commodity exchange; Withln whose
boundarles the sale and purchase of labour—power goes on, is in fact

a very Eden of the innate rlghts of man., It is the exclusive realm
of Freedom?_ Equality,lProperty and Bentham. Freedoh; because both
‘buyer and seller of a commodity, let us say of 1abou;—ﬁower, are determined
only by their own free will.- .They coatract as free persons, who

are equal before the.law. Thelr contract is the flnal result in
.whlch their joint will finds a common legal expression. Equallty,
because each enters into relatlon with the ather, as w1th a simple

ower of commodities, and they exchange equlvalent for equ1valent.
Property, because each disposes oniy of what is his own.  And Bentham,
because each looks only to hiéhown advantage; The only force bringing

them together, and puttlng them into relatlons with each other, is
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tﬁe selfisﬁness; the gaio and toe private in;erestJOf.oach.- Each
pays ﬁeed to himself only, and no one.wor:ies abouﬁ'the others; And
pfeciéely for ﬁhaf reasomn, either in accordance.with-tho pre—established
harmony of things, or under the ausplces of an omnisc1ent prov1dence,

they all work together to their mutual advantage, for the common weal,

and in ghe common interest,

- When we 1ea¢o this sphere of'Simple.circulation-orwthe exchange
of commodities, which provides the 'free trader vulgargs' with his
- views, his concepts and the standardsby which he Judges the society
of capltal and wage-labour, a certain change takes place, or so it
appears, in the physiognomy of our dramatis personae. He who was
previously the money-owner now strides out in front as a capitalist;
the possessor of labour-power follows as his workof. * The one smirks
solf—ioportantly and is intent on buoiness;- the other is timid and
holds back, like someone who has.brougﬂk his own hide to market and

now has nothing else to expect but -~ a tanning.

This analysié ?heféfore suggests that beyond the appearaoce of the —
market and eqqality lies-the essence of production and exﬁloitation. For
example,-Dobb.descfibes Marx as.ﬁexplaining exchange in terms of production".
Alfurther point is that the e;istence of labour ao a commodity not only
establishes the existence of quantitative value relatlons, the process
of exchange, but does so inter alla by rendering 1abour calculable and
measurable, We have an economic system which not only places a premium

'on efflciency, but also the means to achieve it.

This last, decisive, point can be expressed another way: CSL analyses
produce a labour theory'of value. They argue that the vaiue of commodities
can be explained by the amount of labour embodied in them. I discuss,

below, some of the problems involved in defining 'the amount of labour',
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CSL explaiﬂg both the'quantiéatiwe and Qualifative dimensions of
| exploitation} it explains botﬁ the existénce of values and how. they are
arrivéd at. It views Marx's'projecp as adding a historical pérspective
to claésicél pﬁlitical ecoﬁomy's immutable laws (e.g. Sweezy argues that
Smith portrays_exch#nge as 'a .universal and.inevitable fdrm of economic
life'),‘;hefefore equating - the presence of exploitation with the presence

of CSL, and therefore of the operation of the law of value and .general

law of capitalist accumulation.

3. The Origins of CSL Analyses

Such an analy51s of Marx's theory of value and exploltatlon 1gnores
the fact that classical political economy itself seems to start out from
a theory of the C.S.L.,to follow a labour theory of value, and to think

of itself as hlstorlcal _ ' e

C.B. Macpherson has described the tradition of English political thought
from Hobbes to Harrington and Locke as that of possessive individualism
based precisely on the concept of the CSL. Macpherson summarises its

propositlons thus' :
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w(i) What makes & man human is freedom from depen-
S

dence on the wills of others,

(ii)  Freedom from dependence on others means freedom
. from any relations with others except thoserelations
which the individual enters voluntarily with a view
_ : Yo hig own interest. : S
(i4i) The individual is essentially the proprietor of his own
: person and capacities, for which he owes nothing to
‘gociety. K ' :

Proposition {iii) mey appear in a theory az an independent
postulate, or as a deduction from (i) and (ii) plus a con~
cept of property as an exclusive right, Thus: since the
freedom, and therefore the humanity, of the individual
depend on his freedom %o enter into self=-interested relat-
iong with other individuals, and since his ability to enter
inte such relations depends on his having exclusive control
of {rights in) his own person and capacities, and since
proprietorship is the generalized form of such exclusive
control, the individval is essentially the proprietor of
his own person and capacities, -

-

(iv)  Although the individual cannot alienate the whole of
his property in his own person, he may alienate his

_ capacity to laboux. '

(v) Human society consists of a series of market relations.

Thig follows from the assumptions already stated, Since the

individual is human only in so far as free, and free only in

so far as a proprietor of himself, human soceity can only be

& series of relations between sole proprietors, i.e. a series

of market relations, ' '

Or propositions (v) may appear in a theory not as a deduced
proposition dbut as the primary or even the sole social assum~
ption. This is posssible because propositions (i) to (iv)

are contained in it. The concept of market relations necess-—
arily implies individual freedom as defined in (ii) and ;
proprietorship as defined in (iii) and (iv); and the postulate
that human society consists of market relations necessarily
implies that an individual's humanity is a function of his

freedom (proposition)® :
' (MacPherson, 1962, pp 263 - 264)
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The essential point in the developmen;:of the argument is.the individual and private
nature of people’s productiﬁe capacities. This is a neéessary component of the idea
_thaf labour power is a commodity: what is social cannot form the basis for_é theory
of natural private'right.‘ Ownership'of these capacities naﬁurélly (litefally)
confers ownershlp on the results of the exercise of these capac1t1es on nature.

This produces thlngs which, because they are now privately appropriated and owned,

take the form of commodities.

"Thoughifthé earth and all.inferior creatures Se comﬁbn t0 all men,

yet everj man has a property in his own person: this nobody has any right

to but himself. The labour of his body, and the work of his hands, we may say,
are properly his. Whatsocever then he removes out of the state that nature hath
provided, and left it in he hath.mixed his labour with and joined to it
something that is his own, and thereby makes it his property.

a

(Locke quoted Marx (1969) p.365)

This is a 'natural' law or right that gives rise to private property:

"every man.haé a Property in his.own;Person.  This no]body has any

right to but-hiﬁsélf ....; thigiLébour being the uﬂqueéﬁibnable .

Property of the Labourer, ﬁa Maa but he can ha?e a right to what that is'oﬁce
joyned to." -

(Locke, quoted MacPherson (1962) p.214)

Hobbes was quite explicit about his assumption, on the basis of his highly

" individualistic theory of the nature of 'men's powers', that

"a man's Labour, also, is a commodity_exchahgeable for.Bénefit, as well
as any other thing." - | |

and
"The VaIUE.Ior Worth of a mﬁn. is of all other things,-his price."

(Hdbbes, quoted MacPherson, 1962, pp. 62, 37).
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The idéa that labour confers ownership must also imply-that”labour, insofar as it

-produces use~value by 'mixing' with nature, determines the value of that use value

if it is to be exchanged:

‘"it is labour indeed that put the difference of value on every thing."

(Hobbes, quoted Marx, 1972, p. 353.)

Thus appropfiation of nature, bj private labour, is thelbasié of ownership of

property. And the exchange of such property produces value relations. The labour

theory of value is an explanation of how the relations of production develop if

labour takes the form of a commodity,' Iﬁ is both a description of the system, aﬁd.
itself a theory-of natural rights or political and moral Epnvéntion underlying it:

the prinbiple of individual sovereiguty over private property (including property

in oneself.) It is both an explanation of the relations of frbduction-and a demonstr-

L
ation of their inherent equality and fairness.

- The théory of labour as a commbdity gives rise to a iabdurltheory of value
because labour as the appropriation of nature'becpmes the source ﬁf all value, all
commodities which might be exchangéd. ._Both the produce of labour, aﬁd labour
itself are exchangeable and as such posessvalue, The/Ferms of this exchange,

if relations of fairness and equality are to be maintained, must be the amounts of

labour embodied in the commodities exchanged. Labour is the determinant of value,

becauyse it is its only source. This is what Marx meant, I think, by his comment

that :

*

Political economy has indeed aﬁalyzed value and its magnitude, however

incompletely, and has uncovered the content concealed within these forms."

(1976a, pp. 173-174).

In other words, classical political economists had come to see labour as the

substance of value, and had gone as far as putting quantitative dimensions to this.
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Marx comments ‘that Locke's phllosophy served as the ba31s for all the ideas
of the whole of subsequent English political economy." (1962, P. 367) For later

theorists like Ricardo, the proposition that the amount of embodied labour in a

commodity determined its value was taken as the starting point of the whole analysis.

" This is e vitai oevelopment of the argument; CSL expleins not only the
existence of market relations and market forcee, but also the terms of their
operation: the labour theory of value appears to explain:ofice and exchange
value by reference to the amounts of labour involved. - Tﬁrough a theory of nacural
rights to 1nd1v1dual soverelgnty over ones person and property, we obtain a theory

which maps the process of dlstrlbutlon of use value to its producticn by means of

' the concept of value. We can explain market forces in terms of production, and
also prove the existence and amounts of exchanges of value, and therefore measure

exploitation.

The labour theory of valee aﬁpears in this light as a:defeoce of the
.freedom and equality in cepitalism; ee opposed to the exercise of authority by lord
or priest in feudal society. It starts out from the concept of iedividual
sovereignty in productlon, and so’ 1ong‘ae relat1ons between producers are

. market relations, then commodities, i.e. things in which persans have a private,
sovereign property, w111 exchenge at thelr value and there will be no exploitation;
through exchange each producer reeeives.other commodities of equal value to those

he or she has produced. ftlis also e theory of the freedom of production within
such a society froﬁ any social-}egulation or ooligation: each.individoal is sovereign
over how they choose to set their labour cepacities in motion, unlike the slave or

serf.,

As MacPherson notes, "the idea of property in one's oereon and the
cocreeponding rights to the product of'its labour" is not.etvall inconsistent
with the assumption of a natural right to alienate one's labour in return for a
wege. On the contrary, the more empﬁatically labour is asserted to be a property,

the moreit is to be understood to be alienable. For'properey in the bourgeois
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sense is not only a right to enjoy or use, it is a right to dispose of, to exchange,

to élienate. (1962, pp. 214-215). : o .

Marxist approachés wﬁich eﬁphasise the commoditf sta;us.of labour as Mar#'s
main starting poinf base tﬁgir critique of classical political economy on this
.idea. If labour power is a commodity it may be séld rathe; than exeréised by the
ovner. The use values and value this alienated (sold) laboﬁr produces, becomes
the preoperty of the Qurchaser of the labéﬁr power. —.In fact this development of
the argument was recognised from the beginning. for example, Hobbes distinguishés
Eetween "instrumental' (purchased):and"natural' powers, and Locke makes the

argument explititlyi

"Thus the Grass my horse has bit, the Turfs my Sérvant:hés.cut; "and the Ore
T have digg'd in any place where I have aright to them in common with others,
becomes my property.’

- {(Locke, quoted MacPherson}.

Marx's work has been taken as posingzthe question of wﬁat happens when access

.to natﬁre (in orde? to.appropriate it via_the.exercise of oﬁé’s own labour power)

is closed off by virtﬁe'of private property in that nature itself becoming uni-
versal, 'Thié likely result is cdntéined in the original préposition ﬁhat labour
"mixed' with nature conferé ownership'upﬁﬁ iﬁ. Once all nature, or what we could
just as ﬁell call meéns of production, have become social, have been taken into
ownership, then a class of‘pgoplg'must arise who, having ndthing but property in
their own éérsons, are forced to sell their labour power (and the result of its
.produce) to the owners of the means of:prOduﬁtion. Thus quite in accordance with
the free and equal bourgeﬁis justice bf the original labbur'théory of value, wé reach
a situation in which the appropriation of nature (productioh) is carried out by those
who do not own nature (as the means of production) but have:aééess to it only by virtue
of alienating their ability to work with their labour power; This alienated labour
does not confer ownership of the result of that labour on those who perform it, but

on the owners of the means of production set to work. Out of relations of equality
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springs the appropriation of surplus labour by the owners of'the means of
productlon, once the process of primitive - aeeumulatlon, the expropriatlon of

‘the mass of the direct producers from nature (the means of produetlon) has taken -

place.

- 1f we think ofnthis ie terms of velue relations we could-say that the
spec1al character of labour is its ablllty to produce value (by producing
use values from its 1nteraction with nature) This specral character can also
be seen as its ability to produce more value in the.act of;broduetion than it |
must consume in order to be in a position to produce that, . There is a
quantltatlve difference between the value of labour power and the value
Eroduced by the exercise of that lahour ‘power, Nlthln the soc1al relations
of productlon establlshed by the existence of labour as a commodlty this extra
or surplus value, is appropriated entlrely by the owners of the means of produc—

 tion.

The commoditisation of labour or the labour theory of value therefore embody
a central contradictlon whleh also can be seen as an 1nver510n. We start out
from the sovereignty of the individual over his or her own productive capacities,
and end up witﬁ the collective surrender of all controlfover'theee very capacities
by the direct producers to the ooners of the means of production. We start
out from the proposition of 1atour as the basis of ail value,_aed finish with
the owners of the oEans of production as the appropriators of all surplus value

beyond the basic reproduction of 1abour:power.

Thus in contrast to the pictore of.indivieual sovereigoty_and freedom
portrayed by the classical theorists,.:we arrive at a picture Ofl universal
collective submission to exp101tatlon by the laws of motlon of capital: an
exploltatlon from which even the exp101ters themselves are not free, for they
must personlfy capital in order to survive, From the idea_of production
liberated from the aims of serving a.roling class we arrive at the total sub-

ordination of production to this end.
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-The problem with this is that neithef version of CSL théory, classicél

or ‘'Marxist' appeéfs to escape from_a 1eap.and logic account of the form and
-génerél determinanté of value: rather we are left with antabstract opposition
.between the right of sdvergign individﬁals and the fact.of'cdilective social
pfoductibn. I£ seems that both the versioﬁé qf CSL théorj are leap and logic
ones: for Maréfthe 'leap' = to freedom occurs in the tramsition to éocialist
society, for Smith in the ieap from artificiai feudal society; It seems that
both approaches develop alternative sides of a contfadicfion inherent in the
concept-of CSL.itself: That between the freedom implied by.the independence
of the owne? of self ags a commodity, and the neﬁessity of dependence on garket
relatiOnglwith other commodity owners td actually.engage in sociai preduction:

it confuses the form and general determinants of value. ) .-



- 17 -

4 Labour Theories of Value Based on CSL

3

Both the versions are technicist, in that the social character of
production'becomes a question of social relations of distribution surrounding
a technical prodﬁction process whose nature is not considered. The specific
social character of capitalist mode of production gets reduced to the presence
of quantitative value relations which commoditisation has established, which
in the second vereion bf the theory, are seen to control the direction of
production itself, by controlling the distribution of people and resources
as inputs to and outputs from the production process. Thus Rubin summarises
the tﬁabry of the law of value in capitalist mode of production in the
'following way!

"The relation of labour to things refers to a given concrete
form of labour and a given concrete thing. This is a technical
relation which is not in itself, the subject of the theory of
value. The subject matter of the theory of value is the inter-
.relations of various forms of labour in the process of their

distribution, which is establlshed through the relatlon of
exchange among thlngs." :

Lt

", .rsss the moving force which transforms the entire system: of
_wvalue originates in the material technical process of pro-
duction .... social production relations ..:.. are causally
dependent on the material conditions of production and on the
distribution of the technical means of production.,®
{Rubin 1972, p. 67, p. 66, p. 29)

Let me emphasise agaih. The'ﬁnly apecific historicai feature of production
in capitalist mode of production thét the labour theory of value based on the
concept of &oﬁmodity status of labour is able to posit is the presence of
quantitative values which e;tablish these relations 6f disfribution. Corres-—
ponding to these two sides of the deveiopment of the cohﬁédity status of
labour idea Marxist theories haverfried to.;how how fhesé relations of
distribution maﬁimise the appropfiatibn of surplus value, while orthodox theorists

claim that efficiency, and rate of innovation are maximised. Since the. existence
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of prices is the only historically specific feature of capitalist mode of
preduction identified by commodity status of labour theeries, it is unsur-
prising that all scocial relations become a question of'quantity and

distribution of use-values which have in themselves no social character.

These readiﬁgs of Marx's value theory see historical perspective being
provided by the recognition of a second ‘'aspect! fq the value problem. In
addition to the immediate quantitative matter of the terms of exchange, there
is the ‘qualitative' question of - the very existence of gquantitative exchange
of commodities in the first place:

"Marx's theory of value was something more than'a_theory of
value as generally conceived: it has the function not only
of explaining exchange value or prices in a quantitative
sense but of exhibiting the hisorico-social basis in the

labour process of exchange - or commodity ~ society with
labour power itself become a commodity.”

(Dobb 1971 p. 11.emphasis mine)
' in the concepts we have.empiOyed in the opening section we could rephrase
this as the laws at work in thellogic.of the.mode of production on one hand
(quantitative) and the conditione-for a leap to 5 ne;.lpgic on the other
(quelitative). The following.eomment fEGm Meek also makes clear that this
reading of the laboer theory of valee also sees Marx's conitribution as that i
5: adding hisﬁorical perSpecFive to classical politicel economy :
WThe qualitative aspect of the solution was difected to the

questions: why do commodities possess price at all®

(Meek,ﬁ 1967..p. 10)

The following quote from Sweezey makes it clear that'these theorists

see the 'qualitative' value.problem as representing the nature of the social

relations between producers: their commodity status:-
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"Commodity production .... is not the universal and inevitable
form of economic life. It is rather one possible form of
economic life ...,. No longer can the economist afford to confine
his attention to the guantitative relations arising from commo-
dity production: he must also direct his attention to the
character of the social relations which underlie the commodity
form.. we may express this by saying that the tasks of economics
are not only quantitative, they are also qualitative., More
concretely, in the case. of exchange value there is, as Adam -
Bmith saw, the quantitative relation between products; hidden
behind this, as Marx was the first to see, there is a specific,
historically conditioned, relationship between producers.“

(Sweezey, 1968 p.25) .

The weakness of such a hlstorlcal perspectlve becomes clear-when we ask

how the ‘quantitative' and 'qualitative' aspects of the theory are o be

combined: how can we understand both +the terms of operation of the social

relations of production and the genesis of their exisfence. It seems there
is Oniy a choice between the technological determinism of the theory's first
version (the proposition that the development of the forces of production in

their technological aspect has fostered the development of commercialisation

" as well as determining the terms of exchange) and the converse proposition

contained in the second: that social relations arise independently of the

productive forceé and in fact determine their development.. We seem to face
a choice betweeﬁ an unacceptable determinism which aézleast claims to offer
explanations and a converse propesition that gives more influence to social
relations in the devélopment of production at fhe expense of being able to
exflain.the existence of these social relations in the first place. We

start out from the commodity rather than arrive at it!

5 Empirical and-Theoretical Problems with the Concept of Commodity Status of

abid Labour Theory‘of Value

CSL analysis faces the problem that labour power céhpot, logicaily,
fully attain the status of a commodity because if ié not physically alienable,

It.can only produce use value and'thereféfe value ff it is living and active,

not simply totally subofdinate to capital or a lifeless appendage of a machine,
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Insofar as this is the case it is difficult for the buyer of labour power

to know just what they are buying or to_simply control or'apprdpriate what

they have bought: Marx himself defined labour power as.

" ... the aggregate of those mental and physical capabilities
existing in the physical form, the living personality, of a
human being, capabilities which he sets in motion whenever he
produces a“use-value of any kind." _

: : . ' {1976, p. 271)
and in the celebrated 'architects and bees' passage he makes human will a
defining characteristic of all human use-value creating labour. For even
though capital owns {and therefore has the right to 'control'), both

means of production and the worker, in practice capital must surrender the

means of production te the 'contrel' of the workers for their actual use

in the production process.

It seemé that to portray Mﬁrg az a CSL theorist we would have té

. accept that the difference in his approach to ciassical political economy

is that he elaborates the opposite side df the contradiﬁtory concept of‘_
CSL.. He emphasises that once the iabour commodity is aliénated {sold)

so too is cpntrol over it. But this contrast between tﬁglpossession and
sale of labour power represents little more.than a fomulation of the tension
in the concept of valué froﬁ wﬁi§h we started out: indiﬁidual will versus

collective social order.

A second dimension to fhis problem concerns the relation between use
value and value in labour power.inéofar as it is treated as a commodity. 1In
order to propose a 'labour theory of value' argument we have to be able to
exﬁlain-prices and-values in terms of labour in some way. This implies that
these are two separate factors %o be brough; inte A relgtioﬁship. This could

be done by arguing that the exercise of labour-confers ownérship upon the

results of that process, to the 'value' thereby embodied in it. But this
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_féces two'problems. We cannét simpl& measure the labour going into the
production of a.thing because it is concrété privéte indi#idual labour and
need not be faverage socially nécessary labour!'. 'Thus if I take two hours to
make something and I need only héve_ taken one, this cannot double its value,

The labour we can empirically observe is by definition private labour :

“only once it has been exchanged has it ‘proved' its social worth. But if we

then bring exchange into the analysis, fof example. by arguing that this renders
e ' _ _ ' _
labour social {post féstum' we are left with a tautology: the prices and

: values are determinlng the soclal labour content which on the contrary was

suppcsed to determine them!

One, unacceptable, way out of this problem would‘be.to argue that
labour in-gapitalist society already is comménsurable,-independent of and
prior to exchange, because it is aiready abstract sociall}_necessary labour
because it has become fuily commoditised. But this is to confuse an aspect
of labour with its real empiribal nature. No labour coﬁld be totally abstract:
it always exists in specific private concrete for#&s which must be commensurated:

it must prove its worth in exchange.

-

".....who can define ability, reatricted output, capacity
('fullest' or otherwise)? If the intensity of effort
gxpected from the worker is left undefined, then, surely,
everything else that is stated about wages, hours, and
method of payment is equally indeterminate .... the formal
contract between employer and employee is incomplete in a
very fundamental sense."

(Baldamus, 1961, pp. 90-1)
This means that labour as a éommodity canmot be the basis of caleculation,
or the simple source of value in éapitalist society. It ¢cannot directly form

O
the basis ? a theory either of exploltatz.on, or .he faimess or benevolence

ave g s
of market pPices. It also means that Just what these prices represent is
obscure: money cannot be a simple numeraire fOr either amounts of value_or

_abstract-labour.
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This problem is a reflectlon of the point I made abové about CSL
requ;ring an individual's labour capacity to be completely private and asoccial.
If the individual 'owes' something to soclety for his or her capacity to.labour,
then they cannot, consistently claim vhe'resul'l:s'of_ thatnlébour as their
private ﬁropertj;“ In turn wé can see. that this returns to the confusion .
betwaen th§ form and general detérminants of valﬁe. .The concept of an

:individual_independent'of_society, the 'Robinson Crusoe! figure of CSL

- analysis is quite ahistorical: it returné to only one side of the tension

between. constraint and construction from which I started out.

6 Money and the Theory of Value

..., and it is money and not labour-time which functions as

the social standard of measurement, in Marx's Capital, as in
capitalist society itself. The reason that labour-time is
stressed as the measure of value, is to argue that money in
itself does not make the products of labour commensurable.

They are only commensurable insofar as they are ob;ectificatlons
of the abstract aspect of labour.

(Elson 1979, p. 138)

In CSL of labour theory bf vélue aﬁproaches, there are only two

elements to be brought into a rélationship: 1aboﬁr ;ﬁd exchange: ﬁalue.
This is done by equating exchange value (including money prlce} with value.

e %aﬁﬂuiﬂa;} :
Then causal didections can be proposed in either dlrectlon between these ¥
two elements. If_they are seen to-flow from price to labour, then we obtain
a subjectiﬁist fheéry of Qalue,.whiéh,pOSes the dominénce.pf exchange, and
the necesséry absence of expléitation: Smith's'hidden hand' directs
produc%% accord%ng to the sum total of fheir Subjective'#?sires. If they
are seen to flow from labour to price, we produce a techﬁologically determinist
- account of history which starts out‘from the concept of 'labour as such', and

the value relations which arise on its basis. The pssage from Rubin gquoted

LA -
above is a good example. If we thus allow these value relations to react back
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on labour (for example by allowiﬁg price to determine what counts as socially

necessary'labOur) we end up with a_tautological relationship: labour and wvalue deter- .

mine each other,

‘But, following Elson,.it could be argued that Marxis-distinct appfoach
was to pose a three-fold rélationship; not simply a dual oﬁe.between labour
and value, but one between labour, value and exchange vﬁlue. Neither of:
the two.outer terms are directly_reducib;e to vaiue. Exchange value is
. the social form of appearanée of vélﬁé (produced through the process of
commodity exchange) but is not itself value. Marx mékés'very clear in . his
analysis.éf commodity exchange that fhélequivalent commodity cannot of itself
expresé quantity. Money is therefore not a numeraire for:value. It |
§annot therefore be used inter alia, as an accounting Eechanism for wvalue
relations, calculations gf sufplus value or measures of ‘exploitation. It
_represents value but is not itself value. In tufn abstract socially necessary
labour time is repfesented by ihe magnitude of value: butlagain we camnot posit
.a direct causal relationship because the only labour thSe duration we can
measure in capitalist society is privaté cono;ete gpecific labour, which has

R

yet to be exchanged and in so doing prove its social character.

These points emefge from Marx's theory of cbmmodity exchange and the
'fetishism® éssoéiated with it which Marx started from in Capital, not
anyiﬁsbecial considerations on tﬁe "form of_labour' . Helistlafts by viewing
capitalism és- o |

“an immense ccllection of commodities®
(1976, p. 125)
and proceeds to locate the form of value in capitalism, not in any social
form of labour, but in the commodlty form itself, and at other points he

explicitly cites this as his difference;with classical political economy.

His argument was not that classical political economy did not recognise the
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historically specific nature of commodity production, but that its inability

to grasp what the commodity was and whet form of value'this entailed,

rendered classical political economy incapable of understandlng hletory

adequately. Commodity fetlehism is therefore not about recognlslng the

”~

‘existence of the cbmmodity of exchange but analysing what it is. Marx

noted that classical political economy:

Yhas never once asked the question why this content has

.¢~6§Oﬁﬂ€'  avcused-that particular form, that is to say why labour

is expressed in value and why the measurement of labour
by its duration is expressed in the magnitude of value of
the product.” .

(1976, p. 174)

"Even lts best representatives, Adam Smith end Ricardo treat
the form of value as something of indifference, something
external to the nature of the commodity itself .... We there-
fore find that economists who are entirely agreed that labour
time is the measure of the magnitude of value have the
strangest and most contradictory ideas about money, that is,
about the universal equivalent in its finished form."

{19786, p. 174n)
He commences with it because it is the almost universal form which wealth
takes in capitalist society, and beéeuse it is only as the_produder of
commodities that labour can be seen as, or count as, or really become,

social at all. And only in eichange can labour reach its value otherwise

we would fall prey to the illusion that

"all commodities can simultaneocusly be 1mpr1nted with the
stamp of direct .exchangeability, in the same way that it
might be imagined that all. catholics can be popes."

{Marx, 1976, p. 161)

ihis form gives rise to fetiehiem; NOT a problem of false appearances

but the real material relatlons of commodlty exchange and the form of value

it generates:
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nIf 1 state that coats or bhoots stand in a relétibn to
linen because the latter is the un;versal incarnation
of abstract human labour the absurdity of the statement

iz self evident." .
{1976, p. 169)

is an absurdity which is in reality not in the pfoducers minds:

o™

. "Nevertheless, when the producers of coats and boots bring

these commodities into a relation with linen, or with gold
or silver (and this makes no difference here) as the
universal equivalent, the relation between thelr own private

Jlabour and the collective labour of society appears to them

in exactly this absurd form." ,
11976, p. 16_9}

Because'only the exchange of its produce renders their private, independenf,

labour social, it appears that it is the equivalent commodity which performs

this service by virtue of its own special powers:

*Since the producers do not come into social contact until
they exchange the products of their labour, the specific
social characteristics of their private labours appears

only within this exchange. In other words, the labour of
the private individual manifests itself as an element of

the total labour of society only through the relations which
the act of exchange establishes between the products, and,
through their mediation, between the producers.”

(1976, p. 165}

The producers thErefore_havefé correct understanding of the nature of

value relations of the nature of the social form of the relations of production

as one between products:

+

.Mie. they do not appear as direct social relations between

persons in their work, but rather as material relations

between persons and social relations between things."

(1976, p. 166)

The magnitudes of value of commedities in exchange:

"vary continually, independently of the will, foreknowledge
and actions of the exchangers. Their own movement within
society has for them, the form of a movement made by things,
and these things, far from being under their contrel, in
fact control them.™

(1976, p. 167-8)
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If on the one hand they did not intend to develop the :éiatiohs of Qommodity
production, but rather simply to_e#change their products, the appearance of
this ﬁrbcéss of exchange is such as to cover up its 6wn genesis, and give the
commodity its mystical character: ..

"What appears to happen is, not that a particular commodity

‘becomes money, because of all other commodities expressing

their value in it, but on the conitrary, that all other comm—

odities express their wvalues in a particular commodity because

it is money." ' ¢
(Marx, 1976, p. 187)

"Walue, therefore, does not have its description dranded on
its forehead, it rather transforms every product of labours

into a social hieroglyphic." .
. (1976, p. 167)

Commodity fetishism could therefofe be seen az a guestion of the
visibility of externalities, which in a society dominated by commodity
exchange are massive, because there is no géneral social regulation of
production beyond the public results of the private intentions of commodity

exchangers.

Baldamus's point, cited above, ébout tbe 'incompleteness® in the exchange
. : . - .

between labour and capital, should be seen as.a specific example of a more
general point about any‘exchange of bommoditiés, and a fundamental characteristic
of the commodity form 6f value. It is that since the 'value' of a commedity
{and the labour embodied in ;t)_éxisfs only in relatipn'td tﬁe values of all
other commodities (and tﬂe 1abour!s embodied in themj_ahd te the changing
needs of the purchasers of co@mbdities {which will éffect how socially
necessary such labours are) it cap'neﬁer Be exactly known. All we have is
the fact of exchange and the moﬁéy'price associated with that., We have no
-ﬁay, in a mode of production doﬁ%nated by fhe commodity form of value, of
linking money to ﬁalue directly. We cannotltherefore "prove or disprove®"

e

exploitation, just as capitalisticannot know fex anté"but only ‘post f?stum‘

whether the labour they empley will yield surplus value.
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Another way of saying this, is fhat in the exchangé'of commodites,n
there is little dlrect connectlon between private intention (to sell or buy
given a set of prlces) and publlc result. Each transaction has externalities
it would be useful to be able to measure. This does not mean {as in CSL
analy51s) that these externalltles are total (so that all market processes
become an inexorable function of the general law of qapital accumulation)
~or that they negligible (the benevolence of the 'hidden hand’), In the
final section I ask whether sué@ a state of affairs is an immutable fact

“of any complex mode of production, irrespective of property relations.

The commodity is not, therefore, a thing with a ﬁrice which directly
expresses its valué or the amount of labour contained within it. This is the
explanation of Marx's preoccupation, in the opening chapters of Capital,

with the 'commodity-form' and the form of value relations this implied.

Tt is‘thus poSsiB;e to produce a reading éf Marx'ts anal&sis which does
not depend on the CSL, but instead analyses cépitalism in terms of the dominance
of commedity exchange and the role oi the EEEEX conmodity. This.produces a
very different fﬁéory of explqitgtion. Its starting point is that of commodity
exchange alone, and requires‘ﬁo connéctién between this process of exchange

and the form of labour used to produce the commodities.

By divorcing the amalysis of commodity exchange from a CSL analysis,

we can escape the *leap and logic! approach_to'the relations between individuals

and society. We no longer have to counterpose the idea of absolute sovereignty and

independence of the individual prior to entering relations .of exchange or
value relations, with their 'all round material dependence' and subgectlon to
the law of value afterwards. We can now analyse not whether or not value is
.present (for its.general determinaﬁts always_will be) bﬁt examine the

consegquences of the form it takes._:In capitalist society, owing to the dominance
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of commpdity ekbhange, this ié that:value is rebresented_(bﬁt only ;ndirectly)
by exchange value. Thus the only way in whibh the amounts.of various types
of concrete labour are regulated iS'through exchange valﬁeé of the cémmodites
they give risé to. These exchange;valﬁes cammot, in turn, distinguish between
the relativé cohtribution.of the effort involved in labéur; and the reward
accorded to its social ability. We cannot tell from a cqmﬁodity‘s price whét
may be windfall gains for lucky_prbducers or unforeseeable penalties for
-unlucky ones. rﬁhe relationship between labour and capital will be of this

character too.

This means that we cannot calcuiate exploitation in terms of the
difference in the price (exchange vﬁlue) of labour and that of its products,
" because neither directiy reflects;their 'value' as such. Neither theorists
of exploitafion, nor capitalists hoping fo accumulate éurplus value can
.calculate in advance what vaiue_relations they will create: it is dependent

on exchange.

It also means that £he second diﬁension of exploitation: fﬁe'inversiod
at the heart of caﬁifalist society, will also be less’COmpiete. It.may be
that commodity producers do néf mean to establish value relations in directly
exchanging their products, so thatffhese arise ﬁehind their backs, but insofar as
these relations are the j§inf confribution of the whole ﬁorld of commodities,
they will to some degree at léast reflect the mutual wishes.of ﬁhe exchangérs:
to hgye valué %t all something has-to be, to some degree ‘socially useful', We
cannot simply split value and use value apart and opposexthe dominance of one
over the other: in capitalism 'value' under ﬁocialism'usé valuel. To argue
this is not to retreat to a subjectivist problematic becéusg the 'subjective

wishes' of the exchangers will themselves arise in part from the value relations

confronting-them on the market, and because these subjective wishes do carry



20 -

externalities. Indeed this must be the central‘point of the analysis, and the

vital theory of commodity fetishism. At the point of exchange, commodity
owners can foretell neither the past history nor future trgjectory of
commodities they exchange. Their act of exchange is their contribution to

the social-;egulatiop of the whole of production but they cannot know, even in

general terms what it is likely to be, what effects it will have.

We thus have an analysis in which exploitation in cabitalism along

both dimensions I outlined at the start are possible but not provable, at least

in a usual scientific sense, but is at least related to the dominance of the

prdduction and exchange of commodities. What would have tp:be done is to
examine the empirical and historical “forms taken by commodity exchange to
propose what would remain a-polifical'theory about the way:exchange developed
uniﬁtentionally favoured specific pfoducérs or owners (externalities) or

was agpecifically designed to do so;

Within such aﬁfanalysis room wbuld remain for the 'class struggle' aspect
of_Marg's_approach, but ﬁith the quaiification that such élgsses as exiét could
not have_arisen aufomatically (through the common situafion of being a seller
of labour power as a commoditéffo;'example) and would bé prone to differentiation

internally given that there would be other significant determinants than

labour market position

]

7 The Transhistorical Nature of Commodities_

Marx counterposed to society dominated by commoditj e£change, one
where value relations were directly visible andlplanned;iwhere production was
based on the freely associated laboug of direct prdducergg :ather than the
exchange of commodities on a market. Abolition sf the wages system would :

follow from the abolition of private ownership of the means of production

which in turn would eliminate the. presence of commodities.

- S Ay b T

T
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The problem now becomes one of the form of value in such a gociety,
given that the general determinants of value would still presumably be

present: that is to say we cannot make assumptlons about, - for example,

. the absence of conflicts of interest between different producers, the

abolition of a division of labour, or the abolltlon of scarcity. These
various utopian and unscientific postulates simply amopnt to wishing

away the 'constraints' side of the relationship between individuals and

‘society: there would simply be no value relations at all, no decisions to

take of any kind gpd;no authority necessary to execute them and no exploitation.

Y : 5
- Marx and Leyin argued, guite coherently, that with the abolition of

- private property and commodities, value relations would take the form of

the administration of things: planning. In contrast to thelmarket, where
value relations are the(?hly'partially_intended and conscious} consequence of
exchange these would be directly the qonscious object of the dgcisions of the
Treely associatéd proeducers. This.raises two broblems: the information by which
these decisions are to be informed, a£d the criteria used to-take them.
Presumably the ideal answer to the first is 'all the relevant information' and
the second 'democratic part1c1pat10n by all those 1nv01ved or affected' But
the problem is that insofar as we are dealing with value relations ALL
information about potential ﬁresent'and future ways of organising production
are reievant and everyone‘wili be affected. In a complex economy there are
countless billions of potential depisions fo be made. We cénnot all know and
equally influence the social direction and brganisation_of'production.

Perfect planning and perfect information alike are impossibie: again they are

- a simple aﬁpeal to abolish the realm of necessity.

v




: Thé reasbn for.this lies iﬁlfhe-relative ignorancé about each otherfs
posiﬁion needs and actioné in which individuél producers or groups of producers
must bemain. As Nove points out, if I demand greater p?oduction of something
(be it Rdll? Royceé or kidney'machines) 1 cannot know at #hose expense such
.production will be, what will be fbfegone; or conversely who else, aside
from the con%umers of Rolls Royces or_kidney machines will benefit: suppligrs
of sheet steel, or mlchChlpS perhaps, workers 15 a p;rtlcular region., The
vigibility of the consequences of planning will therefore always be limited:

like commodity exchange, they will to some extent occur 'behind ocur backs',

We could exﬁress this ancother ﬁay. Any unit of accounting used in planning
(ut:{]ﬁa ’ labour time, money, guésses, wishes) will jdst like money price in
commodity exchange, be only a representation of, and approximation to value.
_MoreOVer,:bet@een planners there will be processes of bargaining akin to
price haggling on the market. (&nyone-ﬁorking in & university can cite examples
: from their departmental budget).. Thus it can be argued that meny of the processes
Marxmﬁ‘assoclated with the exchange of commodltles and the ex;stence of private
property, can in fact be seen to be a function not of,ownership as such, but
of the relative social 3eparatibnipf decision making unifs ‘in production, or
indeed the producers themselves, _This_separation may vary in extént and nature:
if the préducers share lots of valges and interests, know eachlother, trust
each other, it-may be dimipished1'%ht short of assuming peffect information
and agreement, it can never disappear. In turn this separation surely underlies
‘the reciprocal isolation and foreigness of the producers' which underlies
the-process Marx analyses as 'commodity fetishism' . The producers much as
they may have free and direct associatlon %s)their preferred aim, will always
remain subject to constraints and determznants of their productive activities
which they cannot perfectly-understand-éhe cause of. Insofar.as they submit

to these constraints they are not ‘free!, They may recognise 'necessity!
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voluntarily, but that does not of itself, imply their uﬁ;onstrained . consent.
Who is.to_sa& whether their reétraint reall& is neceésary or not? A'gcod
example of this is that of debétes on incomes'policies pﬁfsﬁed by 'socialist!
goﬁernments. Bé.what.yardstick can we measure whether they are in the
interests of - wage earners or not? .Flnally, the science of leltlcal economy
also seems to be a transhlstorlcal requlrement of any complex mode of
production, insofar as it is able to produce tééhnlques and models to

provide partlal.but useful guides to the likely effects of particular causes

of action.

& Summary of Conclusions . _ . o

I have argued that commodiﬁy status of labour arguments, and their

. counterpart, labour theory of value arguments, produce accounts of mddes of
production which by confusing thé form and general determinants of value
produée accounts of history which fiew one mode of production as dominated by
obgectlve constraint and exp101tation, and another as freed from any constraint.
They split the ever present historlcal tensions I outllned in section 1 into

alternate historical epochs,

.I havé suggested that Marx méy also be reéd as a theorist of commodity i
exchange instead. This rescues many of his insights, pﬁts.them on a more
emplrical ba31s, but does so at the cost of making many ‘of the features of
commodaty exchange apparently 1mmutab1e. They would be_present in any
society including socialist society.. These include imperfect knowledge about
and control over production.' ThiS'ﬁﬁuld imply the survifél of waste, uﬁemploy-

ment of various kinds, unsatisfied needs, conflicts of intérest and so og}f
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In particular no quantitétive proof of the existence of exploitation
ié possibie from this standpoint. Thié is sinmply becaﬁse once we recognise
there. is no poséible mechanism of QQantitative commeﬁsuration between diffe;ent
tybes of concrete.labéur'in its use value aspéct, then theirelative worth of
two different ﬁypeé.of labour becomes a matter for political-debate,. Their
exchange valﬁe. or indeed any other.form of value we‘deviée for them will be
a function of various externalities. The éontr%butiop'to society of a
qualified surgeon.and a hospital cleaner are botﬁ usefui.”'Thelabsence of
_either'would make safe surgery iﬁpossible. But their wageé express what?

Their costs of production? Their acéess to aiternatiﬁe work opporturities?
Compensation for the disagreeable aspects for their job {boredom, dirt,

or responsibility for life and éeath), or ﬁenalties fof its agreeable
aspecté (promotioh.pQOSpects, security, or indeed responsibility agein insofar

as it is execuled successfully).

On the other hand, insofar as some form of political economy remains
necessary to help understand pfoduction, it is.iikely fhat_various quantitative
yardsticks will remain helpful, so_l;ng as we bear in miﬁd their limitations.
To the extent thaf some fﬁrm of markets and commodity excﬁange\remain an
inevitable alternative and cﬂéck tq imperfect planning, then prices and wages
remain a tool to be used in what will inevitably be a political débate about

whether particular groups are exploited.

»

Similarly no gualitative proof of exbloitation is;possible either. We
camnot equate it with the existenég}of markets, nor.does it seem possible to
produce rules of thumb about planﬁing that could guarantee to minimise it.'
In particular'planning implies éentral coordination and direction, democracy
implies local autonomy and influénce.' Ihdeed it seems iikely that in some
circumstancgs markets improve on ﬁlanning precisely because they obviate the

need to attempt to calculate externalities that are themselves relativély
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‘unimportant. 'Thuslit seems to bo the case that markefo ére much better at

_ responding to consumer choice and fashion than planning.  Insofar as- markets
reduoe tho amouot of labour time devoted to‘ofganising production, they also
increase people's free time. Only if we equate human natore with the
oépacity'to produce, and then reduce the latter to pfoduction in the formal
eoonomy, does 'workero_control of'production‘ appear as unpfoblematioally
1ioerating. on tho contrary thero are other ways of expressing their nature
that pecple, may prefer to discussing preduction olans: hoboies, consuming

things, all the variocus forms of production known as leisure.

These argumonts also imoly that itlis noﬁ possibio, within capitalist
or non capitalist societieo, to identify a process called 'exploitation'_in
production, and then relate this to seoondarx processes colled *oppression!
beyono the sphere of commodities;'for example in domestic labour, gender or race
relations and so on. For example it would be impossible to claim a gender free
character to the relations of preduction in the production and exchanges of
commodities, and tpen examine the way gender as an external factor comes to
affect the terms of operation of fheoe relations. If we follow the analysis
1 have suggested ﬁho division between oommoditised and non commeditised
areas of social life is indiééinot, and gender relations enter directly
into both of them. For example rather than toking skill ao an economic
category and analysing the distribution of men and womeo_to 'okilled' Jjobs,
it would start out from examining okill as a gender saturated concept in the
first place; Or it oould start ouﬁ by.exaoining the rélative attention paid
to, and worth ascribed to domestic labour; compared to wofk in the commoditisod

economy .

Rejecting a CSL analysis alse implies that we reject the portrayal of

capitalist society as one characterised by individual freedom_ It has no
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nécessary.connection with'laﬁour freedom. Witness ité.deﬁendence in its
earlier stages on slave labour. Nor need the emplrlcal terms of exchange
in a labour market imply much freedom for wage labour. Finally the
associatlon of 1ndlv1dual soverelgnty with commodxty status with absence
of exploltatlon is an 1deologlca1 delusion: it simply constitutes a return
1o one side of the tension between 1nd1v1dual freedom and ¢ollective order.
Just as there can be no '1abour as such' free from social determination,
s0 can;there-not be sovgreign'individuals independent of their social

constraint or social construction by society.

This paper is based on a Ph.D Thesis by the author:

The Socieclogy of Industrial Democracy: Money Labour and Class in the Capitalist

Mcde of Production (1982)

available from the University of Glaégow Library.
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1. FREEDOM

"Capital” says Marx " ... obtains surplus labour without an
equivalent, and in essence it always remains forced labour - no matter

how much it may seem to result from free contragtual agreement®. (1)
Sot |
{i) Capital obtains surplus labour from workers without giving
an equivalent in return,
{ii) Surplus labour is always forced labour.
(iii) The contract [for the sale of labour-power] seems to be free
[but is in reality élways forced upon workers].
We may say that each of thesé propositions expresses a different facet
of exploitation: the first is concerned with a lack of equivalence
between what capitalists get out of wage deals and what workers
receive; the second with the process of forecibly extracting surplus
labour from workers; and the third with the complusion to which
workers are in fact subjected when entering apparently voluntary wage
contracts. How are these propositions related to one ancother? Wwhich,

if any, is fundamental?

Prima facie, the Marxian concept of.exploitation embodies a fairly
obvious causal ¢laim or hypothesis to the effec£~£hat capitalists are
able to extract unpaid sqrplué iabour from workeré - i.e. (i) -
because they are in a position to force them into contracts for the
sale of labour-power - i.e. (iii). On this reading (ii) merely

elaborates this connection as means to ends: once forced into wage



contracts, workers are compelled to carry them out, with the
extractive conseguences specified in (i}. The_problem with this is,
however, identified by Marx himself in (iii) - the wage contract seems
to be free. Whereas in ancient and feudal societies the coercion of
producers (slaves, serfs) by non-producers (slave-owners, landlords)
is visibly established in legal institutions and political practices,
in capitalism the owner of the means of productiqn obtains surplus
labour by a seemingly veluntary contractugl agreement with his
employees. Moreover, the extradtion of surplus lébour without an
equivalent is, for Marx, a thoroughly pervasive, indeed structural,
feature of any capitalist syétem. 8o, 1if wage Qpntract compulsion,
i.e. (iii), is to figure as the causal explanatipn-of (i}, it must be
of eqgual generality. That is to say, it must be the case that

compulsion into wage contracts is as systematic as the extraction of

surplus value itself. And yet, as Marx says, it doesn’t at all seem
like that. Hence the prior problem: if {(iii) is to function as

explanans and (i) as explananduﬁ independent and appropriately weighty

grounds for (iii) must first be produced.

Where might they be found? Typically, four main arguments ére
offered by Markiéts in support of (iii). fThe first is connected with
the way in which Marx claims to uncover various kinds of power wielded
by capitalists over workers. (2) According to fhis view, workers are
sysfematically forced into exploitative wage contracts because:

(A) Employers enjoy a dedisive bargaining advantage over workers

in virtue of their resources for coetcion.

On the face of it this undoubtedly carries a certain intuitive
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plausibility, but we need to distinguish, and to get the right way
around, two gquite distinct questions, viz. (1) How can we tell that
workers are always forced into wage contracts? and (2) How is it that
capitalists are always able to compel them into extractive agreements?
If it is assumed that capitalists do indeed enjoy a decisive
bargaining advantage in the wage process then, obviously, (&) will
represent at least an explanation-sketch of how they are able to
exploit workers, i.e. {2}. lBut, clearly, {2) can arise as a problem
in need of explanation only on the pricor assumption of (1). That is
to say, the point of an explanation of how capitalists might coerce
workers into wage contracts assumes that they are indeed coerced. But
it is surely beyond guestion that although Marx believed that
employers actually do apply whatever power they can muster to coerce
workers into wage contracts when they have to do so (strike-breaking,
lock-outs, ggg.) he did not think that they would use coercion unless
they were compelled to do so; nor did he think that they would in fact
need to be permanently engaged in coercing a perpetually recalcitrant
workforce. Thus, (A) appears to furnish evidence for (1)}, and support
for (iii), only on the basis of a fairly crude equivocation between

the ability to coerce and actual coercion.

It might well be thought, however, that though true, this is trivial. -
Don’t the sporadic episodes of actual coercion which occur in
capitalist systems merely represent for Marx the_aggravated expression

of another form of power to which all workers are . unremittingly

subjected, simply in virtue of their class position? According to

this view, the essence of the unfreedom of wage workers lies in the
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fact that if they are to live at all tolerably they must sell their

labour-power to capitalists, simply because they don’t possess

anything else that is vendible. Thus, it might be argued, effective

support for (iii) really comes from:

| (B) Workers are forced into wage contracts because they are

denied any other eligible alternative for choice by their
class position. |

Certainly this addresses itself to the relevant question, i.e. (1)},

and it carries the.necessary generality - it applies to all contracts

for the sale of labour=-power in virtue of the system of property

relations in a capitalist society. But it is surely inadequate, in

that it fails to explain what needs explaining, viz. why it is that

workers are unfree in capitalism. After all, whatever kind of

economic system workers find themselves in, they are inevitably faced
with some form of structure of production or 6ther. And; whatever it
might look like, it must necessarily foreclose éome options whilst
opening others. Indeed, this must be true even of the ideal Marxian
alternative to capitalism, namely communism. For, as far as the
availability of work options is concerned (and this is all that is
strictly at issue in respect of (iii)), the position of workers is
fundaméntally the same in both: whereas in capitaiism they are (so
Marx claims) compelled to sell.their-labour—power ; in communism they
would be prevented from so deing. In neither sYstem are workers free
in respect of whether to seil:their 1abour—powéf'or not. {3) So, how
can Marx distinguish between the unfreedom of workers in capitalism
and their freedom in communiém,-as he clearly wiéﬁes to do? If it

cannot possibly be in terms of the range of crucial work options



available in each, then the only other possibility is that it must be

a matter of the particular alternatives facing workers. And the

difference between capitalism and communism hefe is manifest. For
what distinguishes capitalism from communism as far as work options
are concerned is that in the former workers have no choice but to sell
their labour-power to buyers who, given the economic logic of the
system, can have no interest in purchasing it excépt at expropriative
rates. To put it slightly differently, what is distinctive about the
position of wage workers, and what must distinguish the structural
restrictions upon their freedom from those applying in communism, is
that the only option they have is a cenjoint oné - to work and be

expropriated.

If this is indeed correct, and the grounds for (iii) lie in the
essentially expropriative nature of the contract, then it needs to be
shown precisely how the connexion is made. Hence the need for a
reappraisal of our original interpretation of the concept of

exploitation, according to which (iii) figures as the causal

~explanation of (i)}, since (i) is precisely what is being invoked here

to account for (iii). But, before turning to this issue the two

remaining popular accounts of (iii) must briefly be considered.

The first of these hinges upon the idea of false-consciousness.
Workers, it is argued, are forced into wage contracts because they are
led by bourgeois ideology into believing that they are selling their

labour to employers who give (on average at least) full value for it

in the form of a wage; but in reality they seli their labour-power,



from which employers extract a surplus and hence their profits.
Hence:

{C) Workers are always forced into wage cont;acts because they
are systematically deluded about the true nature of the wage
bargain.

Admittedly, workers may be said to be unfree in the sensé that (given
the theory) they are prevented by the influence of bourgeois ideology
from understanding their real position in terms of which they make
their choices. We may say that they are unfree in the sense that they
act on the bhasis of defective autonomy of choice., However, this
cannot be the fundamental unfreedom for Marx. For, even if they
succeed in penetrating the veil and in seeing their position as it
really is, they remain fundamentally unfree just as long as they
remain in submission to capital. That i1s to say, the objective
unfreedom of both compliant and militant workers is ultimately to be
referred to the same source - to their common predicament in being the
source of unpaid surplus value for capitalists. Hence, the grounds

for {C) are to be found in the more basic claim (B).

The last argument that we need to consider is concerned with the

dynamics of capitalist development and its effects on the

"immiseration" of the working'class. Marx argues that the increasing
organic composition'of capital entails the dep:éSsion of the rate of

" profit and that capitalists strive to resist this_outcome in two main
ways = by increasing the rate of exploitation of labour and by using

the reservoir of unemployed workers created by‘#he displacement of

labour to push average wages down. Hence:



(D) Workers are systematically forced into wage contracts because
they are subjected to the immiserating fprces which result
from the capitalists”® attempts to maintain profits,

Now the assumption lying behind this claim is admittedly an

intuitively fairly plausible one. It is that, ceteris paribus, no

worker would ever willingly enter any agreement, or series of
agreements, less favourable to him than earlier ones, and particularly
no agreement condemning him to misery or starvation. However, the
issue is of course complicated by Marx’s distinction between
"absclute" and "relative" immiseration, Absolute immiseration (Dl)

occurs when wages undergo an unremitting secular decline. Here, at

least, we do find a strong prima facie case for the existence
pervasive class coercion which avoids appeal to distributive
considerations. After all, there can be scarcely any assumption more
reasonable than that agents will never willingly engage for starvation
wages. Unfortunately, (Dl1) has been shown by events to be false. On
the other hand, relative immiseration (D2) occﬁrs when wages fall only
in relation tb profits - a situation entirely consistent with a rising
s£andard of living for wo?ke;s. Hence, (D2) could furnish support for
(iii) only if it is also assumed that workers ﬁuét be unwilling to
engage in increasingly unequél wage deals. Thét is to say, it must be
completed by appeal to the same consideration as in both (B) and (C),
namely the distributive factpi-specified in elémeﬁt (i} of the Marxiam

portmanteau concept of exploitation.

It is perhaps appropriate at this point to sum the argument up so



far. I began by suggesting that perhaps the most natural way of
construing the Marxian notion of exploitation is to see it as
involving a causal claim to the effect that the capitalists”
extraction of unpaid surplus labour - i.e. (i) - is explained in terms
of workers being forced into wage contracts - ;;g. (iii). The need
for support for (iii) itself was then noted, as ﬁarx himglef insists
that it is far from self-evident that workers are always forced to
sell their 1abbur~power. The pursuit of this necessary support has
led us, however, back to (i) itself. That is to say, the grounds for
the claim that workers are systematically forced into wage deals
appears now to rest on the prior claim that economic analysis reveals
that wage contracts necessarily have extractive consequences for
workers., 1In a sense, of course, revealing the connection between
unfreedom and inequality in Marxian theory is by no means new. Allen
Buchanan is merely one amongst many Marxian commentators who has made
the point that " ... the wage exchange is not free because of the
profound inequalities in the respective positiohs of the worker and
the capitalist®. {4) But usually the inequalities at issue are

assumed to be inequalities'of power or class position. But, if the

above argument is correct, ¢laims of this kind ultimately reduce to
claims about another kind of inequality - inequality in the

distribution of surplus labour.

To this conclusion a number of objections might be raised. 1In
the first place, it might be argued, I have misidentified the true
locus of compulsion in expleitation. It is the compulsion intrinsic

to the work process, i.e. to (ii), which explains both (i) and (iii).



It explains how the capitalist extracts his unpaid surplus from labhour
and why wage contracts themselves are unfree. For, once in wage
deals, workers are regimented by the owner or his overseers, and are
compelled by law to perform their contractual qbligations in suppling
both necessary and surplus labour. But this su#ely will not do.

There is of course an obvious sense in which workers are compelled to
carry out their contracts - once made they have the force of law and
their options are thereby limited. But this is trivial in that it
applies to all contracts for the éale of commodities, not simply to
wége contracts. As for the regimentation of labour, this is not a
necessary but a contingent feature of capitalist production as recent
experiments in self-organization of production have show. In other
words, the compulsion within the work process itself is simply not
sufficiently pervasive and systematic to account wholly either for (i)

or {(iii).

The seccond objection is well-put by Roemer, "The purpose of the
Marxian value theory was to make the point that exchanges under
capitalism are not coercive but competitive; that idea takes the form
of insisting that all commodities exchange “at their values™ (coercive
exchange would, on the contrary, involve one side being forced to
exchange its service for less than its value). (5) Obviously, if the
wage deal is not coercive but competitive then there is no problem to
solve; But this is clearly only partly true. Marx’s position is
surely that from a superficial point of view thé-wage deal is eqgual
and competitive ~ the worker receives {on average) the full vélue of

his labour-power in a subsistence wage. But deeper analysis reveals
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that the wage system is unequal precisely because it enables the
capitalist to extract unpaid surplus value. B&And qua unequal it is

coercive., {6) The problem still stands.

How, then, might (iii) be inferred from (i) - systematic

contractual compulsion from systematic expropriation of surplus value?
After all, there is nothing logically absurd in the idea that
prodﬁcers might work voluntarily for others without any thought of a
return. (7} Roemer has one account. Accdrding to his game-theoretic
account of exploitation the cépitalist variety of exploitation is
defined independently of the labour theory of value and in terms of an
inequality betweéh owners and workers due to differential ownership of
alienable productive assets. But, whatever the virtues of such an
account, it clearly is not Marx’s. In the Marxian theory of
exploitation the connection between (iii) and (i) must be made via
Marx“s own account of the nature and the source of exchange-value. (8)
How? I offer the following as a sketch of a possible line of

argument.

We may begin by reverting to the discussion of (D2}. It was
suggested there that relative immiseration might be ‘held to furnish
grounds for (iii), but only on the assumption that workers are
essentially unwilling to engage in-increasingly unequal wage deals
with employers. Now this assumption is, of course, by no means
obviously true. After all, in neo-classical tefms, wage bargains of
this kind may be held to represent the entirelf.ﬁhforced preferences

of self-interested Pareto-optimizers, Hence the assumption must be
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advanced in the form of a more or less formal stipulation. And, in
_fact, it involves nothing more than a fairly minor modification of a

standard postulate of classical economics.

According to théléléssiéal labour theory of value, in a system of
voluntary transactions equal labour times tend to determine equal
pfices. The implications of this may, however, be drawn out in two
,;ather.different directiéns. On the one hand, it may be construed as
ia contingent statement assérting‘a”correlation between coﬁparative
prices and proportional labour times. Or it may equally well be read
‘as-an implicit definition of what is to count as a voluntary
transaction. In this latter case, given the usual classical
éssﬁﬁptions about agent-rationality and self-interest, agreements may
- be déscribed as being free or voluntary, nbt simply insofar as they
'gré free from external force or fraud, but also to the degree that
"they eventuate in egual exchanges of labour values. For, assuming )
that agents afe rational, they must be capable of appreciating the
:benefits of'volﬁntary social co-operation, and hence of grasping the
" need for transactionél.rules governing exchanges. And, assuming that
thef are self-interested, they must be understood as being essentially
unwilling to give without receiving a full equivalent in return.
Hence,-inéofar as any exchange diverges from equality and infringes
the rule of reciprocity, to that degree the worse-off party may
properly be taken to be an-unwilling party to the contract. Of
course; aé'long as the systeﬁ of wége contractihgfis thought to
invﬁive a more or less equal-é#ghange of vaiueS}'the critical

~implications remain submerged. These are of course revealed by the
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application of the Marxian theory of surplus value according to which
the worker appears as someone invariably involved in a system of
transactions in which he always produces a surplus and gets nothing in

return,

So far the argument has been devoted to establishing a broad link

between the unequivalence asserted in (1) and the unwillingness of

rationally self-~interested workers to enter extractive wage contracts
with employers. This is, however, merely a logical preliminary to
showing how they may be said to be invariably coerced into them - i.e.
the claim in (iii). The most important point here is that although
there may well be some intuitive plausibility in the idea that
mutually self-interested agents might not be unwilling to tolerate a
degree of inequality against themselves in exchange for overall mutual
benefit there must obviously be some limit to the disparities they can
be said to willingly countenance. And wherever this point occurs two
further principles must apply. The first is that of coercion. For,
where an agent has been identified as doing something unwillingly, his
behaviour demands explanation, and compulsion is the obvious
candidate. S0, to.impute unwillingness to the worker in respect of

entering the wage bargain is, at the same time, to license a search

for coercive factors to account for what he .does. Secondly, agents

defined as self-interested and rational, willing to engage in

exchanges for mutual benefit, but unwilling to give without receiving

an equivalent in return, are agents constitutively involved in a

practice of reciprocity. And viclations of reciprocity sufficiently

grave to call for coercion-explanations are clearly, in one cbvious
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sense of the term, inijustices.

Spelt out a little more formally, then, the connection between
(i) and {iii) seems to be as follows:
(i) Capital obtains surplus labour from workers without giéing an
equivalent in return.
(ia) Violations of reciprocity are unjﬁst.
(ib) Agents never willingly suffer injustices against themselves.
(ic} The extraction of surplus labour from workers without giving
an equivalent in return is an (extra~contractual) injustice.
{ii) Therefore, surplus.laboﬁr is always forced labour, and
(iii) The contract for the sale of 1ébour—power, though it might
appear to be free, is always forced.
On this interpretation Marx ‘s concept of exploitation embodies what
might be called a theory of "Coercive Injﬁstice"; a theory which in
effect grounds both (ii) and (iii). And it is on the basis that the
wage relationship maf be said systematically to violate reciprocity

and hence to be unjust that the crucial claim (iii) may be made.

Before consideriné its difficulties it is worth noting that the
£heory Pin-points a very characteristic {and highiy cbntroversial)
feature of Marxian method. Liherals not uncommonly complain that
Marxists elaborate accounts of class coercion and'ideology in a
fundamentally misguidéa attémpt'to explain behaviour which is in fact
ﬁot coerced at all, or at least by no means in the systematlc way they
believe. But 1f capitalism is viewed from the perspective of Coercive

Injustice the view that workers must invariably be forced in one way
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or another into wage contracts, seems fairly natural. For, given the
implication of inveluntariness that a judgement of injustice carries
in the theory, it is entirely'reasonable for the Marxist to seek
evidence of coercion, even in unlikely places. We might séy that a
novel theory of injustice calls forth an equally novel theory of
coercion and a revised attitude to evidence for compulsion - less
emphasis upon manifest force and more on indireét and elusive factors,
particularly ideclogy. Of course, what may from one point of view
lock like a virtue in a powerful explanatory theory may from another
appear to be logically very dubious. The liberal may well look
askance at the ﬁay'in which the argument is open to manipulation:
(iii) is advanced as an explanation of (i), but equally (i) is invoked
as grounds for (iii) ~ wage coercion "explains® how the unpaid surplus
labour is extracted from workers, and the expropriation of workers
"explains" why "despite the appearances” théy must always be coerced.
This highly expedient reversal of premises tends in practice of course
to be obscured by the fact that both are treated simply as aspects of
thé same complex phenomenon - exploitation,-undérstood as the forced
extraction of surplus labour. Maybe this ﬁanoeuvre is defensible on
the grounds that the relation is really a "dialectical® one involving
a thorough interpenetratioﬁ'of factors comprising the "totality" of
exploitation. But critics w111 probably regard such a move as nothlng
more than an attempt to lnsulate Marx ‘s main crltlcal category from
any possible empirical refutation. AaAnd in anyJevent, the
methodological guestion which deserxrves esPeciﬁf.attention lies
elsewhere, in connection with the internal con51stency of the Marxian

theery of exploltatlon.
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2. Justice.

The theory of Coercive Injustice is as we have seen, a theory of
imputed motivations. Thus the "true® predicament of workers is
explained on the basis of an imputed knowledge of the extractive
nature of the wage relationship, together with a stipulated sense of
justice as reciprocity. And it is in terms of these formal
considerations that workers are held to be "essentially“ or
"objectively"” unwilling to contract into wage deals {irrespective of
what they might happen to think or feel), a conclusion which then
triggers an empirical {(or quasi-empirical) investigation into the
manifold ways in which thié compulsion in fact applies. However,
these are by no means the only beliefs which ﬁust be ascribed to
class~conscious workers. In addition to.grasping the basic truths of
the Marxian analysis of the capitalist economic system they must also
be assumed to understand thé broad principles of Historical
Materialism. Moreover, they must be assumed to be capable of thinking
coherently and of drawing the necessary implications from this

constellation of beliefs. As has been argued, according to the theory

of Coercive Injustice workers may be inferred to be essentially
unwilling to ehgage with capitalists on the basis of the injustice of
that relationship. So, in addition to being in possession of the
necessary elements of Marxian economics and Histérical Materialism,

they must be assumed to be capable of making coherent judgements of

Justice and injustice. In order to see the implications of this for

the position developed above we need first to consider the elementary
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logic of distributive justice.

It is an elementary feature of the idea of distributive justice
that the constitutive point of any practice thereof must be to ensure
some distribution of benefits and burdens according to some rule of
equity. Hence the conceptual centrality of the notion of

rectification. For, obviously, where an equitable distribution

doesn’t exist, or where it has been temporarily disturbed, the point
must be to establish, or to re-establish, a just distribution by
rectifying the current one. Thus, any judgement of the form "X (some
distribution or pattern of distributions]) is unjust® necessarily
preupposes the possibility of rectification. "Pdssible“ here need not
of course meén that rectification can in fact be achieved - some
injustice might be irremoveable. Nor does it imply that, all things
considered, it must be desirable to try to do so ? the removal of some
injustices might involve uniustifiable costs. Whether it entails that
it must be believed that it could be achieved is perhaps more
debatable. Certainy where judgements of justice are held to be
intelligible only within the context of a feasible social practice or,
more generally, where they are thought to be significant only as a
preliminary to action, this will be the case. ‘And, given the
fundamentally "practical® bent of Marxian social theory, it is by no
means unreasonable to impute this to the proletarian position. But in
any event one basic condition must hold for any judgement of

injustice, and this is that it must presuppose the availability of a

coherent description of the alternative distribution deemed just.

That is to say, it must be possible at the very minimum coherently to
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specify an alternative distributive state of affairs which would count
as rectification of the purported injustice. For, if we cannot even
think the alternative state of affairs deemed just, rectification must

be inconceivable, and the judgement of injustice strictly senseless.

One further preliminary point needs to be made before these
fairly elementary considerations can be directed towards Marxian
exploitation. It is perhaps natural to assume that rectification can

come only in either of two varieties - the rectification of particular

injustices, or the rectification of entire practices of justice. 1In

the first kind of case rectification simply takes the form of the
consistent application of the rule in question. Thus, if the rule is
"Reward merit" then unrecognized merit must now bé rewarded. In the
second kind of case one rule of distribution is replaced in the name
of justice by another, e.g. merit by need. Discussions of the Marxian
treatment of justice sometimes assume that if capitalism is to be
rectified at all it must be by the latter methdd =.the present
free~for-all being replaced in communism by distfibution according to
need. There are in fact good redsons for thinking that this cannot be
Marx ‘s own position. (92) But whether capitalism'can be said to be
unjust in this sense of the term is strictly irrelevant to the leogic
of the Marxian theory of exploitation - as is any sense other than
that involved in the theory of Coercive Injustice. What is really at
igsue here is perhaps bést expldined by considering.the implications

of Marx’s treatment of bourgecis justice.

First it is necessary to re—-emphasise the crucial distinection
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embodied in Marx’s analysis of the wage relationship, According to
Marx, the economic relationship between the two main classes in
capitalism hinges upon a distinction between an equality in exchange,
whereby the worker receives the full egquivalent 'of the labour-power he
sells to his employer, and an inequality arising from that exchange,
represented by the employer ‘s extraction of unpaid surplus value from
expended labour. This distinction, between the wage contract itself
and its consequences, is theoretically crucial in that it enables Marx
to offer an explanation of how profits originate in a system of market

transactions in which values are stipulated as exchanging equal for

equal. And, in terms of strict contractual reciprocity (i.e. in
bourgeois terms), Marx’s analysis reveals that the wage deal is
essentially Jjust. Admittedly, injustices may well occur: not only
might fraudulent contracts be made, but in the course of the ordinary
operations of the market wages will sometimes fell below their
"natural®™ subsistence level and sometimes rise ebove it.

Nevertheless, there is at least a perfectly coherent and intelligible
bourgeois conception of justice in that it is obv1ous both what
rectification must consist in, viz. the re-establlshment of strict
contractual eguality, and how it may be brought about - fraudulent
inequalities are rectifiable by law and inequaiities arising from
changes in supply and demand'by the self-rectifying_mechanisms of the
market. Indeed, this is all_we need to be able.to understand Marx’s
declared unwillingness to call capitalism unjust in it own terms - for
bourgecis justice implies a form of rectlflction degigned to leave the

extra~contractual inequality represented by the extraction of unpaid

surplus value entirely intact. (10} Bearing in mind the role that the
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theory of Coercive Injustice'plays in the Marxién theory of
exploitation, what is obviously crucial for Marx is to be able to
"broaden the scope of the idea of reciprocity or transactional
egquivalence so that it encompasses the idea of extra-contractual
injustice. And whether this is possible or not is ultimately a
question of whether the appropriate beliefs and motivations can be
coherently ascribed to proletarians entering the wage contract,
defined by the stipulations of the theory of Coercive Injﬁstice, aware
of the elementary logic of the idea of distributive justice, and in

possession of the broad principles of Historical Materialism.

The difficulties in the Marxian position here are revealed by
considering a very popular version of argument (B). It is often
thought that the crux of Marx’'s view is that workers are necessrily
forced into wage contracts because capital originated in the forced
expropriation of the means of production of independent workers
{peasants and craftsmen) during the transition from feudalism to
capitalism, and because workers have to pay capitalists a "tribute"
{in the form of surplus labour) for access to ﬁeans of production
owned by the latter. (11) But, on the face of it, the claim that
workers must be said to be compelled to sell their labour-power now
because their means of independent production were stolen from them at
some time in the past is unpersuasive, even on Mafx’s own terms,

After all, Marx himself cleérly believed that ali epochs, including
that of communism, must originate in forcible expropriation. What has
to be shown, of course, is sdmething gquite different - that workers

are currently unfree. B2and the claim that workers currently pay a
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*tribute" in the form of surplus labour for access to means of
production is, when detached from the strictly'irrelevant genetic
element, merely the "extraction of surplus labour entails coercion®

argument whose logical credentials we are considering.

The idea that the two elements must be logically connected
probably arises from the fact that the system of independent
production seems obviously to represent a just rectification of
capitalist injustice, and hence the kind of freedom systematically
denied to workers in capitalism. After all, an arrangement in which
each worker owns his own means of production and exchanges his
products with other independent workers on the basis of full
equivalence undoubtedly represents a straightforward form of
rectification of capitalist extra-contractual inequality. The problem
is, of course, that class—-conscious workers who are aware that,
according to the principles of Historical Materialismgthe development
of production is irreversably in the direction of collective
ownership, cannot believe that capitalism is unjust in respect of any
rectification represented by what Marx derisively calls "primitive
commodity production”. These are the illusions of muddle-headed
anarchists and petit-bourgeois individualists. And if they cannot
believe that it is unjust in this sense then clearly it cannot be a
sense that can enter as a logical factor in the theory of Coercive
Injustice, which is designed to explain their systematic unfreedom in

capitalism.

What, then, about socialism as the rectification of capitalist
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wage injustice? In one sense workers are certainly given priority in
socialism. Instead of merely being paid a bare subsistence wage Marx
argues that they will be rewarded in proportion to their production -
the greater a worker s output the greater his feward, even at the
expense of less efficient workers with greater needs. But he also
insists that these calculations can be made only after the necessary
deductions for the "common funds" have been made - for investment and
social welfare, (12) Socialist justice, reflecting as it does the
inevitable imperfections of an early stage ofipost-revolutionary social
development ~ the persistence of relative material scarcity and of
residval egoism - clearly bhas little intrinsic worth for Marx. Its
value lies entirely in its being necessary step to communism. But
more importantly, neither can it possibly represent the rectification
of the purported injustices of capitaism. For obviously a worker
cannot conceivably receive the full equivalent of what he produces
when his share is calculated on a basis which assumes a prior
deduction for social costs. This is not, of course, to say that Marx
might not have other reasons for impatience with socialists like
Proudhon and Lassalle who demand a fair day’s wage for the worker: it
is simply that this is a perfectly sound Marxian reason for rejecting
the charge that capitalism is unjust in comparisbn with socialism.
Any clear~headed worker, having an elementary understanding of the
notion of rectification implied by the charge 'Capitalism is unjust",
and grasping even in the broadest terms what mﬁst be involved in the
distributive arrangements of socialism, cannot think himself unjustly
done by in the wage contract.. Hence, no point.of purchase can be

found here for the theory of Coercive Injustice, any more than with
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the system of independent production.

Can Communism, the final stage in the evolution of society,
embody arrangements representing the rectification of bourgeois
extra-contractual injustice? The prime difficulty here arises from
Marx ‘s insistence upon theoretical accuracy. For, though he insists
that surplus labour has been extracted in various ways through the

ages, the crucial feature of capitalism, one which workers must grasp

thoroughly, is the gpecific use-value workers have for capitalists.

In their guest for profits employers strive to squeeze the largest
surplus they can from labour. Because they are able to give less in
exchange for the labour-power they purchase than they receive for the
sale of the commodities produced by their workforce, a surplus of
exchange-value is realized without which further rounds of capital
accunulation would be impossible. Were workers to fail, however, to
understand precisely what their use-value is for capitalists they
would never grasp the true nature of the economic forces to which they
are subjected, with the obvious consequences for their revolutionary
prospects; nor would they be in a position toléchieve communism. For
what they must avoid at all costs is the perpetuation, or re-creation,
of the exchange form of social relationship ~ a fundamentally inhuman
kind of association, revealed most starkly in'the basic feature of the
capitalist system, in the market for exchangeralue creating
labour-power, iLg. in the wage relationship itself.

S0, the expropriation of labour in capitalism must be identified

by its victims as the extraction of surplus exchange—value, and it is
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this which must be rectified in communism if the wage system is, by
the elementary logic of the notion, to be described as unjust. The
problem is manifest: the very same theoretical requirement which lays
it down that expropriatioh must be construed in society-specific terms

necessarily precludes the possibility of capitalist inequalities being

rectified by way of an epochal transformation to communism, For, in
the transition from the one system to the other, exchange-value
inevitably gives way to use-value as commodity production is
eliminated and replaced by production for consumption. Clearly, as
the standards are strictly incommensurable, there is no possibility
of a common measure ©f equivalence in terms of which rectification of

capitalist injustices could even be thought.

The conclusion must be, then, that capitalism cannot be described
as being unjust in that sense of the term required by the £heory of
Coercive Injustice, viz. a rectifiable absence of reciprocity or
equivalence. It cannot be said to be unjust in this sense because it
is not an unequivalence which can be thought cbherently as being
rectifiable by class conscious workers because (a) the system of
independent production is not one workers can regard as being "on
history’s agenda®; {(b) they_muét know that in socialism they will
labour firstly for society and only thereafﬁer_for themselves; and (c)
the conceptual transformation involwved in the't;ansition from
capitalism to communism necessarily precludes tﬁé application of any

common measure in terms of which rectification can be thought.

The implications of this for the larger Marxian social theory
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are, of course, fairly severe. If the theory of Coercive Injustice
canot be invoked to explain {(iii) - the systematic compulsion {(despite
the appearances) of workers into wage contracts - the relation between
the three elements in the Marxian conception of exploitation remains
entirely unexplicated. As the argument stands, Marx is committed to
saying that capitalism is not unjust and, because it isn’t unjust, not
unfree either! Of course, capitalism may be said to be unjust and
unfree in other respects or in other terms. But the theory of

Coercive Injustice requires a specific sense of injustice, and this

is, in principle, unavailable. BaAdmittedly the theory is offered as a
hypothesis - an attempt to furnish an account of compulsion
appropriate to the Marxian notion of exploitation., (13} But is there

any other way of explicating Marx ‘s fundamental critical concept?
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Section I TIntroduction

Standard Marxian exploitation is the institutional extraction of surplus
labour from workers. "Exploitation" is given two senses in Capital, (1) an
ethically neutral sense: the utilisation of human resources in an eccnomic
system dominated by the drive to accumulate {exploitation of labour power

by capital) and (2) a personalized, non-neutral sense (the exploitation of
the labourer by the capitalist,or more generally, of man by man) in which the
extraction process, its institutional conditions and its distributive outcomes

are the object of ethical concern.

To be sure, Marx himself actively discouraged any attempt to establish the
ethical indefensibility of exploitation,for reasons ﬁhich have been discussed
intensively in the recent debate on 'Marx and Justice'. Independently of Marx's
stricturesy however, there is a natural motivation to address this problem
nonetheless., For the everyday, intuitive,concept of exploitation presupposes
that there is something wrong about economic interactions that can be brought
under ifs heading. And it also contains the powerful suggestion that there is

a strong case for replacing exploitative interactions by ndn—exploitative ones.,

So:let us ask the question: why should standard Marxian exploitation be
abolished? One way of answering it is to try and show that whenever surplus
labour-is extracted, some pertinent norms are violated, norms which could be
satisfied, at least to a far greater extent, under aiternative economic
arrangements. The present paper intends to pursue this line of inquiry. Its

approach is different from other_attempts, in two respects:

(1) it takes a richer version of the standard definition as objecf of analysis;
instead of asking what is wrong about surplus labour-extraction tout court,
I concentrate on cases where workers are forced to perform surplus labour,

net of their non-wage appropriations.

(2) Instead of seeking to establish a necessary connection between standard
exploitation and one or more ethical norms, taken in isolation, I shall ask
whether exploitation is necessarily ruled out, or éubstantially reduced, in
an economy that satisfies a complex socialist_etﬁig'(composed of five

principles) in combination with minimal efficiency requirements.

In section 2, the forced surplus labour version of thé standard definition is
discussed informally and the reasons for adopting it are stated. It is formalized

in section 4, in the context of an abstract model economy capable of wide
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institutional wvariation (section 3). Then, in section 5, I describe —— but do

not defend —- the five principles of the socialist ethic and derive the eonditions
under which they are consistent with efficiency (5.1). Whenever these conditions
are met, the socialist ethic is considered to be binding..The state of the

economy in which the five norms are fully realized may then serve as the 'reference
state'. In 5.2 the conditions for {non—jexploitative reference states are sorted
out. My interpretation of these results ig discussed iﬁ'5.3 and can be summarized

as Tollows®

(a) the absence or presence of exploitation in the reference state crucially

depends on the economy's stage of development;

(b) the criterion of development —-—expressed in terms of preductivity, resources
and labour supply dispesitions -- can be construed as a criterion of the
degree to which workers may be equally afforded the real economic freedom

to dispose of their labour capacities;

(c) If the reference state is non-exploitative and there is exploitation in the
actual state of the economy, then (some) workers are unnecessarily deprived

of economic freedom, due to transgressions of the socialist ethicg

(d) Exploitation is most recognizable as the unegual distribution Jf economic
freedom, caused by inequality of 'unearned incomes'. But there also may exist
a potentially important type of exploitation, consistent with income aquality,

which is caused by sub-cptimal shares of wages and nen-wage income.

Section 2 Standard Marxian Exploitation

I have come to agree with those who argue that issues of domination and servitude
in the labour process do not properly belong to the general analysis of exploitation
{though obviously they are of greét ethical importance) because the concept of
surplus labour extraction ig logically independent of ddmination within work
relations. I will thereitwiﬁgigndafd Marxian exploitatidn_as a causal linkage
between the distribution of rights to resources and the distribution of net cutput
and that of free time. In doing so, it will be useful to proceed from the simplest
possible theory of surplus value. Ipostulate a proportionality between socially
necessary labour and money values, ignoring all the problems connected with the

labour theory of value. I also heroically assume that all workers are equally

L3
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productive and are paid a uniform wage, which is less than the average product

of labour. Then, in Marx's definition of capitalist exploitation, all workers are
exploited at the same rate, the ratio of 'paid to unpaid labour' and capital owners
appropriate surplus labour in the form of profit, in proportion to their capital
heldings. Hence, worker-ouwners have a double exploitation-status; as workers they
are exploited, as owners of wealth they exploit. Marx does not stress this side of
his definition, undoubtedly because he was primarily interestéd in the link between
the wage-profit distribution and the rate of accumulatien, in which the personal

distribution is only of secondary importance.

In a normative setting, however, it is not a matter of indifference how' the surplus
product is distributed between workers and non-workers -_— ene could hardly remain
neutral bet&een an equal distribution of profits, and one in which all profit flows
to one rich family. This point remains, even if there are arguments to think that
the d&namic tendencies of capitalism make the second of these extreme possibilities
much more likely than the first. For in those cases, where the majérity - has the
single status of exploited worker, ‘the majority is also forced to perform surplus
labour, a fact repeatedly stressed by Marx, for example in the ironic passage about
the double freedom of the proletarign. I think that it is_precisely because of this
economic compulsion, which is functionally equivalent to the legal coercion in

feudal systems, that Marx regards the proletarian and the serf as exploited producers.

These considerations lead me to adopt John Roemer's refofmulation of standard
expleoitation in terms of agents' net surplus labour accounts. In these, the double
exploitation-status of worker-owners is fused into a single one, defined as the
difference between the socially necessary labour performed by the agent and the
labour equivalent of his wage plus non-wage income. Agents with positive accounts
are then exploited, those with negative accounts are exploiting, those with a zero
account are exp101tat10n—neutral'. Roemer puts this verslon to use for deriving
correspondence theorems between wealth ownershlp, exploltatlon—status and class
position. But it ig also useful for our purposes, espe01ally when the net accounts

come to include taxes,subsidies and grants.

Of course, if economic compulsion is to count as a defihihg property of standard
exploitation, Roemer's version has the drawback of not distinguishing between
agents who are forced to perform surplus labour and agents who could change to the
exploiting or neutral status by simply deciding to cut back their labour supply. I

shall regard only the former as genuinely exploited, the latter as exploitation~
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neutral. Exploited agents, then, are defined by a counterfactual criterion requiring
that their net surplus labour account should be positiveqif they were to work the
smallest amoﬁnt congistent with their independent income, the wage rate and their
subsigtence needs, But this alzo requires the additional clause that the agent must in
fact perform surplus labour, since being under economic.compulsion to do so -- which
is what the criterion tests for — is not a guarantee_of actual performance: short

of the desire to die by stavation, the agent may be physically disabled, or unable to

gain access to wage income.

This indicates yet another drawback of ﬁoemer's version (as well as of the Marxian
original): the incapacilated poor are placed in the zame category of exploiting agents
as the idle rich. Surely this is a counter-intuitive property, the more so since

the former will most often satisfy the criterion of economic compulsien, as in the
case of long-standing unemployed or aged couples living below the poverty line. I
propcse to amend this by again re-defining exploiting agents counterfactually, in
order to eliminate differentials.in working ability. Only someone with sufficient
non-wage income to be a net surpius labour-appropriator at the maximum possibile
performahce of work (at the fuling wage rate) will be regarded as an exploiter —

whether or not he actually performs, or is able to perform that amount.

Before examining the ethical case for the abolition of (my.proposed version of)
standard exploitation, two final remarks about the surplus labour account should be
made.First, a determinate concgpt of explditation peduires a sharp distinction
between disposable wage income {after taxes and premiums, and including fringe
benefits) and disposable income from non-labour entitlements (including subsidies in
kind, and again post-tax). Secondly, whenever taxation, or wage—-setting practices
enter the picture, the surplus labour account should not be affected by agents!
approval or disapproval with the public projects to be financed by these compulsory
means; it should also be unaffected-by their views on the legitimacy of taxation

and public spending. To rule otherwise, as seems reasonable in many cases where

the interests of the working-class:are served via the demomatic process, is to make
the normative analysis of standard Marxian exploitation heavily dependent upon
prior decisions about the propef theory of consent and obligation. And unless such
decisions are clear-cut and uncontroversial to all (whigh'is cbviously not the case),

I believe that this would be a self-defeating strategy.



Section 3  The model economy

For the normative analysis of exploitation, it is convenient to describe

a model economy with a minimum of institutional detail, but which allows
discussion of capacity utilisation, labour supply and personal income
distribution. I assume a costlessly operating State, which enforces
property rights (in a broad sense) and may be empowered to collect, or
'deduct’ income for the sole purposes of net investment and redistribution
of income. Public goods and international tPanSfefé_are not taken into ac-

count.

The technology of the economy is expressed by the following three aggre-

gate ratios, embodying an assumption of fixed coefficients:

(A1)} v (the capital-output ratic)

= ==

(A2) q (labour productivity)

The coefficient of capital intensity K/L, denoted by u is:

=

(T3) u = qv (capital intensity) from (13}, (2)

The stock of capital X and net output Y are measured in units of monetary
value, each of which represents alfixed "labour content™ 1/q regardless
of how it iz spent (the Simﬁiest labour theofy of value). Labour L is
measured in units expressing the average available time per person per
year (say: 6000 hours). At. the beginning of the year, the capital stock

is fixed at K units. Net output at full capacity-utilisation ¥ then equals
labour productivity, multiﬁlied by the full-capacity demand for labour L:

= q (full capacity utilisaticn) from (1), (2)

< [ =]

(Tu) Y =

The economy has n individual agents, m of which are disabled in regard to
productive work (too young, old or handicapped). The remaining n-m agents

are the potential labour force, equipped with one unit of labour power



each. In the following text, disabled agents are indicated by the sub-
seript h (1, ..., m); potential workers by i {m + 1, ..., n) and all
agents by the subscript j (i, ..., n). Denoting lj.as the amount of
labour performed by an agént,

(A5) 1, =0 (disabled agents)

(AB) 0< 1, <1 (pgtential workers)
Productivity of workers is uniform:

(A7) Y = qui (uniform productivity)

To ensure that stock can be fully utilized, the capacity demand for
labour may not exceed n-m units. This limits the size of the capital

stock:
(R8) K= uf'g_(n-m)u {upper limit of capital stock)

3.2. Disposable income, saving and consumption

As mentioned earlier, our discussion of standard exploitation in terms

of net surplus labour requires a precise concept of disposable income,

and its division into labour and non-labour income. I first assume that
labour is rewarded at a uniform pet wage rate w {0 < w < q) per unit of
labour-time, either in employment or self—employmént. Secondly, depending
on the rules of the economy, agents may be legally'entitled'to a net non-
labour income Nj (Nj z_d}. This may consist of (after-tax) returns to
private wealth, or state subsidies of various forms, for example unem-
ployment, old-age, sickness and supplementary benefits, education allow-
ances or unconditional grants, all of which are distributed in cash form.

The sum of these constitutés the agent's disposable income, denoted by x5

(D9) 2xj = lej +2Nj {aggregate disposable income)



Next, saving and consumption is discussed in relation to disposable
income. Assume that a fixed proportion (a) of national income is saved
(0 < a < q-w). Total saving a¥ consists (1) of a proportion (al) of
national income saved compulsorily, via state levies (0 <ay < a) and
(2) of a proportion (az) of disposable income saved voluntarily

(¢ i_az < a). A purely capitalist econcmy would have a; = 0 and a, = a;
a purely collectivist economy would have a, = a and a, = 0. All savings

are invested and all other income is consumed by indiwiduals in the next

pericd. Thus:

(410) Exj = (l—al)Y (net individual claims on national income)
(A11) ¥Y=C+1I {expenditure of national income)

(A12) I=zaY=aVY+ aézxj (aggregate saving and investment)
(T13) C = (l-a)Y = (1—a2)k‘,xj {aggregate consumption) =«

from (10), (11), (12}

So far, nothing in this economy guarantees that persons who become
disabled or unemployed will survive. To deal wWith this question later
on, a uniform level of subsistence income (b) is introduced. And I assume
that subsistence is only guaranteed, when an agent's disposable income is
at least equal to b. The economy is sufficiently productive to provide

all agents the subsistence income, at full capacity utilisation:

(R1u}) xj >b (the subsistence constraint)
(Al5) ¥/n > b (prodﬁctive potential of the economy; lower limit)

Requirement (14) implies that the security of agents with similar needs
depends entirely on their legal entitlements to wage or non-wage income.
Informal redistribution meéhanisms, such as the family, are thus being

ignored.

Potential workers maximize a utility function of the form:



(Al6) Ui = xik(l—li)l_k (utility function of potential workers),

in which utility depends on disposable income xi,'and leisure-time 1*11.
The exponent k (0 < k < 1) indicates the share of disposable income;

1-k the share of leisure in utility. Since k is uniform, all workers

have the same income-leisure preferences. Utility'is maximized subject

to the individual budget constraint (3) which, for given wage rate and
nen-labour income, depends on the amount of labour performed. The utility -
maximizing labour supply is: '

N,
(T17) 1, =k - (1—k)-‘-\;1- (at AU, /dl; = 0) from (9), (16)

One may regard the parameter k as the 'pure propensity to work'(presumably
related positively to the quality of labour), fpr.if they receive only

wage income, workers will offer exactly k units, whatever the wage rate
may be. But then, labour supply behaviour according to (17) will be over-
ridden by the subsistence constraint, if the pure propensity to work hap-
pens teo fall short of the éubsistence—wage ratic b/w. In such cases, agents
are assumed to work as long as required to earn subsistence income:

(A18) for Nj = 0 and k < % > 1 = %\

The capital stcck K will be fully utilized only if aggregate labour supply
(Ls) is at least egual to the capacity demand for labour L. I will return

to this requirement in section 5.

Section 4 Exploitation as forced net surplus labour

In section 2, three definitions of exploitation were mentioned:
extraction of gross surplus labour (Marx), net éUrplus labour (Roemer)
and extraction of forced net surplus labour ( my.0wn proposal). This
section presents these definitions in the languagé_of the model. To

facilitate comparison, the economy is assumed to'bé purely capitalist.



In archetypic¢al capitalism, no compulsory income re-distribution or
(State) saving takes place. ALl non-wage income is 'profit!, shared

out amongst the n agents in proportion to their (unequally distributed)
private capital holdings Kj » according to the uniform rate of profit r:
(A19) a, =0 (no Etate saving)

Assuming that the capital stock is fully utilized:

(A20) ENj = rEKj = rK (profit income)

(T21) p = AW (rate of profit) from (3}, (9), (10), (19), (20)

In the simplest theory of surplus vulue, the unit value of labour power
is w/q and gross surplus labour, or 'unpaid labour! is the difference

between labour performed'by and labour 'paid' to the worker:
(D22) 1i(1—§}-3 0 (gross surplus labour)
Gross surplus labour is Marx's criterion for measuring the exploitation

of workers; the rate of surplus labour, denoted by e, is the ratioc of

'unpaid' to 'paid' labour.

(D23) e = A/ _ aw

w/q - (ratic of surplus labour)

u
performed by workers in the current period.Thus, on Marx's definition,

An agent"s profit income rKj is equivalent to Sﬁﬂ . —L units of labour,

working agents are invariably exploited, being gross surplus labour
performers., Capital-owning agents are always expioifing, being gross
labour appropriators. Agents who are neither of these two may be called
(exploitation-)neutral. Given the subsistence constraint, neutral agents

must be disabled; if not, they would be exploited 'ﬁroletarians‘. Thus:

exploited li >0 o
(D24) an agent is neutral IFf {1, =K =0 (Marz)
exploiting Kj >0
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On Roemer's re-definition of Marxian expleitation, égents are classified
as exploited, exploiting or neutral, depending on whether they perform

or appropriate net surplus labour, or do neither of the two. Net surplus

labour comnsists of the agent's gross surplus labour minus the value of
his profit income; it thus may be positive, zero or negative. Stated
ctherwise, net surplus labour is the difference between the labour

performed by an agent and the value of his disposable income:

p: 48

i
Dzs 1, - —
(D23) 373

AV
o

(net surplus labou:)
Net surplus labour can also be expressed as follows:
ew Ky :
(T26) = (- =) from (9), (20), (21), (23), (25)

This suggests an intuitive way of phrasing Roemer's definition: to check
whether an agent happens to perform more, or less, labour than could

be utilized on the capital stock he owns (at the preﬁailing capital-
labour ratic). If he performs more, he will be a net surplus labour
performer and therefore exploited; if he performs less, he is a net
appropriater and thereforg expleoiting. Agents who happen to have lj = Kj/u
will then be neutral. Phrased in this way, the Roemer definition of

Marwian exploitation is:

exploited K.
. . >
(D27) an agent is neutral - iff lj z —% (Roemer)
exploiting

The definition clearly shows how the exploitation-status of potential
workers depends on the amount of work they perform, hence { to a varying
extent) on their income-leisure preferences.This partial dependence of
exploitation-status on preferences can be eliminated, by further re-

defining the exploited as agents who are forced to perform net surplus

labour.

This notion needs to be formulated carefully. In a ﬁapitalist economy ,
where agents own their labour power, they can not be forced to work by
legal means (at least not prior to entering a work contract). They will
be under compulsion to work only through economic necessity, dictated by

the need to subsist and the lack of 'independent means® {(i.e. rKj < b).
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One might say that such agents are under compulsion'to perform gross
surplus labour. More restrictively, an agent will be said to he under
compulsion to perform net surplus labour, if and only if the amount

of work 1bj he needs to do in order to earn the subsistence income is
larger than the value b/q of the subsistence income itself. If the agent
is able to work, he will invariably perform surplus labour, being

forced under the subsistenﬁe constraint. And this constitutes my notien

of an exploited agent. Define:

b-N,
(D28) ibj = -;;- {(minimum labour under the subsistence constraint)
By convention, lbj = 0 whenever Nj > b.
™
{D29) lbj - %- §= 0 (net surplus labour under the subsistence constraint)

Since lbj is a counterfactual, agents with_lbj > E:.are under compulsion,
but not necessarily forced, to perform net surplus labour. They may not
have the capacity to work, in which case no surplus whatsoever can be
extracted from them. Thus, being under compulsion in the specified szense
indicates the agent's wulnerability to exploitation, not the fact of

exploitation itself. And therefore:

(D30) an agent is exploited under the subsistence constraint iff
b .
> ., » 2
li ¢ and lbl q

In the general case, agents may also be subject to effective legal or
political constraints, for instance a compulsory 1zbour minimum
(li(min)). If such a minimum restricts the agent's choices more than does

the subsistence constraint (li(min) > 1..), the second condition in the

definition will have to be;_li(min) >_§EP1, where x, = wli(min) + N,
The agent will then be forced to perforﬂ net surplus labour at a higher
level of income than subsistence. In what follows, I shall mainly discuss
situations in which the subsistence constraint is the relevant one for

defining exploited agents.

In a pure capitalist econcmy, an agent will be vulnerable to exploitation
if and only if the income generated by the use of his capital (i.e. Kj iv)

falls short of the subsistence income. And in the general case,
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vulnerability to exploitation depends on the agent's (net) non-wage income

and the (net) wage rate:

b K, < vb (capitalism)
(131) 1. > o iffq 3 from (3),(21),(28)
i o« , Nj_< SE— b  (general case)

As mentioned earlier, both Marx's and Roemer's définitions claseify

" disabled appropriators (however small their incomes might be) as
exploiters, together with the idle rich, who may simply refuse to use
their productive capacities. I consider this a disadvantage. Intuitively,
it does not make sense to consider handicapped or unemployed workers,

or aged persons living off small savings, as exploifers. And this is not
(merely) because the entitlement to such non-wage incomes may be grounded
in the agent's past labour performance, for there are many cases
{supplementary benefits, small inheritances) in which the currently
disabled can make no such claim. The source of unease, I believe, is the
involuntary nature of net surplus labour appropriation. Especially if

Nh < b, the exploifing agent would much rather be exploited, and would
be, but for his disability to work. This problem may be solved, however,
without fuzzying the surplus labour-caleculus of exploitation, hy
counterfactualizing the expleoiter-status so that it becomes independent of
the agent's actual working capacity. Thus, exploiters are those who
would still be net appropriators of surplus labour, if, contrary to fact,
they were to perform one full unit of labour. That is teo say:

w+N, .
(D32) an agent is exploiting iff 1 - hafl-< 0 , i.e.: N. > g-w .

]
Under pure capitalism, the condition for being an exploiter can be expressed

in terms of capital holdings only:
(T33) Ny >qw IFF K >u from (20),(21)

To complete our definitional éxercise, exploitation-neutrality is the
joint negation of exploited and exploiting statuées, The non-wage incomes
(in the general case) or capital holdings (in the pure capitalist case)

of neutral agents lie within definite boundaries:
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. vb. < K.< u (capitalism)
(T3u) an agent is neutral iff - :
Eéﬂ . b‘i_Nj < g-w (general case)

from {30),(31),(32},(33),(34)
It will be useful to have a measure of agents' exploitation (or
vulnerability to expleitation). I shall regard the ratio of net surplus
labour under the subsistence constraint (29) to the value of the

subsistence income as such:

Mlv
o

(rate of vulnerability to exploitation)

(D35) e . = —Edwi;i¥~
q

This measure bears a definite relation to Marx's rate of gross surplus

labour:

=4

(T36) o . =X _ 4
b3 W W

b

N.
= e - (l+e) —g- from (23),(28),(36)

Note that e, . dces not (but e, . does) measure the degree of actual

b3 bi
exploitation, due to the counterfactual nature of'lbj . Agents will be
exploited if & >0 (maximal value: e, with Ni = 0) and non-exploited

if ey & 0. Those with s < -1 are not under ecconomic compulsion to

work, since Ni > b,

Finally,a distributive state ( w,'{Nj } ) of the economy is ewxploitative

if it contains exploiting or exploited agents, non-exploitative if it

contains only neutral agents.

Section 5  Expleitation and socialist ethics.

The normative guestion addressed in this paper is: should Marxian exploita-
tion, defined as the extraction of forced net sﬁfplus labour., be abolished,

if one subscribes to a socialist ethic which is capable of realisation with-

out violating minimal requirements of economic efficiency? In this section I



