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Dear Alan 

As Managing Editor of the Review of Radical Political Economics, I must inform you that your 
article submission SSN 1722C has not been accepted for publication by the editorial review panel 
in its present form. However, there is strong interest in your submission, and you are being 
encouraged to make suggested revisions and resubmit the paper for further consideration. 

I have enclosed a more detailed letter to you from the editorial coordinator of the review panel, 
Gary Mongiovi. Also enclosed are copies of the comments from all of the readers of the review 
panel. Please consider these commentaries in the constructive spirit in which they are intended. 
Should you choose to revise and resubmit your paper, send four copies to this office, and I will 
redistribute them to the original panel. 

Thank you for your patience during this review process. We look forward to hearing from you in 
the future. 

Sincerely 

Hazel Dayton Gunn 

Cc: Mongiovi Andrews Sinha Skillman 



FOUNDED 1870 

ST. JOHN'S UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
DEPARTMENTOFECONOMICS AND FINANCE 

October 29, 1999 

Alan Freeman 
Social Sciences 
University of Greenwich 
Bronte House 
Avery Hill Road 
LONDON SE9 2HB 
ENGLAND 

Dear Alan: 

As Editorial Coordinator for your paper on “Value from Nowhere: A Response 
to Dumenil and Levy” I have the task of informing you of the Editorial Panel’s 
decision. The good news is that the Panel unanimously agree that you should be 
afforded an opportunity to reply to the Dumenil & Levy piece. The bad news is that 
we also unanimousiy agree that the reply you submitted is not up to standard. 

Perhaps I should begin by noting that there is a striking similarity of concerns 
across the four reports. All of us consider your reply to be overlong and unfocused: 
a reader will not get from it a clear impression of what is at issue between you and 
Dumenil & Levy. The paper really needs to be shortened, perhaps not as much as 
Ajit. suggests, but I should think by at least a third. The four of us differ somewhat 
on precisely which aspects of your paper are most in need of attention, but the 
substance of ‘your argument appears mainly to 

iF, 
oncern the methodological issue of 

simultaneous vs sequential determination. I bell ve that many of our objections can 
be met by clearer exposition. Consider, for example, Ajit’s point about the 
incommensurability of value and price variables: I was not quite sure myself whether 
there actually is an incommensurability, or whether, instead, you are merely calling 
commensurable entities by different names (value or price) depending upon the 
positions they occupy in your equations. (The latter strategy is not, to my mind, 
satisfactory either: but it is less objectionable than adding apples and oranges!) 

I agree with David Andrews, by the way, that here and there the tone of 
your argument is unpleasant. 

I’m afraid we’ve saddled you with a pretty tough job. You’ve got four rather 
long referee reports before you, each one asking for clarification of a somewhat 
different set of points - and each one asking you to shorten the piece considerably! 
The key of course is for you to focus upon and develop the main point you want to 
level against Dumenil & Levy. 

in closing I want to reiterate that the Panel is unanimous in its belief that you 
should be given an opportunity to respond to Dumenil 81 Levy. Both David and Gil 
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observe that the issues that divide you are of considerable interest to readers of the 
RRPE. Our criticisms are intended to promote a fruitful discussion. None of us, I 
think, feels that you must persuade us to your point of view as a condition for 
publication. What you need to do is put your point of view in a form that will permit 
the discussion to move forward. We look forward to seeing your revised draft. 

Please feel free to contact me or any member of 
want to discuss further the points raised in this letter or in 

the Editorial Panel if you 
our reports. 

With all good wishes, 

& 
Gary Mongiovi 



RRPE Referee Report 
May 1999 

Title: “Value from Nowhere: A Response to Dumenil and Levy.” 

MSSNo: 1722C 

Recommendation: Do not accept. 

Comments: As a rule, I think it is good editorial practice to give those who hold 
controversial views the opportunity to respond to their critics. However I now find 
myself torn between this general principle, which ought to weed out needless 
misunderstandings, and Alan Freeman’s utter failure to engage the arguments put 
forth by Dumenil and Levy. Far from bringing the issues of the debate into sharper 
focus, Freeman’s response will leave the disinterested reader confused and 
exasperated. 

Dumenil and Levy focus on several technical aspects of Temporal Single 
System Marxism that seem unsound. Freeman contends that the criticisms leveled 
by Dumenil and Levy against the TSS approach are grounded in “a dogmatic 
adherence to the simultaneist paradigm which imposes a priori and without 
reference to real phenomena a distinct ontology from which change is absent.” 
When this “dogmatic” attachment to the method of simultaneous determination of 
variables is abandoned, Freeman claims, the alleged paradoxes of the TSS approach 
evaporate, and the simultaneous determination framework is exposed as incoherent. 

Freeman is a clever rhetorician, and he certainly knows how to show his 
readers a good time. In the simultaneist approach, he writes (p.191, certain changes 
in value are “consigned to some hyperspace from which value commutes, without 
challenge from the mortal world. Charon turns banker, returning his obols with 
interest to the dead souls which weigh on the living.” And “when stocks take the 
form of fixed capital, they let fall the curtain, dim the stage light and usher in 
Sraffa’s ghost under the cloak of tradition” (p.21). The prose is priceless, but 
Freeman’s argument seldom rises above the level of a- rhetorical screed. 

The TSS school claim that their analysis “conclusively overturns the 
mainstream justification for suppressing Marx’s, work” (p. 11, the implication being 
that if one does not accept the TSS line, one. is in effect conceding the validity of 
orthodox arguments for dismissing Marx and his work. Freeman’s protestations 
(pp.7-8) notwithstanding, the rhetorical strategy is to align non-TSS Marxists with 
Marx’s orthodox critics. ..$ 

The main theme of Freeman’s response is that the criticisms put forth by 
Dumenil and Levy are grounded in’ their uncritical acceptance of the “traditional” 
method of simultaneous determination in a *long-period equilibrium context. If one 
rejects that method, he main&ins, then the results of the TSS approach are not at 
all problematic. The mat& is not so simple, though. Freeman is right to say that 
the central issue is n@&odological; there is also a related terminological issue that 
I’ll address in a m@ent. But the only argument adduced by the TSS school in 
support of their peculiar methodological stance and their idiosyncratic terminology is 
that this method and this terminology permit them to characterize as sound certain 
postulates put forth by Marx which are widely understood to have been erroneous. 



As I wrote in my report on the Dumenil and Levy paper, the question whether 
value is or is not conserved in the face of technical change 

is not really a question of fact but of definition. Freeman defines value in 
such a way that it is conserved when technical change occurs: that is, he 
treats it in his price equations a’s equivalent to market price; it is what an 
accountant would place under the heading of costs when calculating net 
revenues, so it is passed along into the value (market price) of the 
commodity whose production is under consideration. The question is not 
whether Freeman is right or wrong about the conservation of value: that 
question doesn’t have any meaning if his definition of value is different from 
everyone else’s. The real question is whether a definition of value that 
entails conservation is useful. 

My own view is that the definition of value adopted by Freeman is neither useful nor 
consistent with Marx’s text. This is not the place to get into my reasons for holding 
this view. My point is that Freeman cannot simply argue that, since on his 
definitions and method we can interpret Marx as not having committed the errors 
generally attributed to him, therefore those definitions and that method ought to 
displace the traditional definitions and method. For it may very well be the case 
that on a number of difficult technical points Marx did make some understandable 
errors - errors that do not compromise one whit his essential contributions. 

I turn now to specific aspects of Freeman’s piece: 

1. Pp.l-3: Freeman writes: “DL’s argument rests on the classical fallacy of 
proof by acclaim: ‘tradition’ tells us that when physical inputs fall, values must [fall]. 
Freeman contradicts tradition; therefore he must be wrong. [But] actual prices can 
and do rise when inputs are failing, and so must values if they exert any influence 
on prices.” This is a distortion of the argument that Dumenil and Levy put forward. 
They do not appeal to tradition or authority. The appeal is to common sense and 
the ordinary use of language. If a change in technology allows a commodity to be 
produced more efficiently (that is to say, the same output can now be produced 
with a smaller quantity of some input and no more of any other input), then its 
exchange value relative to other commodities, whose production methods are 
unchanged, cannot help but fall sooner or later. Of course the sequential algorithm 
endorsed by Freeman can produce an increase in price subsequent to an 
improvement in productive efficiency. But what is this algorithm explaining other 
than a momentary change in an ephemeral market price? In the end, the price of 
the commodity will have to fall relative to other commodities. 

Freeman wants to argue that the TSS approach is more general and more 
true to reality than the “traditional approach”, because it can accommodate 
phenomena that are observed in reality but are not generated by long-period 
equilibrium models. But in fact the two types of model explain altogether different 
phenomena. Again we are brought back to a question of methodology: what sorts 
of phenomena should value theory aim to elucidate? Freeman takes it for granted 
that the function of value theory is to explain every temporary movement of price 
through every moment of time. Rather than engage the well-known arguments 
against this position, Freeman falls back on obfuscating rhetoric: the long-period 
method “sets a standard of what is allowed to exist. Its function is not just 



operational but ontological.” This is nonsense. The long-period method starts from 
a clear and well-grounded conception of its object of analysis, a conception that 
excludes the sequence positions that are the object of TSS Marxism. Freeman is at 
liberty to argue that this is not an appropriate object of analysis; but that is precisely 
my point: he needs to argue the case for his methodological stance. 

Freeman seems to think that the values predicted by his algorithm do in fact 
coincide with observed market prices. What is the basis for this supposition! 
Observed prices may deviate from Freeman’s values for all the same reasons that 
they can deviate from long-period prices of production. And if he will not go so far 
as to claim that actual market prices coincide with the “values” predicted by his 
model, then what explanatory utility do these “values” have? As I mentioned 
above, the real debate concerns the usefulness of Freeman’s definition of value, an 
issue which he evades entirely. 

My last observation on this point is that Freeman’s claims seem not to be 
consistent with Marx’s own writings, according to which labor-saving technical 
change always reduces a commodity’s value relative to other commodities. 

2. On the issue of how value can vanish or emerge from nowhere, I simply 
don’t see Freeman’s point. Surely a change in technique that renders obsolete a 
method previously in use will alter the quantity of socially necessary labor embodied 
in the product? Dumdnil and Levy quote Marx (Vol.1, ch.15) to good effect on this 
question. And Marx surely understood that capital and hence value could be 
destroyed if technical change or changes in the level or composition of demand 
deprive it of use-value: why can’t Freeman? 

The argument that Freeman puts forward on p.5 to show that value is 
created ex nihi/o in the framework of Dumenil and Levy is unpersuasive. He traces 
the sequential application of labor from period 0 through period 1 to obtain the 
result that the simultaneous method causes value to appear from nowhere; that is, 
he steps out of the simultaneous method to make an argument about what happens 
within it. But to evaluate the amount of labor generated by production within the 
simultaneous framework, the only relevant parameters are those of period 1 - 
within which all value is accounted for! (See also my ‘remarks in item 5 below.) 

3. P.6: The simultaneous method “defines value as a special price which can 
equalise supply and demand in an economy with no profits. This definition 
presupposes that markets work perfectly and to ensure this, eliminates all motion 
from it. If any of these conditions are violated, the calculation no longer yields 
meaningful results. This is not just a calculation. It is an ontology: a definition of 
what exists.” Everything after the first sentence of this passage is simply wrong 
and reflects a profound misunderstanding of the method being criticized. I refer the 
author to the recent writings of Garegnani for clarification. 

If Freeman doesn’t care for the way Dumenil and Levy define value, which at 
least can be clearly expressed in a comprehensible sentence, he nowhere gives a 
clear statement of his own definition of value. The’ absence of such a definition 
creates enormous difficulties for those who wish to understand him. 

4. The critique of Dumenil and Levy on pp.%9 misrepresents their argument, 
which is simply that crises can result in the destruction of value. It is not their 



contention, as far as I can see, that technical change a/one can generally account 
for a sudden fall of all asset prices. 

5. P.9: “If Gerard placed FFlOO,OOO in a banks and found FF80,OOO there the 
next day, I do not think he would dismiss this loss as an abusive analogy with 
physics. More likely he would say that FF20,OOO had been stolen; he would want 
to account for it. We are forced to explain, when things come into existence or 
pass out of, it, by how much and why. This is a universal principle of thinking, not 
just of physics.” Try another analogy: If Gerard had placed his FFlOO,OOO on the 
stock market and found FF80,OOO the next day, he might well have understood, as 
Freeman does not, that some categories of value can evaporate. And had he found 
his portfolio worth FF108,OOO the next day he might have realized that market 
value can be created ex nihilo. Of course we shoulld want to understand why the 
value of the portfolio had changed. But few of us would think it necessary to 
ground the explanation in any sort of conservation principle as Freeman suggests. 

Value is not tangible in the same sense thet matter is tangible. There is 
some sense in asking, when some physical object first becomes evident, where did 
it come from; or in asking, when some once-evident’ physical object seems to have 
passed from the scene, where did it go, what hirppened to the matter which 
comprised it? Value, though, is essentially a social relation. When social relations 
change, so do value relations, and there is no a priori reason to suppose that the 
quantity of the social relation we call value is conserved in the same way that 
matter and energy are conserved in the physical world. 

I trust that the irony of being reminded by a Sraffian that value is a social 
relation will not be lost on Alan. 

6. P.14: The reason Freeman’s closure renders all 
without placing any equilibrium constraints on them is 
tautological. 

magnitudes determinate 
because the closure is 

7. P.17: “the value transferred is given by the price at time of use.” This 
seems arbitrary. Why not price at time of purchase? 

8. P.19, top paragraph: Here Freeman argues that the conservation of value is 
required to avoid concluding that the capitalist class is indispensable. I don’t follow 
the logic. But even if it were sound, I am highly disturbed at the suggestion that the 
content of a science should be dictated by the ideological implications of claims 
about objective reality. 

9. Pp.24-25: The fact that capitalists must somehow price joint products, and 
actually do so, doesn’t mean that joint production isn’t a real theoretical problem. 
And if manure has use-value, as it does in some rural communities, beef and bullshit 
would be joint products, and economists would be justified in trying to understand 
how costs should be apportioned between the two joihtly produced commodities. 

10. Pp.28-29: Marx’s analysis “imposes the requirement that the only way any 
element of the constant capital can pass value into the product is by being used 
up.” This is a feature of Sraffa’s analysis as well. Why does Freeman claim it as a 
special merit of Marx’s theory? 



11. Pp.29-30: “The use-value of a machine is that of being used to produce 
things.” In fn.16 Freeman acknowledges Paolo Giussani for clarifying this. But 
does such a trivially obvious point need to be clarified? 

I could go on, but wiil stop here. I do feel that Alan should have an 
opportunity to reply to Dumenil and Levy. What he has produced, however, simply 
will not do. I suggest that he be sent back to the drawing board to produce a much 
briefer response that focuses on the crucial methodological issues, mentioned 
above, that divide his position from that of his critics. 

Gary Mongiovi 
St John’s University 



Review of Radical Political Economy 

July 5, 1999 

Report on Value from Nowhere: A Response to Dumenil and Levy 

Mssno. 1722C 

Vote: Do not accept. Urge resubmission. 

Referee: David Andrews, Cazenovia College, Cazenovia, NY 13035, (315) 
655-7295 (voice), (315) 655-2190 (fax), dandrews@cazcollege.edu 

General Comments: 

This is a good debate for the journal to support and since the DL piece 
addresses Freeman, it would be desirable to have a response from 
Freeman. This piece is not the appropriate reply for the journal to 
publish. While some of the issues addressed will find their way into a 
publishable response, in my view the paper needs to be completely 
rewritten. In the first place, this is much too long for a reply, on 
the order of twice as long as the brief comment to which it replies. If 
there is enough new material for a full-length article, then I hope 
that the author will submit it to the RRPE, but this is an entirely 
different issue. The response also contains some redundancy and some 
aspects which move beyond a response to DL to a restatement of the TSS 
approach. But the comment itself seems to indicate that much of the 
material presented is already well established in the TSS literature; 
if this is the case then it should be possible to focus on the most 
important points of disagreement with DL and refer readers to the 
literature for the rest. It also seems to me that there are a number of 
places in which extended mathematical treatment is less helpful than 
would be a verbal summary of the issues involved. 

I would also urge the author to reconsider the tone of the article: to 
my ear it comes off as necessarily sarcastic and antagonistic. 

Specific Comments: 

p. 2, line 5 from bottom: "must rise" should say "must fall"? 

p. 2, last full paragraph: I think that is an important points to make: 
that DL rely on their expectations from the traditional model for their 
conclusion that this represents a paradox. I think this argument needs 
to be clarified, particularly the paragraph beginning on the bottom of 
p. 2 concerning the independence of values and use-values. Why is this 
an instance of this more general result ? DL do not claim that exchange- 
value is identical to use-value and I suspect that they would agree 
that it is not. What is it in that leads you to infer this from their 
argument? The sentence on last few lines of p. 2: "No sophisticated 
mathematics is needed . . . while they rise" should be elaborated. This 
does not seem to me to be self-evident. The footnote at the top of p. 3 
does not clarify the issue. I do not understand what is meant p. 3, 
line 2 when you say that "use-value" and exchange-value diverge 
quantitatively" because it I don't understand how use-value could be 



expressed quantitatively except as the number of use-values. I can 
understand the idea of 6 chairs, but I don't know what it means to 
speak of the quantitative expression of the use-value of a chair. 
Similarly, the following sentence strikes me as a non-sequitur: Where 
do DL claim that exchange-value is determined by use-value? 

P. 4, second to last line before the beginning of 2.2: "according to 
(2) it cannot vanish in production" This does not express what has been 
cited under (2) - the line cited says nothing about value vanishing. It 
is possible to argue that what has been cited under (2) implies that 
value cannot vanish in production, but the argument through which that 
conclusion is reached should be state explicitly. 

P. 5, second full paragraph, The point that "the paradox" accounts for 
the time that it takes technical change to have effects on prices needs 
to be clarified. While I would not disagree that it does take time for 
technical change to affect prices, I don't see any explanation for the 
connection between this and the paradox. 

Section 3,' first two paragraphs, pp. 5-6: I think that unnecessary 
controversy could be avoided if two variants of the simultaneous 
approach were identified, distinguishing that based on supply and 
demand (Walras) and that based on reproduction (Sraffa). From the 
perspective of the temporalists, and for the argument here, these 
appear to be essentially or very much the same, but for many the 
difference is important. It is easy to show that supply and demand play 
no role in Sraffa. In fact, it might be helpful to cite Sraffa's 
interpretation of the Ricardian/Marxian approach as-that in which-day 
after day nothing changes. (I am away from my library and cannot give 
the quote exactly, but it is in the preface to Production of 
Commodities by means of Commodities.) The question of whether Sraffian 
methods should be considered General Equilibrium methods or 
neoclassical methods is not a key issue in this discussion; the point 
is that Sraffian methods are simultaneous methods. 

Section 4, p. 10 makes several assertions about the nature of "genuine 
science", but they are supported only by a few analogies. If you 
believe that the scientific method is really one of the main points of 
disagreement, then this should argued with reference to some principles 
of philosophy of science. But in my view this is not really an 
important difference of opinion and could easily be eliminated. DL do 
not take any unique or different approach to science. 

Section 8.5 p. 31, line 4 from the bottom, "this case has changed" - I 
don't have the page proofs or the DL piece at hand, but according to 
the early version I do have, the same language is used under DL's 
section 3.1. 

p. 32, line 2, m . . . you can't buy them. The only way to get an old 
machine is to buy a new one and wait" This isn't true if secondary 
markets exist. The whole discussion of fixed capital needs to be 
focused and streamlined. 



Referee Report on ‘Value from Nowhere: A Response to Dnmenil and Levy 

Msno: 1722C 
Referee: Ajit Sinh 
Recommendation: DNU 

It is very hard to figure out the head or the tail of this pap&. It appears to me that the 
main bone of contention is: how does one go about calculating the constant capital in 
value terms, particularly when technology is changing from one period to another? 
Freeman’s (the paper is so much self referential that the author is obvious) position 
appears to be that it should be measured by “whatever the value of C happens to be when 
it is used.” (p. 17). But this only sends us from pillar to pogt. The question is, how does 
one know what exactly the value of C happens to be when :it is used? Freeman’s answer 
is: “the TSS view is that the value transferred is given by the price at the time of use,” (p. 
17, emphasis mine). Again we are sent from post to pillar. The unit of price is a unit of 
money, say a pound of silver; however, the unit of value is labor-time. How can we add 
pounds of silver to labor-time spent in production? Freerna~n’s answer to this question is: 
“If 1000 [pounds] represents 100 hours, we may defme a coefficient, following Ramos 
and Rodriguez (1996), termed the Monetary Equivalent of Labour or MEL: 10 [pounds] 
per hour is the rate of exchange between value mea.surcd in hours, and value mcasurcd in 
money.” (p, 12, emphasis mine). Now, we are sent from pillar to post again. Mow do we 
know that 1000 pounds “represents” 100 hours? We need tie know by what method this 
“representation” between pound sterling and hours of labor is established? Where do we 
get to know Freemsn’s “If’ from? Now, there is a tradition termed ‘New Interpretation’ 
by Freeman that derives the value of money in labor-time @nit by dividing the total 
current labor-time spent in production in a given ‘year’ by ‘the total price of the net output 
of that year, Though Freeman is “happy to acknowledge” (p. 1 1) this “heritage”, he is 
unaware that this path is closed to him. Since in the Nl approach the value of money is 
derived by the prices of the cogstant capita! items prevailiqg in the current year, and not 
when the constant capital elements that are used up in production were bought. So if 
Freeman uses the NI approach to derive his ‘“monetary equsivalent of labor”, then his most 
fundamental unit of measure is based on what he calls the “simultanist” interpretation, 
and all his protestation against Dumenit and Levy’s approach turns into nonsense. 
Freeman does not seem to be aware of this problem. He is Itoo happy to suggest that “TSS 
further generalises the MEL by dropping all assumptions df stationarity. NI defines the 
MEL as the flow ratio of new money value added, divided ~by new labour. I define it as 
the stock ratio between the money price and labour content of all social capital. Every 
sum of money then represents an aliquot part of the total vblue in existence and hence a 
definite number of past hours; If 100 hours are embodied ih a total social capital priced at 
1000 [pounds] than each 1 [pound] represents l/IO hour.” (p. 12, emphasis mine). 
Unfortunately, by this generalization, Freeman has jumped from frying pan to the fire. 
How does Freeman know that “100 hours are embodied in the total social capital”? 
Apparently, as Freeman elsewhere agrees, the value of total social capital must have the 
value of the constant capital transferred to it during the production process. But as we 
now know Freeman has no way of measuring the value of constant capital in labor-time 



units. How can he calculate the value of total social capital then? That’s why we keep 
coming across this mysterious “if’, as if God keeps whispering the answers to all these 
ifs in Freeman’s ear. So let’s, face it. Freeman has no way of measuring the value of a 
commodity, unless he falls back on Dumenit and Levy’s NI approach, which turns all his 
criticism of the NI approach sound ridiculous, particularly when he suggests that TSS is 
some kind of Copemican revolution in economic theory! 

I would suggest that Alan Freeman should try to clarify IWO basic questions. (i) How is 
the constant capital measured in labor-time units in his approach, and how is it different 
from Dumenil and Levy’s approach; and (ii), how is the ‘monetary equivalent of labor” 
remains constant in the face of technological and price changes from period to period? 

Given that this is a response to a response, X do not think that RWic can afford to give 
more than five to seven double spaced typed pages to it. I would think that if Alan would 
cut out his rhetoric and concentrate on the basic substance, delineating the differences 
between his and Dumenil and Levy’s approaches on the issue of constant capital, he 
would succeed in producing a more effective response in a short space. But my two 
questions above must be dealt with up front. I look forward to reading the Revised 
Version. ajit 

W Dr. Ajit Sinha 
Professor of Economics 
LBS National Academy of Administration 
Mussoorie 248 179, India 
e-mail: aiitsinha@lbsnaa.ernet,in 

.s~nh~~~~~h.~tma~~_~~_~ 



WESLEYAN 
UNIVERSITY 

Department of Economics 
238 Church Street 
Middletown, CT 06459-0007 
(860) 685-2340 FAX: (860) 685-2781 

October 15, 1999 

Report on 1722C, “Value from Nowhere: A Response to DumCnil and Levy” 

Reading Alan Freeman(A 36-page response to Dumenil and Levy@L)‘s 17-page 
critique makes two things clear. First, AF has a legitimate point: DL may be judging the 
sequentialist value paradigm by the methods and presumptions of the simultaneist 
paradigm, and as a consequence may have failed to invalidate the former on the grounds 
logical consistency or Occam’s razor. Thus RRPE should be interested in p#ublishing 
some form of AF’s response; it certainly advances a potentially interesting debate’. 

But second, this draft does not present AF’s response to DL very effectively. It is 
overlong and insufficiently focused on clearly addressing DL’s criticisms as opposed to 
uttering methodological dicta and launching analytical red herrings (AF takes until page 9 
in his reply to say “We now address DL’s objections,” but that’s false advertising; it’s not 
until page 20 (!) that AF is finally ready to say “We now consider DL’s objections to [the 
temporal] value concept.. . “) (as for red herrings, consider for example AF’s complaint 
that “DL do not specify the scale of production”, unaccompanied with an explanation as 
to why that’s a problem, or why AI? needs to rewrite their example in order to answer it). 

In addition, AF’s reply repeatedly commits the same methodological sin he attributes to 
DL, namely judging a paradigm by another paradigm’s standards. Thus he states on p. 3, 
“The new value precisely equals the original value plus the total labour, ns it 
should.. . [emphasis added]. On p. 4 he states that “[value] cannot vanish in production,” 
although it can by an at least consistent interpretation of Marx’s words; on p. 9, AF says 
“Genuine science comes of age when it stops supposing; that this identity must consist of 
something unalterable (by whose definition of “genuine?‘?); and, on p. 10, “value, 
according to this [simultaneist] concept, disappears without trace and appears without 
explanation. Ours doesn’t. It is churlish not to concede, that this’is an improvement.” 
These statements beg the central question at hand; for example, what counts as an 
“improvement” depends on one’s view of what a (value) theory is supposed to do. 

Next, AF’s draft is riddled with a number of categorical claims that are both unnecessary 
to his response to DL and non sequiturs or otherwise insufficiently supported. Examples: 
it is not a necessary interpretation of the simultaneist approach that “it defines value as a 
special price which can equalise supply to demand in an economy with no profits (p.6);” 
that’s at most a consequence of a definition which is unrelated to actual market prices. To 
say that “the world is self-evidently not in equilibrium (p. 10)” is an overstatement unless 
we’re told how to distinguish disequilibrium from a constantly moving equilibrium. 
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Perhaps most importantly, it does not follow that the equality of total prices and total 
values “is.. . but the mathematical expression of the invariance of value in circulation” (p. 
10). The latter follows simply from the definition of value as socially necessary labor 
time in production, and need dictate no particular relation between prices and values. 
Consequently, counter to &Y’s claim, Marx’s argument in Ch. 5 does not suffice to 
establish this identity; it rather illustrates the consequences af the definition by reminding 
us that price-value disparities taken alone cannot account foi surplus value. But that 
doesn’t imply total values equal total prices. 

In light of these problems I vote for conditional acceptance subject to (substantial) 
revision. AF makes legitimate points which advance the value debate, but these points 
need to be opposed more evidently and concisely to DL’s criticisms, and the red herrings 
and unsupported categorical claims should be removed. 

One particular point of DL’s that needs to be addressed morle squarely is the consistency 
of AF’s treatment of value with that of Marx, the nominal common reference point of the 
competing interpretations. In their section 2.3 DL marshal a number of passages which 
strongly suggest that AF’s approach is fbndamentally inconSistent with Marx’s 
conception. (On this point one might also contrast Marx’s unequivocal conclusion that 
“The value of a commodity.. .varies directly as the quantity land inversely as the 
productivity, of the labour which finds its realization within, the commodity” {Penguin, p. 
13 1 } to AF’s criticisms re “vanishing value” or “creating va,lue out of nowhere”). 

It is not a sufficient response to assert, as AF does in footnote 11 (p. 1’7) that there are 
other passages in Marx which are consistent with the sequentialist approach. Nor does it 
answer DL’s critique to argue that “the effect on technical ahange on prices takes time” 
(p. 5), since it is precisely the question at issue here whether Marx conceived of values as 
having this “price-like” response to technical change. 

Let me make clear that establishing an inconsistency of AF’s approach with (some 
aspects of) Marx’s conception of value does not serve to invalidate the former, which 
may still constitute a real theoretical advance in the analysis of value. But addressing this 
issue would at least help make clear one aspect of the presept controversy: it may be the 
case that DL and AF’s approaches are at odds because.the brmer implements Marx’s 
conception and the iatter does not. If this is indeed the casd, the point should be 
acknowledged, then put aside to consider the theoretical plusses and minuses of the 
competing appr6aches. But unless AF directly addresses DL’s claims on this point, this 
exchange cannot even add that nugget of clarity to the debate. 
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