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Productive labour, price/value ratio
and rate of surplus value: theoretical
viewpoints and empirical evidence

Jacques Gouverneur*

The purpose of this article is to contribute to the theoretical and methodological debate
concerning the rate of surplus value and to provide new empirical evidence bearing on the
US economy {from 1948 to 1987) and on EEC countries (Germany from 1960 to 1986,
United Kingdom, France and an aggregate of seven EEC countries from 1970 to 1986).

The rate of surplus value (s*) can be expressed either as the ratio of total surplus value to
total variable capital (S/V) or as the ratio of surplus value to the value of labour power per
productive wage-earner. Symbolising the productive wage-earners’ average labour time
by t, and the average value of their labour power by w_,' we have:

$* = (t,/w,) — 1 {1

We can estimate the value of labour power by dividing the money wage by the macro-
economic ‘price/value ratio’ or ‘monetary expression of values’, which is the ratio of the
sum total of prices to the sum total of values and is denoted by E. We thus have:

s* = [2,/(w,/E)] — 1 2
s* = [Ef(w,[1,)] — 1 ®

The rate of surplus value appears therefore as the ratio of E to the average hourly money
wage of productive workers.

The three concepts of productive wage-earner, pricefvalue ratio and rate of surplus
value, as well as their empirical estimation, obviously depend on how the more basic
concept of value is defined. Without reviewing the whole debate on the nature of value, the
first section of the article puts forward my theoretical point of view on the subject.

The second section of the article is devoted to a close examination of E, which plays an
important réle in the approach adopted. We shall successively consider the links that the
price/value ratio establishes between money magnitudes and labour magnitudes and the
method used to estimate it.
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Table 1. A classification of labour and units of production according to the market character of
production and labour power

Market production Non-market production
Market labour (A) Firmsusing wagedlabour (C) Publicly funded institutions
power 1. Capitalist enterprises 1. Public
2. Public enterprises 2. Private
3. Non-profit enterprises (Heteronomous labour,
(Heteronomous labour, directly social labour)

indirectly social labour)

Non-market (B) Firms relying on self- (D) Non-professional sphere
labour power employment 1. Voluntary organisations
1. Individual 2. Househclds
2. Collective [Autonomous labour,
(Heterotiomous labour, (social or private labour)]

indirectly social labour)

The third section is concerned with the rate of surplus value. We consider first two
additional problems implied by the measurement of s*. We then make the link between
formula (3) and measures based on national accounts data, and assess the exact role of E.
We proceed to estimate the level and evolution of s* in the USA and EEC countries. We
finally provide a method which aims to analyse the evolution of the factors affecting the
rate of surplus value and apply it to the same countries.

1. Labour and the production of value

1.1. Labour in a capitalist society
The concepts of value and of productive labour adopted in the article flow directly from
some basic conceptual distinctions between various types of labour existing in a capitalist
society. Table 1 gives a breakdown of total labour according to the two essential criteria
which define such a society, namely the market (or non-market) character of the goods and
services produced and the waged (or non-waged) character of the labour provided.

Sections A and B comprise all the enterprises producing for the market. Whether
capitalist or not, whether profit-oriented or not, they live from the sale of their products
and are subject ro the ‘laws of the market’. It is the market sale which determines the
socially useful character of the labour used in their production. If goods or services are
sold, this is proof that the labour used in producing them is useful to others than the
producers themselves. This gives the enterprises the revenues which enable them to
survive and grow. On the other hand, if goods and services are not sold, it would appear
that the labour put in by the producers is socially useless labour. Each enterprise thus faces
the risk of automatic elimination through the mechanisms of the market and competition.
We call all labour that has a social usefulness recognised indirectly and a posterior, by
means of the market, ‘indirectly social labour’.

Section C, on the other hand, includes all ‘directly social labour’, i.e. all labour whose
usefulness is recognised directly and a priors by a public authority, independently of a
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market sale. The activities referred to produce collective non-marketed goods and
services, which are in principle available free of charge 10 all citizens. These activities are
financed, not through the sale of products, but through compulsory levies by public
authorities. The public or private entities producing the goods or services in question do
not face market uncertainties: if some activities disappear and others develop, it is not
through market and competition mechanisms, but by virtue of political decisions on the
part of public authorities, who take a variety of criteria into consideration (burden of cost,
public interest and partisan considerations).

Sections A, B and C make up the professional sphere. Labour in this sphere is
heteronomous labour, in the sense that its reproduction is subject to external decisions or
norms: the ‘market laws’ for indirectly social labour, the public authorities’ ‘laws’ for
directly social labour.

The situation is very different in the non-professional sphere (section D), which con-
sists of households and voluntary organisations. This sphere depends, in principle, on
labour provided free of charge by the producers {members of households or organisations)
and on voluntary financial contributions (subscriptions paid by the members, private
grants to organisations). The labour carried out may be either social labour (useful to
others than the producers) or private labour (useful to the producers only). It need not be
validated by the market or by public authorities: in this sense, it is auronomous labour.

Table 1 tells us nothing about the nature of the goods and services or use-values which
are produced. In fact, the same product, as defined by the nature of the use-value, can
appear in different sections and even in all of them (consider for instance teaching and
education).

It is worth making explicit here the two assumptions upon which the clear-cut
distinctions set out in Table 1 depend. First, the table assumes that all labour performed in
the professional area is professional labour, and that all labour performed in the non-
professional area is labour provided free of charge. In reality, labour provided free of
charge can be found at various points of the professional area: for instance, labour pro-
vided by family members in small enterprises, by servicemen in the army, by voluntary
workers in hospitals, etc. Conversely, professional labour can be found within the non-
professional sphere: this is the case of the waged members of voluntary organisations,
who are engaged and paid with a view to supporting and enhancing the activities of the
volunteers.! All these exceptions, however, do not affect the properties of labour pro-
vided in the respective spheres. Whether carried out to earn one’s living or not, labour in
the professional area is heteronomous labour, either indirectly or directly social labour.
Whether provided free of charge or not, labour belonging to the non-professional area is
autonomous labour, either private or social labour.

Second, Table 1 assumes that each unit of production has only one source of income or
finance available to ensure its continuation: market enterprises live from the price paid by
the customers; publicly funded institutions live from public financing, which implies
compulsory levies; households—considered as production units rather than consumption
units—rely only upon their members’ free labour; and voluntary organisations live only
from voluntary contributions (free labour, subscriptions, grants). Reality often differs
from this scheme, as the same production unit may have several sources of incomes in

' The case of workers engaged by private households for child care, housework, etc. is different. These
workers, who are not members of the households engaging them, actually belong to the professional sphere
and provide indirectly social labour: despite the appearances of a waged relationship, they should be
considered as independent producers selling services rather than labour power.
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varying proportions.’ As a result, it may be difficult, or even impossible, to draw a clear
dividing line between the various types of activity, and in particular between market and
non-market production (where should we locate a créche which is financed half by the
parents and half by the local authority?). For simplicity’s sake, however, we will hence-
forth assume that all units of production clearly belong either te market or to non-market
preduction.

1.2, Value as indirectly social labour

In their analysis of productive labour, Marx and most Marxist authors distinguish
between commeodity-producing activities on the one hand, and circulation and super-
visory activities on the other.? Only production activities (in the market sector) are
productive: they alone create commodities, value and revenue (and thus surplus value
and surplus revenue where wage-earners are concerned). On the other hand, circulation
and supervisory activities are unproductive: they do not create comumodities, value, or
revenue. As a consequence, the incomes earned in these activities, just like the wages
earned in the sector of non-commodity production, involve deductions from the aggregate
revenue created: this is the case for wages and profits of commercial and financial enter-
prises, and also for wages paid to employees involved in circulation and supervisory
activities within productive enterprises.

The deductions required to finance circulation and supervisory activities, like those
required to finance non-marketed collective goods and services, affect the rate of profit and
potential for accumulation of the productive sectors. Insofar as the proportion of workers
devoted 1o those activities increases, the capitalist system as a whole comes up against
limits to its growth.

An alternative concept is adopted in this article. We define commodity, and thus
productive labour, on the sole criterion of indirectly social labour.? If goods or services
are sold, all labour carried out in any enterprise whatsoever counts as indirectly social
labour and therefore contributes to the creation of commodities, of value and revenue (and
thus of surplus value and surplus revenue if it is waged labour). As far as value is
concerned, the labour performed by foremen, book-keepers or sales agents in the car
industry does not differ from that performed by workers directly involved in the technical
process of car production: in both cases, it is lJabour performed on the initiative of the
capitalist who engaged the wage-earners; in both cases, it is the sale of the cars which
recognises this private labour as socially useful. Both types of labour are therefore
indirectly social labour and count as value (and both must be considered as involved in the
production of commodities),

The same can be said of labour performed in firms devoted to circulation activities, If
this labour is recognised as socially useful through the sale of the circulation service
(through the payment of a price for the commercial, financial, hiring or letting service

! Market enterprises may partly rely on public subsidies (railway companies for instance) orfand on
members’ subscriptions (football club), to say nothing of property rents (very important in the case of
financial companies). Voluntary organisations may sell services to their members or to outside CUSIOMETS;
they may also take advantage of public subsidies. Various publicly funded institutions require individual
payments for services provided (education fees, registry office fees). And households’ production might
possibly benefit from public subsidies (housewife’s allowance).

? See, for example, Moseley (1985, 1986).

* The argument summarised here is based on Hunt (1979) and De Vroey (1982).

* Note, however, that the happy few employees enjoying hourly wages higher than E create value, but no
surplus value [see formula (3)].
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rendered), it is just the same indirectly social labour and counts as value (and the
circulation service must also be considered as a commodity).

Circulation and supervisory activities in the market sector, therefore, also constitute
productive labour. They do contribute to the creation of the aggregate revenue of
capitalist society. The development of such activities, in itself, involves no deductions from
the aggregate revenue and no slowing down of the growth of the capitalist system. (If an
excessive expansion of activities like trade and finance is prejudicial to the capitalist system,
itis not because such activities could be unproductive but because no branch of activity can
expand without taking account of the requirements of general interdependence.)

Following this line of reasoning, only labour carried out in the non-professional sphere
and that devoted 1o the production of non-marketed collective goods or services are
unproductive labour. In these two cases, there is indeed no question of commodity pro-
duction, or of indirectly social labour or of value. This alternative approach breaks with
the traditional Marxist view that circulation services are not commodities and that circu-
lation labour is not productive of value. But it has the twofold advantage, first of ensuring
a perfect coherence between the three concepts of indirectly social labour, value and
commedity, and second of making these three concepts completely independent of the
specific content (or use-value) of the activities. The only criterion which remains relevant
is whether the activities are indirectly social labour or not.

A further observation must be made here. The hours of present labour devoted to
producing commodities count fully as value and productive labour only if all the
commodities produced are actually sold. If a proportion of the commodities is not sold, a
corresponding proportion of the labour performed does not count as value and productive
labour. This constitutes the difference between value defined as ‘indirectly social labour’
and value defined as ‘embodied labour’. For simplicity’s sake, I will henceforth assume
that all the commodities produced are actually sold and that all the hours of present labour
devoted to their production therefore count as value and productive labour.

1.3. The gquantity of value created

It is commonly accepted that skilled labour (‘complex labour’) creates more value (is more
productive) than labour without special skills (‘simple labour’):! hence the problem of
reducing units of complex labour into units of simple labour. In the same way, it is
commonly accepted that more intensive labour creates more value than less intensive
labour:? hence a similar problem of reducing different kinds of labour of varying
intensity to a common standard. The difficulties of solving these problems at an empirical
level are such that measuring quantities of value (not of concrete labour) appears to be
impossible.

Differences in skills and intensity, however, should not prevent us from measuring
values in terms of the number of hours actually worked, both on the macro-level and on
micro-levels.

A first argument that could be put forward is that the unit of measure of abstract labour,
of value, is the hour of labour performed by an ‘average’ worker, by the labourer working
with the average degree of skill and intensity. This being so, the quantity of value created

! Marx briefly mentions the distinction between simple labour and complex labour {Capital, volume I, end
of ch. VII) but daes not go deeper into it and abandons it altogether in the rest of Capital. The distinction,
however, does not cease breeding theoretical debates, as appears for instance in a recent article by Harvey
(1985).

? It is also the viewpoint adopted by Marx (Capital, Volume I, ch, XV and ch. XVII}.
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by each individual worker’s hour of labour would differ according to the deviation of his/
her specific skill and intensity from the mean: those with a higher {lower) than average skill
and intensity would create more (less} value in one hour. But the sum of values created by
all the workers taken together would be equal to the total number of hours actually
worked.

A second and more radical argument is that, as far as value creation is concerned, one
hour of labour is always equal to another hour of labour: differences in skill and intensity,
just like differences in technique and productivity, affect the distribution of the total
revenue created and thus the quantity of revenue obtained, but do not affect the quantity
of value produced.

Let us take the example of a branch of production which consists of various firms using
different techniques and suppose that each firm employs 100 wage-earners working eight
hours a day. In each firm 800 hours of value are created per day. But the more advanced
firms, with higher productivity and with individual unit values lower than the social unit
value, will benefit from a transfer of surplus revenue from the marginal firms where
individual unit values are higher than the average.!

In the same way, the more skilled and intensive labour in a particular firm has the effect
of reducing the unit individual value of the commodities produced there, which brings
about a redistribution of the total surplus revenue: the capitatist employing this type of
labour obtains a profit higher than the surplus revenue created by his wage-earners, at the
expense of his less efficient competitors. But the more mechanised, skilled and intensive
labour does not create more value (or more surplus value) than the more manual, less
skilled and less intensive labour. In all cases, providing the commodities produced are
actually sold, each hour of labour counts as one hour of indirectly social labour, as one
hour of value.

1.4. Anestimation of productive labour and of value created

Table Al in the Appendix shows the evolution of the number of productive workers,
of their annual labour time, and of the sum total of value created by them in the USA
(1948-87), Germany (1966-84), the UK and France (1966/72-84}, The appendix also
explains the exact method used to estimate the relevant variables.

It appears from Table Al that the share of unproductive labour in total professional
employment increased fairly steadily in the three EEC countries from 1966 to 1984, while
it was practically stable in the USA from 1969 to 1987 (it increased there during the period
1948-69). The share of independent labour in total productive labour declined in the four
countries until 1978 (or 1981), but remained fairly stable or even increased afterwards.
The sum total of value created increased fairly steadily in the USA, remained practically
constant in the UK, and clearly decreased in Germany and France.

2. The link between labour magnitudes and moeney magnitudes: the
‘price{value ratio’ (E)

2.1. General principles
The value of every commodity (the abstract labour devoted to producing a commodity
actually sold) is necessarily expressed as a certain price (a certain number of monetary
' The term surplus revenue refers to surplus value expressed in monetary terms: what is transferred (redistri-
buted) is revenue and surplus revenue, not value or surplus value. The example ignores the possible differ-
ences in the composition of capital and in market power, so that market price = simple price = unit social
value x E. For a systematic and complete analysis of the different kinds of transfers of surplus revenue, see
Gouverneur (1983, chs 6-7 and 1987, chs 5-6). On the concept of individual value, see below (page 8, n. 1).
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Table 2. The links between labour concepts and money concepts

All
commodities Each particular commeodity
Levelsof Whole
analysis: economy Firm Industrial branch
Expression Z values Unit Unit (Labour- {Labour-
in hours of individual social equivalent of equivalent of
labour value value price of market price)
production)

Expression Z prices (Money
in prices equivalent

of unirt Simple Price of Market

individual price production price

value)

units). This being so, there must always exist, in every market society, a certain relation
between the sum total of prices (in monetary units) and the sum total of values (in hours of
abstract labour). This quantitative relation between the sum total of prices and the sum
total of values is called the ‘price/value ratio’ or the ‘monetary expression of values’ and is
symbolised by E:!

E = EIprices/Ivalues

The price/value ratio is a macroeconomic magnitude. There is one E at the level of each
national economy, and only one.

As the sum total of prices constitutes the aggregate monetary revenue of a market
society, E can also be considered as the quantitative relation between the sum total of
monetary revenues and the sum total of values.

E = I prices/Z values = X revenues/Z values )]

The quantitative relation E therefore represents two things simultaneously:

(1) Considering the ratio Iprices/Evalues, it gives the translation of one hour of value
into simple price.

(2) Considering the ratio Irevenues/Ivalues, it represents the quantity of monetary
revenue created per hour of value, per hour devoted to the production of commodities. (At
the level of a firm or of a branch, the revenue created per hour of value normally differs
from the hourly income—wage plus profit—obtained, for various transfers of revenue take
place due to differences in productivity, organic composition of capital and market
power.)

Given E at the macro-level, it is possible to establish, for any particular commodity,
various theoretical links between values and prices, or more generally between labour

! This concept was introduced at approximately the same time by Gouverneur (1975, p. 64) and Aglierta
(1976, p. 31). It has been hardly elicited in Marxist economic theory. Some authors consider the inverse
relation between the sum total of values and the sum total of prices: this is the case of Mage (1963), who
calculates the ‘labour contents of the price unit’, and of Foley (1986), who uses the ambiguous term of the
‘value of money’,
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concepts and money concepts. These are summarised in Table 2. Unit individual values
are the quantities of labour time required in each individual firm to produce one unit of a
commodity under specific conditions of technique, skill and intensity.! Unit social value
is the labour time required to produce one unit of the same commodity under the average
conditions of technique, skill and intensity prevalent at the time: it is the weighted average
of all unit individual values.? The transition from unit social values to market prices takes
the three well-known stages indicated by the arrows. The first stage is the expression of
values in simple prices.> These are theoretical prices which correspond exactly to the
value of commodities: simple price = unit social value x E. The second stage is the trans-
formation of simple prices into prices of production within the framework of a capitalist
society where the composition of capital varies between industries. Prices of production,
like simple prices, are theoretical prices and cannot be directly observed. The third stage is
the transition to actual market prices, which differ from prices of production according to
imbalances between supply and demand and/or according to differences in market power
between industries, For each of the price concepts distinguished, there is a specific
corresponding concept in labour terms, with the link between the two types of concepts
being established through the mediation of E.

At the empirical level, the only magnitude which can be observed is the actual market
price. Empirical research will therefore only be able to carry out the transition from
market prices to their equivalent in hours of labour, but it will never be able to arrive at the
actual value of commeodities. (Itis only for reasons of simplicity and brevity that I will later
systematically replace the concept of ‘labour-equivalent of actual prices’ by that of
‘value’.) This limitation does not matter very much when one considers the evolution of a
variable (value of a commodity, value of labour power, rate of surplus labour, etc.). Infact,
if it is true that there is always some divergence between market price and simple price—
and therefore between ‘labour-equivalent of market price’ and ‘value’—the essential point
is that the two magnitudes always evolve in the same direction, falling as productivity
increases.?

It is worth noting that dividing the price of any commedity (or group of commodities)
by E gives an adequate measure of total productivity in real terms for the commodity(ies}
concerned. Statistical series of real productivity are usually obtained by dividing, by an
appropriate price index, the money ‘value added’ per worker or per hour of labour; such
statistics express the changes in productivity per worker or per hour of present labour.
The price/E ratios, on the other hand, express the number of hours of past and present
labour necessary to produce one unit of the commodity considered: they make it possible
to obtain a fairly accurate picture of the growth of total real productivity.’

! The concept of individual value may appear contradictory: is value not ‘social’ in essence? Value {or
abstract labour) is actually indirectly social labour. The latter is performed both at the level of the firm and at
the level of the industry: at both levels, the only condition for labour to be recognised as value is that the
product is actually sold.

? The relations between individual values and social value are examined by Marx in Capital, volume 3,
chapter x.

* The concept of simple price originates in Bullock and Yatfe (1975). A synonymous concept is that of direct
price used by Shaikh (1977).

* Ochoa (1984, 1987, and also 1986, pp. 113-14) has shown that simple prices, prices of production
and market prices are remarkably close to one another in the postwar US economy. Values are by far the
quantitatively dominant factors in the formation of market prices.

* Measures of toral real productivity are convincingly advocated by Ochoa ( 1986), who presents a procedure
based on input-output data. His method, apart from the problem of the small number of years for which the
necessary data are available, is much more complex than simply calculating price/E ratios. It would be
interesting to compare Ochoa’s results with those derived from calculating these simple ratios.
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2.2. Estimating E

The denominator and the numerator of E can be understoed in two different ways: either
the sum total of total values (including the past values transferred) and the sum total of
gross prices or revenues (including the cost of the means of production used); or the sum
total of new values (excluding the past values) and the sum total of net prices or revenues
(having deducted the cost of the means of production). Provided that the means of produc-
tion are estimated at current rather than historic values and prices, the two methods of
calculation are in theory equivalent.! In practice, since past values cannot be the object of
any direct observation, the most convenient method consists in calculating E in ‘net’
terms:?

E = X net values/E new values = I net revenues/E new values (5)

Prices and values in formulae (4) and (5) obviously refer to commodities, i.e. to goods
and services created in the market sector. The same is true for revenues: the numerator
refers to the revenues created in the market sector and excludes the incomes earned in the
non-market sector, since the latter are paid out of the former.

The denominator of E is the number of hours of productive labour in the wider sense,
i.e. of labour producing value. It is not restricted to (waged) labour which creates surplus
value, but comprises all labour (waged or not) which creates value. This is because E
establishes the link between the price aspect and the value aspect of all commodities in
general, irrespective of whether they are produced by independent (seif-employed)
workers or by wage-earners (in capitalist firms, in public enterprises, in non-profit
enterprises, etc.).

We thus get

E = (R/L_) = R/(Lt, + L) (6)

where R represents the net revenue created in the market sector, L, the number of
productive workers, f, the labour-time per productive worker, the subscripts v and i
referring to productive waged and independent workers respectively.

Formula (6) can also be written in the following form:

E=(NDP-L w))/(L.;,+Lz) @

A

where NDI = net domestic product at market prices, 1., = number of unproductive wage-
earners (i.¢. wage-earners in the non-market sector) and w, = wage-cost per unproductive
wage-earner.

The NDP gives us the sum total of incomes in the whole economy (before taxes and
contributions to National Insurance). Subtracting L w_, we approximate the monetary
revenue created in the economy. Two comments must be made on this point:

(1) Inthe National Accounts, the incomes of the non-market secter (i.e. the cost of non-
commodity products) are added to the incomes of the market sector {i.e. the price of
commodities). Such an addition is justified if one wants to record all goods and services
produced in an economy. (To achieve this, it would even be necessary to impute a price or
income to all non-commeodity products, including those of the non-professional area:
national accounting makes such an imputation in a very limited number of cases, like that

' See Gouverneur (1983, pp. 242-3).

? Mage (1963, pp. 214, 218-19) calculates the ‘labour-content of the current dollar’ (= 1/E) in gross terms,
through a highly complex procedure. Using Mage’s data to calculate it in net terms, very simply vields
estimates which are practically equivalent to his (the difference amounts to 1 to 6%, except in 1933).
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of houses occupied by their owner.) The calculation of E, however, aims at establishing
the link between the amount of revenue created and the amount of value created. Now
value and revenue are only created in the sector of commodity production: the sector of
non-commodity production does not create any value, and the incomes earned in it are
deducted from the revenue created in the market sector. Not deducing the wage-cost of the
‘non-market’ wage-earners and taking account of the figure of the net domestic product
alone (as I used to do myself: Gouverneur, 1978, 1983, 1987) leads to a double counting
which unduly inflates the amount of revenue created.

(2) Just as the denominator of formula (7) aims to measure the value created in a given
economy, the numerator should in theory measure the revenue created in the economy (or
the sum total of net simple prices of commodities). For this aggregate revenue created (or
the sum total of net simple prices) constitutes the exact translation, in money terms, of the
value created. But the statistics are necessarily registered in terms of market prices and of
incomes obtained. Now market prices differ from simple prices, and incomes obtained
differ from the revenue created, each time there is a transfer of revenue. The statistics on
each country’s aggregate output or income thus cannot but amalgamate the revenue
created in one country and the revenue transferred from one country to another. As a
result, there is a risk of ‘distortion’ in the estimation of E: this distortion may be significant
if the international transfers of revenue are themselves significant and if they are made
systematically in favour or to the detriment of certain countries.

Table A2 in the Appendix shows the calculation of E in the USA (1948-87), Germany
(1966-84), UK and France (1972-84). It also compares its evolution to that of the con-
sumer price index, which will be used in the next section for the calculation of the average
value of the means of subsistence.

3. Measuring rates of surplus value

3.1. Additional problems related to the measurement of rates of surpius value

The measure of the rate of surplus value is obviously dependent on the theoretical stands
adopted concerning productive labour and its value creating capacity. My viewpoints on
these issues have already been presented in the first part of the article.! Two additional
problems, however, must be briefly considered here.

The nature of labour power and the relations between value of labour power and the money
wage. Is it theoretically defensible to derive the value of labour power from the money
wage, as is implied by formula (2), where w is replaced by w/E? Or should one a priori
define the workers’ necessities of life and the value of their labour power?

! Considering that, from the point of view of value creation, one hour of labour is always equivalent to
another hour of labour (whatever their respective degrees of mechanisation, skill and intensity), I shall add
two brief observations related to the ‘production of absolute surplus value’. First, if one takes the view that
increasing labour intensity is equivalent to lengthening labour time, one should similarly consider that
making use of higher skills also leads to a “production of absclute surplus value’. (In the three cases, it must of
course be assumed that the value of labour power is given or does not rise proportionately.) Second, I consider
that only a prolongation of labour time brings about a ‘production of absolute surptus value’ (or surplus
labour). An increase in the intensity or skill of labour cannot be put on the same footing as a lengthening of
labour time. Such an increase rather constitutes one of the ways of increasing productivity (and so of reducing
vzlue) and should be treated in the same way: if it is widespread, it reduces the value of labour-power and
brings about a ‘producrion of relarive surplus value’; if it is limited to one firm or to one branch of industry, it
brings about transfers of surplus revenue to the benefit of that firm or branch.
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The overwhelming majority of authors adopt Marx’s viewpoint and consider labour
power as a commodity. Just as the price of a commodity is the monetary expression of its
value, the wage is defined as the monetary expression of the value of labour power. Thus,
from a theoretical point of view, just as the determination of the price of a commodity
implies the prior determination of its value, the determination of the monetary wage
implies the prior determination of the value of labour power and, therefore, the a priori
definition of a (historically determined) bundle of wage-goods considered as ‘necessary for
the reproduction of labour power’.

This commodity conception of labour power, however, is questionable. For labour
power, though being sold, is not produced in the same way as an industrial product.
Labour power should rather be considered as a natural resource, a gift of nature, which is
maintained in existence through the consumption of a variety of goods and services (either
domestic products, or free collective goods and services, or commodities).! The price of
this natural resource is independent of any value defined a priori. Actually, the wage level
(for wage-earners in general and for any particular group among them) depends on the
balance of forces between workers and capitalists, which in turn depends on such factors as
the extent of unemployment, the firms’ profitability, the degree of organisation of the
working class, the political power of the capitalist class, etc. Given the price level of the
consumption goods and services, the monetary wage in turn determines the bundle of
goods and services the worker can buy, or his/her real wage.

T'o sum up: in the usual conception of labour power as a commodity, the ‘value of labour
power’ and the ‘necessities of life’ must theoretically be defined a priori and cannot be
inferred from the wage and price levels; in the heterodox conception of labour power as a
natural resource, the ‘value of labour power’ and the real wage must theoretically be
derived from the wage and price levels and the ‘value of labour power’ (or ‘labour
equivalent of actual wage’) can be estimated through E.2

Which coricept of wage? In the preceding discussions no distinction has been made between
net wage (actually obtained by the worker), gross wage (including the worker’s income tax
and National Insurance contributions) and wage-cost (including the employer’s National
Insurance contributions). Two lines of reasoning lead me to adopt the concept of wage-
cost as relevant to the measurement of the value of labour power and the rate of surplus
labour.

First, consider the function of the wage from the workers’ point of view. Abstracting
from domestic products, the workers depend on their wage to have access to consumption
goods. The function of the wage is thus to give the workers access to their means of
existence. In the hypothetical case in which all the means of existence are commodities,
the wage permits the purchasing of these commodities: this purchasing, in turn, enables
the production of commodity means of existence to continue and evidently enables the
workers to consume them. However, in so far as part of the means of existence consist of

! See De Vroey (1985). Not being a commodity, labour power, strictly speaking, has no value. By continuing
to use the concept of ‘value of labour power’, I simply conform to the current but mistaken usage, which
focuses on the sate of labour power and overlooks the fact that labour power is not produced like a commodity.

? One referee suggested to me that the ‘labour equivalent of actual wage’ seemed similar to Smith’s concept
of ‘labour commanded’. I see the analogy and difference as follows. Smith’s ‘labour commanded’ is obtained
through dividing the price of a commodity by the wage, let us say the hourly wage: it thus gives the number of
hours (of present labour) that a wage-earner must perform in order to get the commodity in question. The
‘labour equivalent of actual wage’, on the other hand, is obtained by dividing the wage, not by the price of a

commodity, but by E. It gives the number of hours (past and present) necessary to produce the wage earner’s
means of existence, i.e. some sort of ‘labour commanded’ by the wage (but in a sense different from above).



12 J. Gouverneur

non-marketed collective goods and services, the wage must also allow the workers to take
part in the financing of these ‘non-commodity’ means of existence; this financing enables
the collective goods and services to be produced by the state and then consumed by
citizens, workers and capitalists alike. (Whether the wage-earners’ share in the financing
of collective goods and services corresponds to their share in the consumption of them is
another question.) The wages paid by the capitalists have therefore to permit, on the one
hand, the purchasing of the wage-earners’ individual means of subsistence and, on the
other, the financing of the collective means of subsistence the wage-earners consume. The
wage which fulfils this two-fold function is the wage-cost, including the worker’s income
tax as well as both National Insurance contributions (which contribute to the formation of
an indirect and socialised wage).

Second, consider wages from the capiralists’ viewpoint. The wage that is considered as
variable capital is the total sum of money spent on purchasing labour power, irrespective of
how this total sum of money is divided into cash income for workers, income tax for the
state or National Insurance contributions.

3.2. An estimation of the rate of surplus value
Method of calcularion. Substituting (7) into (3), we get

s* = (NDP — L w}/[(L, + L) (w,ft)] — 1
s* = (NDP — L w))/[L,w, + L{w.zr/ft)] — 1 (8)

The term L w, gives the total amount of variable capital, while L{w,z/z) can be
considered as the sum total of wages imputed to independent workers, assuming that the
latter enjoy the same hourly income as productive wage-earners bur taking into account
their specific labour time.

Formula (8) shows that the macroeconomic rate of surplus value can be estimated
without calculating E specifically. It can be directly approximated through a profit/wage
ratio referring to the whole market sector (including trade and finance, and making due
allowances for the ‘wages’ of independent workers).

It remains necessary to calculate E, however, for two reasons. First, to estimate rates of
surplus value or of surplus labour at ‘microeconomic’ levels, or more specifically at levels
other than the whole market sector. For example, to calculate the rate of surplus value of a
specific category of productive workers {or even of an individual worker) and the rate of
surplus labour of unproductive wage-earners (which it is also in the capitalists’ interests to
maximise): in these cases, the only possible method of calculation consists of relating E to
the hourly money wage of the workers considered, as indicated by formula (3}. It should
also be used to estimate the rate of surplus value in a particular firm, branch or sector,
including the whole ‘non-financial business sector’: the existence of transfers of surplus
revenue between firms, branches and sectors gives rise to differences between profit and
surplus revenue; calculating a profit/wage ratio is therefore a theoretically inadequate
procedure compared to the procedure given by formula (3).! Second, to estimate the

! Amsden (1981} provides an international comparison of rates of surplus value at industry level based on
census data in money terms. Disregarding her (standard) distinction between productive and unproductive
labour, her procedure is questionable on the ground that it implicitly assumes that revenue created and
incomes obtained are equal at indusrry level, thereby ignoring all types of transfers of surplus revenue (due to
differences in productivity, organic composition of capital and market power) both within individual countries
and between them. Weisskopf (1979) uses the profit share in the non-financial corporate business sector
(NFCB) of the US economy as a proxy for the rate of surplus value. The true proxy for the macroeconomic s¥,
however, is the ratio of profit to wages in the business sector as a whole.
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Fig. 1. The rate of surplus value in the USA (1948-87) and in EEC countries (1 960{70-1986). —— -, UK;
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Table 3. The rate of surplus value in the USA and EEC countries { 1960-1986 ) ( selected years)

Average
1960 1966 1971 1975 1981 1986  1970-1986

Germany 48 42 40 34 37 47 40
United Kingdom: — — 52 32 42 46 45
France — — 43 32 30 34° 36°
EEC—7 countries* — — 43 32 32 40 37
USA 33 43 39 37¢ 32¢ 41 38

“1976.

*1984,

‘Average 1970-84.

41674,

1982,

*Germany, United Kingdom, France, Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, Italy.

evolution of the average value per wage-good [p, =Dp,/E, see (9) below] which affects the
rate of surplus value. Thhis will be done presently.

Results. Figure 1 and Table 3 show the levels of and changes in the rate of surplus value in
the countries considered. As far as levels are concerned, s* appears to be very similar in all
of them: the average figures for the period 1971-86 range from 369, (France) to 45%
(UK). Assuming the same 8-hour working day everywhere, these figures would imply that
the daily surplus labour per productive wage-earner ranges from 2 h 10 minto2h 30 min.

The general tendencies of the rate of surplus value appear to be fairly similar in most
cases. Leaving aside the sharp drop in the European countries (but notin the USA) during
the 197475 crisis, there is a clear tendency for s* to decline in all the countries during the
seventies, more precisely from 1970 to 1981 (from 1971 to 1982 in the USA). The available
data show that this decline starts from the very beginning of the sixties in Germany, and
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from the mid-sixties in the USA (where it follows an upward trend covering the period
1956-66). The trend is reversed during the eighties: s* rises rapidly everywhere; in the
USA and Germany, it is nearly as high at the end of the period as in the peak years of the
sixties.

3.3. Anempirical analysis of the factors affecting the evolution of the rate of surplus value
Method of analysis. The terms z, in (1) and w_/E in (2) can be broken down in order
to show the two influences bearing on the value of labour power, i.e. the number of
wage-goods or real wage and the average value per wage-good.

The annual real wage (x) depends on the annual money wage (w,) and the average price
per wage-good (p, ). We have: x=w_[p,.

On the other hand, the average value per wage-good can be estimated, as can the value of
any commodity, by dividing the price by the price/value ratio. In symbols: p,=p, /E.

One thus gets:

s* = (,/xp,) — 1 = {t,/[(w,/p) (p,/E)]} — 1 9

‘T'he series relating to the average price of the necessities of life (p,) necessarily take the
form of indices, in practice, the consumer price indices. The same applies to the series
relating to x and p,, which are estimated from p,. For this reason all the dara in this section
are expressed as indices.

Before considering the results of the calculations, it is worth adding a methodological
observation. The rate of surplus value of formula (9} can also be expressed in the following
way:

s* = [(1/p/(xft)] — 1 (10)

Here the denominator represents the hourly real wage. The numerator represents the
reciprocal of the average value per wage-good: it therefore represents the number of wage-
goods produced per hour of labour (present and past), that is, hourly real productivity in
all the branches that contribute to the production of wage-goods. This formula suggests
that one can study the evolution of the rate of surplus value by comparing statistical series
which describe the evolution of real wages and real productivity. The statistics for real
productivity, however, are usually obtained by dividing, by an appropriate price index,
the money ‘value added’ per worker {or per hour of labour) in industry. These statistics
have two defects: first, they only deal with industrial productivity, while a growing
number of the necessities of life are produced in the services sector; second, they only
express at best the productivity per hour of present labour. The calculation of ».=p/E
avoids both defects: the consumer price index (p,) covers services as well as industrial
products; and 1/p, expresses the productivity per hour of past and present labour in the
production of these goods and services.!

Results. Figure 2 depicts year by year how the rate of surplus value and its constituent
elements moved in the USA from 1948 to 1987. Table 4 gives the annual rates of change of
all the variables for selected periods and subperiods.

! The relation between changes in real wages and changes in real productivity have been analysed in a
remarkable way by Phelps Brown and Hopkins (1981) from a historical perspective. As these authors do not
aim to analyse changes in rates of surplus value, they cannot be blamed for measuring real productivity simply
using output/worker ratios. Among the few researchers who explicitly relate the evolution of the Marxist
ratios to that of real wages and total labour productivity, E. Wolff (1986, 1987) deserves special mention. His
procedure, however, requires input-output data which are published only for certain years; and it does not
explicitly consider the evolution of labour time.
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Fig. 2. Evolution of the rare of surplus value and of its constituent elements in the USA ( 1948-87; 1948 =100,

———, Real wage (x);
(w,); ———, value per wage-good (p,).

, rate of surplus value (s*); - - -, labour-time (r,); — - — - —, value of labour-power

Table 4. Rate of change of the rate of surplus value and its constituent elements in the USA ( 1948-87)

{ selecred periods )

Real Value per Value of Rate of

Labour-time wage wage-good labour power surplus value

1948-56 —041 +3-33 —-3-47 —0-26 —0-81
195668 —034 +2-21 —3-08 —0-93 +2-32
1948-68 —0-37 +2-65 —323 —0-67 +1-06
1968-78 —0-52 +0-76 -1-15 —-0-39 —-0-39
1978-82 —0-58 —-1-53 +2-29 +0-76 —4-92
1982-87 -014 +0-81 —2:23 —1-44 +4-94
1968-87 —0-43 +0-28 —0-72 —0-43 +0-00
1948-87 —0-40 +1-49 —-2-00 —0:55 +0-54

If one compares the two extreme years, the following changes can be observed. Labour
time has decreased by 159, and the real wage has increased by 78%,. These are the most
visible and best-known aspects of what is called ‘the improvement of workers’ conditions’.
Something less visible and less widely known is that in the same period, the growth of
productivity has had the effect of reducing the average value of the means of existence by
more than half. The result is that the value of labour power has decreased by 209%,. Since
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this reduction in the value of labour power is greater than the reduction in labour time, the
rate of surplus value is higher in 1987 than in 1948 (by 249%,).

If one considers the development of the variables between the two extreme years, 1968
shows a clear inflexion point in productivity growth, as reflected in the evolution of the
value per wage-good: the latter declines at an annual rate of 3-23%, between 1948 and 1968,
but of only 0-72%, afterwards. Considering the same periods 1948-68 and 1968-87 for the
other variables, it appears that the rate of increase of the real wage also slows down
considerably (+2-659%;, and +0-289, respectively), while the rate of surplus value ceases
to increase during the second period taken as a whole.

The pericd 194868 can be divided in two sub-periods. From 1948 to 1956, the rate of
increase of the real wage is higher than that of productivity, and s* tends to decline. From
1956 to 1968, productivity and the real wage already show lower rates of increase, but
productivity now grows faster than the real wage, and s* increases sharply.

Within the period 1968-87, the last two sub-periods deserve special attention. Between
1978 and 1982, both productivity and the real wage decline substantially; the former
declines even more than the latter, so that the value of labour power rises and s* goes down
sharply. The picture is completely different since 1982: productivity and the real wage rise
again, with a much more substantial increase in the former than in the latter: the resulris that
the value of labour power declines, and the rate of surplus value increases, atunprecedented
rates. One may wonder whether this new pace of productivity, the real wage and the surplus
value is only a short-term episode or whether it shows the end of the ‘structural crisis’ of the
seventies and the beginning of a long-term tendency comparable to that which prevailed in
the fifties and sixties. The question cannot vet be settled, but the sluggish increase in the real
wage at least suggests that US capitalism as not so far really entered a new ‘golden age’.

Figure 3 shows how the rate of surplus value and its constituent elements have changed
in the USA and the three main EEC countries during the period from the late sixties (early
seventies for UK and France) to the mid eighties.! The most striking feature is that
productivity increases are much more important in Europe than in the USA: taking 1972
as a common base (= 100), the value per wage-good in 1984 is practically the same in the
USA (p,=99), while it is reduced by 17%, in the UK, 289, in Germany and 339%, in
France; comparing 1984 to 1966, the value per wage-good is reduced by more than half in
Germany (p, falls from 147 to 72) and by onty 129, in the USA (p, declines from 112 t0 99).
The evolution of real wages show a similar contrast: x stagnates in the USA, whilst it
increases markedly in the three European countries (though at a slower pace since 1978),
The value of labour power and labour time show similar downward tendencies in the USA
and Germany. Labour time remains practicaily unchanged in the UK; in France, it
decreases steadily and much more than the value of labour power, which results in a
significant decline in the rate of surplus value.

Conclusions

From a theoretical perspective, I have adopted ‘unorthodox’ viewpoints on three
problems: the skill-and-intensity of labour has been regarded as irrelevant as far as value
creation is concerned; labour power has been considered as a natural resource rather than a
factory commodity; and productive labour has been defined in the extended sense of
indirectly social labour, which includes circulation and supervisory labour as well. These

' As explained in the Appendix, data on annual labour time in EEC countries are available every three vears

only. As a result E, and therefore the value per wage-good and the value of labour power, cannot be estimated
year by year like the real wage and the rate of surplus value.
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viewpoints are not only defensible on purely theoretical grounds, but have the additional
advantage of ensuring a much easier link between theory and empirical research.
However, a perfect match seems beyond reach, if one takes into account the distorting
effect of international transfers of revenue. This problem actually affects all money
magnitudes and therefore all procedures measuring rates of surplus value.

As far as method is concerned, the calculation of E makes it possible to provide theoreti-
cally correct estimates of the rate of surplus value (or of surplus labour) at any level one
may wish to consider; it also allows us to study the evolution of one of the key variables
affecting s*, namely total labour productivity in the wage-good sector.

The procedure used to estimate E and s* and to analyse the factors affecting the latter is
incomparably easier to handle than any other measure of the rate of surplus value I know.
It is based on the knowledge of a very limited number of annual variables [see formulae (8)
and (9)]. Except for the labour time provided by independent workers, all these variables
are readily available or can be calculated--—-or at least approximated—very easily (see
Appendix).

At the empirical level, I have not tried to analyse how my estimates of the rate of
surplus value compare to those provided by other researchers. Table 5, which refers to the
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Table §. A comparison between various estimates of the rate of surplus value in the postwar US economy

Mage Shaikh Wolff Moseley Gouverneur
1948 0-37 126 0-96* 1-35 0-33
1958 0-29 1-30 1-01 1-59 0-32
1967 —_ 1-45 1-08 1-73 0-41
1976 — — 0-75 1-68 0-40
1985 — — — 1-98 0-40
Average 48-60 0-31 1-29 0-99 1-49 0-33
Average 61-72 —_ 1-42 0-98 1-70 0-39
Average 73-85 — — —_ 1-76 0-38
*1947.

Sources: Mage (1963, p. 175), Moseley (1986, p. 183, and 1987, p. 394) and Wolff (1986, p. 95).

US economy, simply illustrates how differences in the theoretical and methodological
approach may result in very different estimates. Considering the period 1948-60, for
instance, it is striking to observe that Moseley’s figures are about five times as high as
Mage’s and mine. (The close correspondence between Mage’s figures and mine is all the
more unexpected since our interpretation of productive labour and cur methodological
approaches are very different.) A systematic comparison of all these estimates, such as that
outlined in Moseley (1986}, falls beyond the scope of this article and should be carried out
in future research.

Nor have I tried to test any Marxian ‘law’ concerning the rate of surplus value. The only
relevant long-term ‘laws’ that can be put forward are the following: (1) labour productivity
necessarily increases in all branches of production; (2) this results, among other things, in
anecessary decline in the value per wage-good; and (3), it also resultsina necessary rise in
the real wage. The evidence provided in this article obviously confirms the second and
third ‘laws’. But the exact rise in the real wage, as well as the changes in labour time,
depend on the overall balance of forces between wage-earners and capitalists, which
cannot be determined & priori. The changes in the real wage and in labour time may offset
the decline in the value per wage-good, but they do not necessarily do so. The result is that
it seems impossible to make any prediction on the long-term evolution of the rate of
surplus value. (The same conclusion would apply to the composition of capital and the rate
of profit.)

The evidence provided also shows clearly that the rise in worker’s living standards is
perfectly compatible with a stable or even increasing degree of exploitation of the wage-
earning class. Substantjal increases in total labour productivity—as reflected in the
evolution of the average value of the means of subsistence—make it possible to raise real
wages substantially without jeopardising the rate of surplus value. On the other hand, a
slowing down of the increase in total labour productivity, such as that experienced by the
US economy since the late sixties, raises a challenge to the capitalist system: the more
slowly productivity grows, the more difficult it is to reconcile the material aspirations of
the workers and the class interests of the capitalists.

Bibliography

Aglietta, M. 1976. Régulation et crises du capiralisme, Paris, Calmann-Lévy



Theoretical viewpoints and empirical evidence 19

Amsden, A. 1981. An international comparison of the rate of surplus-value in manufacturing
industry, Cambridge Yournal of Economics, vol. 3, no. 3

Bullock, P. and Yaffe, D. 1975. Inflation, the crisis and the post-war boom, Rewolutionary
Communist, 3- 4, November

De Vroey, M. 1982. On the obsolescence of the Marxian theory of value: a critical review, Capiral
and Class, 17

De Vroey, M. 1985. La théorie du salaire de Marx: une critique hétérodoxe, Revue Economigue, 3

Foley, D. 1986. Understanding Capital. Marx’s Economic Theory, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard
University Press

Gouverneur, J. 1975. “Le travail productif en régime capitaliste’, working paper, Department of
Economics, UCL., 7503

Gouverneur, J. 1978. Eléments d’économie politiqgue marxiste, Brussels, Contradictions

Gouverneur, J. 1983. Contemporary Capitalism and Marxist Economics, Oxford, Martin Robertson

Gouverneur, J. 1987. Manuel de théorie économigue marxiste, Brussels, De Boeck

Harvey, P. 1985. The value creating capacity of skilled labour in Marxian economics, Review of
Radical Political Economics, 17, 1-2

Hunt, E. K. 1979, The categories of productive and unproductive labour in Marxist economic
theory, Science and Society, 43,3

Mage, S. 1963. ‘The Law of the Falling Tendency of the Rate of Profit’, unpublished PhD thesis,
Columbia University

Moseley, F. 1985. The rate of surplus value in the postwar US economy: a critique of Weisskopf™s
estimates. Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol. 9, no, 1

Moseley, F. 1986. Estimates of the rate of surplus-value in the postwar United States economy,
Review of Radical Political Economics, 18, 1-2

Moseley, F. 1987. The profit share and the rate of surplus value in the US economy, 1975-85,
Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol. 11, no. ¢

Moseley, F. 1988. The rate of surplus value, the organic composition, and the general rate of profitin
the US economy, 1947-76: a critique and update of Wolff’s estimates, American Economic Review,
78,1

QOchoa, E. 1984, ‘Labour-Values and Prices of Production. An interindustry Study of the US
Economy, 1947-1972’, PhD dissertation, New School for Social Research

Ochoa, E. 1986. An input-output study of labour productivity in the US economy, 1947-72, Journal
of Post Keynesian Econowics, [X, no. 1

Ochoa, E. 1987. ‘Values, Prices and Wage-Profit Curves in the US Economy’, mimeo

Phelps Brown, H. and Hopkins, 8. 1981. A Perspective of Wages and Prices, London and New York,
Methuen

Shaikh, A. 1977. Marx’s theory of value and the transformation problem, in J. Schwartz (ed.) The
Subtle Anatomy of Capitalism, Santa Monica, Goodyear

Shaikh, A. 1978. ‘National Income Accounts and Marxian Categories’, mimeo, New School for
Social Research

Weisskopf, T. 1979. Marxian crisis theory and the rate of profit in the postwar US economy,
Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol. 4,no. 1

Wolff, E. 1977. Unproductive labor and the rate of surplus-value in the United States, in P.
Zarembka (ed.) Research in Political Economy, Vol. 1, Greenwich, JAI Press

Wolff, E. 1986. The productivity slowdown and the fall in the US rate of profit, 1947-76, Review of
Radical Political Economics, 18,1 and 2

Wolff, E. 1987. Growth, Accumulation and Unproductive Activity: an Analysis of the Postwar US
Economy, New York, Cambridge University Press

Appendix

A. Sources and methods

The basic data used to calculate E and s* [formulae (7) and (8)] and to analyse the influences bearing
on s* [formula (9)] were collected from the following sources.
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(1) Net domestic product { NDP). For the USA: National Income and Product Accounts (NIPA),
Table 1.12. For EEC countries: Statistical Office of the BEuropean Communities (EURQSTAT),
data bank for macroeconomic series (CRONOS).

2) Productive and unproductive wage-earners: numbers (L, and L) and total compensation (L w, and
L, w,). Given my definition of productive labour, all the wage-carners are considered as being
productive, except those employed in ‘non-market services’ (who are unproductive wage-earners)
and those employed by ‘private households’ (whom I consider as independent producers: see p. 3,
n. i)

TSA: in collaboration with the US Department of Commerce, EUROSTAT introduces US data
in its sectoral data bank (SDB). The two institutions calculate the volume of employment and the
sum total of compensations in the ‘non-market services’ through the following addition of NIPA’s
items in Table 6.6 (full-time and part-time employees by industry) and Table 6.4 {compensation of
employees by industry): 20% of ‘electricity, gas and sanitary services’ (line 49), 309, of ‘business
services’ (line 63), 50%; of “health services’ (line 68), 809, of ‘educational services’ (line 70), 20%;, of
‘social services and membership organisations’ (line 71), 100%, of *government and government
enterprises’ (line 76). Identical percentages are applied each year. I have used the same procedure to
calculate L, and L, w,, except for one correction: employees of ‘government enterprises’ (lines 81
and 86) have been considered as productive rather than unproductive wage-earners and have been
subtracted from line 76. The magnitudes L, and L,w., are then obtained as follows: employees in
‘private industries’ (line 3), less unproductive wage-earners, less employees in ‘private households’
(line 75).

EEC countries: EUROSTAT, sectoral data bank (SDB), provides the employment and compen-
sation figures for all wage-earners (full-time and part-time) and for those employed in ‘non-market
services’ (employees in public enterprises are included in market production). L, and L,w, are
obtained through subtracting the figures for ‘non-market services’ from the overall figures. For lack
of derailed data, it has not been possible to subtract employees in private households: the latter
remain included in L, and L w...

(3) Wage-cost per productive wage-earner (w,); is obtained from the estimated L, and L w, above.

(4} Number of independent workers (L,). USA: L, =number of self-employed (NIPA, Table 6.9, line
1)+ number of employees in private households (NIPA, Table 6.6, line 75).

EEC countries: L,=total employment—total number of wage-earners in employment
(EUROSTAT, SDB). [It has not been possible to add the employees in private households. The fact
that the latter are included in L, rather than L, leads to a slight underestimation of E and s* insofar as
1,>1,: see formulae (7) and (8).]

(5) Labour-time per productive wage-earner (t,). USA: 1, is estimated through dividing the ‘hours
worked by full-time and part-time employees’ in private industries (NIPA, table 6.11, line 3) by the
corresponding number of full-time and part-time employees {NIPA, table 6.6, line 3).

EEC countries: the ‘surveys of labour costs in industry’, carried out by EUROSTAT in member
countries every three years from 1966 to 1984, provide the annual labour time per wage-earner in
industry. Owing to’the fragmentary and contradictory nature of the information on waged labour
time in services, I have assumed that the data on waged labour time in industry could be applied to all
wage-earners in the market sector. Sources: EUROSTAT, ‘Surveys of labour cost in industry’, in
Social Staristics, 4/1969 and 6/1970 (for the 1966 survey), 3/1971 (for the 1969 survey), Employment
and unemployment 1987, p. 226 for the surveys from 1972 to 1984 (the latest survey was carried out in
1988).

(6) Labour-time per independent worker (t,). For the USA: in the absence of relevant data to my
knowledge, I have estimated ¢, =1, x 1309, as for the EEC countries.

EEC countries: the ‘labour force sample surveys’, carried out by EUROSTAT every two years
since 1970, give a comparison of the weekly labour time provided by waged and non-waged workers
during one reference week. It appears thar the weekly labour time per non-waged worker is always
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higher, and that the percentage difference is fairly constant in each country: about + 26%, in France,
+309%, in Germany, +34°; in the United Kingdom. I have considered an average of 309, and used
this percentage to estimate the annual labour time of independent workers in each country.

(7) Consumer price index (p,). Source for all countries: 1MF, International Financial Statistics.

B. Data rables

Tables Al, A2 and A3 give the relevant data at 6-yearly intervals between 1948 and 1966 for the
USA, at 3-yearly intervals for all countries from 1966 onwards. These 3-yearly intervals correspond
1o EUROSTAT"s ‘surveys of labour costs’, which provide the annual labour time needed to calcu-
late E, p, and w. Some other basic data (L., L;, L,w,), however, are not available in EUROSTAT’s
sectoral data bank (SDB) for France and/or UK before 1970.
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