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A number of economists have pointed to microfoundational and methodological routes for the creation of gendered Post Keynesian approach focusing on the foundations of human behavior (Waller 1999; Danby 2004). John King (2002, 222) has noted that issues of gender discrimination and the segmentation of the labor market are areas of interest to both Post Keynesians and feminists, and has hinted that there is a possibility for development of a theoretical macroeconomic framework based on feminist and Post Keynesian economics. In a JEI article “Toward Feminist Expansion of Macroeconomics” Ann Jennings (1994, 560) argues that even though monetary production theories recognize the social power of money, they have not yet considered gender hierarchical relationships. Focusing on Thorstein Veblen’s and Hyman Minsky’s work, Jennings (1994) reveals a number of linkages between gender and the role of money in capitalist economies, and calls for the development and incorporation of feminist insights into monetary theories of production. In this paper, I will discuss some avenues for incorporating gender analysis in John M. Keynes’ theory of monetary production. The purpose of the discussion is a contribution to a continuous theoretical dialogue between Post Keynesian, feminist and institutionalist economists.
First, I will discuss the separation between “real” and “monetary” variables as critiqued by Keynes and the Post Keynesians, in the context of a gender analysis that questions dualistic categories. The real–monetary dualism will be contrasted to the industrial–pecuniary dichotomy advanced by institutionalists which illuminates monetary production relations. Second, I will delineate the intertwined character of productive and reproductive activities which are usually juxtaposed. This will be done in the context of historical time and money as a link between the present and the future. The ability of money to serve as a store of value through time and Keynes’s liquidity preference theory will be linked to unpaid work as an input into the production of capital assets. Further, I will argue that loanable funds theory based on the real-monetary dualism is not gender-neutral through its advocacy of thriftiness. This argument illuminates the potential for incorporating gender in the alternative theory offered by Keynes. Finally, I will discuss Keynes’s socialization of investment and will delineate how a unified analysis of productive and reproductive processes that incorporates gender into the theory of monetary production opens avenues for a theory of the state informed by gender, Post Keynesian, and institutionalist analysis.

Real–Monetary Dualism vs. Industrial–Pecuniary Dichotomy

I will start by making the distinction between real–monetary dualism and industrial–pecuniary dichotomy. A real–monetary dualism is incompatible with theory of monetary production, while an analytical dichotomy between industrial and pecuniary valuation is necessary for the analysis of monetary production and social provisioning. 

Dualisms “… rest on the basic belief that phenomena are separable into two mutually exclusive categories or principles” (Jennings 1999, 142)1. A useful way to think about dualisms is to contrast them with dichotomies. James Sturgeon (1991, 133-135) explains that, while a dichotomy is a division into two separate but related parts which are tied together by a common root, the two parts in a dualism are presented to be independent from each other. A dichotomy is an analytical tool which “… breaks social structures into pieces with the goal to find out how the pieces work. Then the pieces are put back together” (Sturgeon 1992, 138). 

An example is the Veblenian dichotomy between the instrumental and ceremonial aspects of culture, or the distinction between industrial and pecuniary valuation in economic activity, or between workmanship and predatory institutions (Veblen 1919). In short, the instrumental, industrial, workmanship aspects deal with technical specification of production and provision for livelihood. The ceremonial, pecuniary, predatory aspects deal with the monetary valuation that enters entrepreneurial decisions about undertaking production. If this dichotomy is applied to production, we can see that industrial and pecuniary valuations are not independent processes; production is the common root of the dichotomy of industrial–pecuniary valuation. One aspect of the dichotomy does not carry more importance than the other. 
A dualism, on the other hand, results in contradistinction. Under a market– non-market dualism, market activities are independent of, and opposed to non-market activities and the latter and their presumed realm - households - are deemed unimportant for analysis of production. A real–monetary dualism obscures the power of “monetary standards of worth” (Jennings 1993, 121) in production and distribution in a similar way that the market–non-market dualism obscures unpaid households’ contribution to provisioning.
Keynes’s fundamental critique of the real-wage framework dealt precisely with the orthodox treatment of monetary variables as unimportant for the determination of “real” economic activity. Keynes showed that the real and the monetary phenomena were inextricably linked in an economy with uncertainty over the possible outcomes of future events, i.e. monetary production economy (Kregel 1983, 7). Similarly to Marx’s M-C-M’ framework (money – commodity – more money), in Keynes’s analysis money is not a veil; instead it is what Jennings (1994, 558) called “… a social prerogative.” But as Jan Kregel (1983, 6) points out, the introduction of the Quantity Theory of Money has lead to the theoretical separation between “monetary” and “real” spheres and to the adoption of the famous “veil of money” approach according to which money does not influence the determination of the real exchange ratios and thus is of no significance to production2. In a monetary production model, money is a “real factor” - it enters both paid and unpaid activities through investment decisions, consumption, and the reproduction of the labor force. Further, instead of real exchange ratios a monetary production framework has nominal money prices which are the result of social power relations. Prices are administered by the decision-makers in business enterprises with various goals in mind, such as market share, that are embedded in culture (Lee, 1998)3.  

A real–monetary dualism eliminates power relations and conflicts, including those based on gender. If money simply facilitates exchange “… there [would be] no conflict between humans because relations between humans are ignored, and harmonious order is automatically achieved by trading commodities with a specific commodity called money…” (Atkinson 2002, 6). Because theories grounded in a real–monetary dualism eliminate power relations and conflicts they also conflate exchange and production. Production is conflated with social provisioning; consequently entrepreneurship is conflated with development. Thus, economic analyses grounded in dualisms have social consequences when they become the basis for construction of economic indicators and policy formulation (Jennings 1999, 150–151).  

Jennings (1993) relates the private–public conceptual split to the habitual identification of both the state and the family as outside of the economy, which in turn, she argues is connected to the dismissal of their provisioning roles. Thus, a private–public dualism facilitates culturally and ideologically both laissez-faire and patriarchy (see also Waller and Jennings 1990, 619). Further, the ideological distinction between the domains of “private” (conflated with reproductive activities presumed to take place within households) and “public” (presumed to encapsulate for-market-production and policy formulation) are a manifestation of juxtaposition of gender roles, such as: women as consumers vs. men as producers; and care work as leisure vs. paid work as means for livelihood.  As Jennings argues:

Women are … not outside of the pecuniary logic; instead firm gender distinctions based on the social partitioning of market/economy from home/noneconomy are a primary anchor of pecuniary legitimation. Furthermore, pecuniary logic is more readily defensible when women’s domestic roles are opposed to the roles of men in the markets” (Jennings 1994, 559).

Similarly to private–public dualism, a real–monetary dualism also supports laissez-faire and patriarchy in two ways. First, the focus on voluntary harmonious exchange goes hand in hand with the automatic adjustment mechanism of Say’s Law, and hence the role of the state for achieving full employment is deemed obsolete. Second, by disposing of power relations, the neutrality of money does not allow formulations of questions about gendered hierarchies, and thus naturalizes patriarchy4. 

By securing neutrality of money, the real–monetary dualism ignores the pecuniary logic of monetary production altogether, and obscures the gendered power relations in capitalist economies. On the other hand, an analytical dichotomy between industrial and pecuniary valuation illuminates the features of a monetary production economy and the conflicts of social provisioning.
Unity of Production and Reproduction Processes

S. Charusheela and Collin Danby (2005, 6) outline the main elements of for-market production in a monetary economy in the following way: 1) there is time between buying inputs and being able to sell output; 2) sales, or realization, may not be assured; 3) since production takes time, market transactions have time dimensions – they are forward, not spot transactions; and 4) social institutions structure market sales. Charusheela and Danby (2005) argue that these points can also be applied to reproduction activities. Namely, they find that: there are time gaps between feeding a wage-earner and receiving the worker’s wage; procurement of future wages is not assured; households may borrow to obtain reproductive inputs; and that social institutions may structure both the sale of labor power and the households’ borrowing. Thus, Charusheela and Danby (2005, 10) argue against a split between household and market institutions. 

If we establish connections between reproductive (usually labeled as “non-market”) activities that are assumed to be taking place in “the private domain of the household” to both animal spirits and liquidity preference theory, we will be able to further delineate the unity of production and reproduction processes in the context of money functioning as a link between the present and the future as delineated in Keynes’s General Theory. How can we conceptualize unpaid household work within this analysis?

Since raring children, like the production undertaken by entrepreneurs, takes place in historical time, people who perform the unpaid component of the raring would need to gain sustenance to maintain their own labor power, as well as those of the cared children. Historical time analysis is a precondition for Keynes’s argument that money permits the transfer of purchasing power from the future to the present (through speculation, expressed by animal spirits) and from the present to the future (through money as a store of value, expressed by liquidity preference). Therefore, one avenue for incorporating gender analysis of household unpaid work into Keynes’s analysis of monetary production is through emphasizing the presence of historical time in both. 

Another avenue is to acknowledge that money cannot be left out from discussion of unpaid household work. The not explicitly-for-profit transactions taking place in a monetary production economy are not barter; “… they are enmeshed in pecuniary logic and cannot be dismissed as outside the market” (Jennings 1994, 563).  Instead of relying on market–non-market dualism, a gendered Post Keynesian approach would recognize that unpaid household and community work is intertwined with monetary production which is organized on a forward money-contracting basis that specifies future dates for delivery and payment – hiring and purchase of inputs precedes the time when products will be finished and sold (Davidson 1990, 291). The question of how reproductive activities are financed is eminent just as that question must be raised about for-market production (Charusheela and Danby 2005, 8). Within a monetary production system, if households are to maintain their labor power and to reproduce the future labor force – an input for future production – they need to obtain money to purchase the produced goods and services. To discuss unpaid labor activities as barter (or as non-market) would presume that households do not need money and do not have liquidity problems. Because reproduction is intertwined with production, households do suffer from liquidity constrains. This is contrary to real-wage system where “[t]here is never a liquidity problem, for neoclassical models are actually barter systems where, in essence, goods pay for goods at equilibrium prices on the spot (Davidson 1990, 291). 

In a real-wage system the ability of money to transfer purchasing power from the present to the future (the use of money as a store of value) and from the future to the present (animal spirits) would be meaningless. Since the concepts of animal spirits and liquidity preference illuminate the arbitrarily distribution and determination of the changes in the level of output and employment based on entrepreneurial expectations, the real-wage framework cannot deal with these issues and the stemming deficiencies in livelihoods and conflicts. “In such a world there is no logical niche for the institution of money, a money price level, or future events that are not already ‘fully anticipated’ and dealt with on the spot” (Davidson 1990, 291). If all payments are made at the initial instant (no historical time) there will be no need for meeting contractual payment obligations after that instant – thus the neoclassical version of the Say’s Law will be in place and a self-adjusting mechanism will be secured. In such a framework: “… it is assumed that all goods are traded simultaneously in spot markets and all payments are also made simultaneously on the spot, while each person’s expenditures are assumed to equal the value of these simultaneous sales (Davidson 1990, 291), hence there is an automatic mechanism that guarantees full employment and thus eliminate conflict. 

In a framework in which goods are exchanged through barter in spot markets with no forward contracts, analytical time is long enough for whatever logically needs to happen for the system to adjust (Henry and Wray 1998), including the reproduction of the labor force. Under a real-wage spot exchange system human conflicts and power relations are non-existent, which implies that livelihood is secured. 

But the automatic adjustment mechanism in a real-wage system must depend on the smooth “production” of labor power inputs. Alternatively, the labor force must consist of ever-functioning bodies subject to no harm and depreciation through time and space; there is neither birth nor death. A spot market real-wage framework cannot allow for the following factors: 1) labor power is a produced input; 2) the social reproductive process is based on unpaid household work; and 3) this type of work is usually devalued due to a hierarchical gendered division of labor and the historically created ideological dualisms of “private” vs. “public” domains. However, these points can be incorporated within a forward-contract framework.

While in Post Keynesian economics one can identify a market-non-market dualism that ignores unpaid household work (Danby 2004, 61), to the contrary of a real-wage barter framework, Post Keynesian theory need not depend on assuming smoothness in the reproduction of labor power because it is a forward contracting system with historical time which has the potential to account for the produced character of labor power. Incorporating gender in a monetary theory of production provides an analytical space where production in a forward-contracting economy is intertwined with reproduction in historical time analysis.

The argument that money is a link between the present and the future necessitates historical time analysis, and hence facilitates integration of unpaid household work in Keynes’s theory of monetary production. In Post Keynesian theory, there is no logical obstacle for treating labor power as produced and to recognize the gendered character of the unpaid component of the labor inputs that enter the production of capital assets. We can conclude that indeed, Keynes’s theory can offer an additional way to dispose of the habitual productive–reproductive dualism in economic analysis. 

Links between Liquidity Preference Theory and Unpaid Labor

Keynes’s liquidity preference theory focused on the dual nature of capital as a product of labor power and as an asset that can generate monetary returns through time (Wray 1998a, 297). If we go one step further and acknowledge that labor power is itself produced, Keynes’s liquidity preference theory can then be linked to the concept of unpaid labor, which will connect production and reproduction processes.

Through liquidity preference theory, Keynes, emphasized the ability of money to function as a store of value as the fundamental distinctive characteristic of a monetary production economy. To use something as a store of value means that it can be relied upon to retrieve entitlements in a predictable manner in the future. We call this an asset – an entitlement which persists through historical time5. 
In a real-wage system functioning through spot markets, money does not serve as a store of value. If inputs are rewarded with goods “… it is a recognized characteristic of money as a store of wealth that it is barren; whereas practically every other form of storing wealth yields some interest or profit” (Keynes 1937, 115-116). However, in a monetary production economy, money stores value through historical time. Keynes emphasized that the essential difference between money and most other assets is that the return from holding money comes from its liquidity-premium (Keynes 1964 [1936], 227) and that money is “… something which cannot be produced and the demand for which cannot be readily choked off.”6 Keynes (1964 [1936], 235) came to the conclusion that unemployment develops “…because people want the moon…” – the object of their desire is money as a store of value, but money cannot be produced. Because the demand for a store of value in the form of money does not generate forward commitments of resources, in a monetary production economy there is no market mechanism that secures realization of output and a procurement of future wages to households. Thus, to the extent that reproduction of the labor force is intertwined with the forward commitments for “productive” assets, there is no mechanism that secures livelihood, and eliminates conflict. Output does not increase if returns from production are expected to grow at a rate below the rate of interest on money. 

New investment competes with existing capital, financial assets and money. In equilibrium7 the interest rate on money would be equal to the marginal efficiency of capital. But Keynes notes that “…this does not tell us at what level the equality will be effective” (Keynes 1937, 122). In other words, the expected return from holding money as a store of value could be in equilibrium with the expected returns from all existing assets at less than full employment. With the liquidity preference theory of asset prices at hand, the question of the determinants of the level of output and employment is posed in terms of the expected returns from the decision to produce capital assets relative to the expected returns from holding money and liquid assets as a store of value. Thus, the higher the money rate of interest the faster any purchased asset will need to be expected to ‘pay for itself,’ recovering costs (M) and generating profits (M'-M) in order for production to take place (Henry and Wray, 1998, 7). 
The ability of money to function as a store of value through time and to act as a constraint on output and income (Kregel 1983, 41) has direct effects on livelihoods of households not only through the effects on employment and wages, but through its effects on unpaid reproductive labor. Money is not produced by labor power, but it can be stored in the sense that it is a link between the present and the future. Storage of physical money things is not what I emphasize here – rather it is the ability of money as a debtor-creditor relation, to function as a store of value through time. A decrease in the demand for paid labor power as input (i.e. increase in unemployment) results in an increased “demand” for unpaid work within households. 

Capital assets are produced by hiring labor power and other inputs the production of which also requires labor inputs. A decrease in the demand for capital assets due to a money rate of interest that is higher than the marginal efficiency of capital would then decrease the demand for capital assets and paid labor power. Then, if it is recognized that labor power is itself produced through commodities and services purchased with money and through unpaid household work – care services and production of commodities,8 one would expect that there will be an increase in the demand for these activities as they need to compensate for the decreased demand for paid labor power that depresses households’ ability to obtain money and to purchase goods and services. 

However, unpaid labor power cannot be assumed to be readily available to expand and shrink with changes in the level of output and employment as determined by business enterprises’ investment decisions. Unpaid labor power itself needs to be produced and maintained. 

Labor power is produced but cannot be stored in the sense that people have needs that have to be met at all times (labor power has a high carrying cost, or fast depreciation, if you will). Satisfaction of these needs require the purchase of commodities and services and/or more unpaid work and cannot be put off forever. Nor can the results (e.g. illness and death) from deficiency in entitlements to these commodities and services be easily reversed. Thus, as Charusheela and Danby argue (2005, 17-18) attention should be given to the possibility of crisis in the households affecting business enterprises, and not solely to the affect of crisis in production on households through falling wages and unemployment. 

An example that comes to mind is the HIV/AIDS pandemic causing crises in households and communities which further translate in unstable labor force for business enterprises and government agencies. Medication can relieve this instability, but there is a created artificial scarcity at the global level - sabotage of production, which can also be traced back to the quest for vendibility (predatory institutions). Since the majority of those who need the medications do not have the purchasing power, business enterprises interested in vendible production do not engage in the workmanship necessary to maintain the livelihood of affected households. When unpaid labor power is not readily available because of the health deterioration, in the absence of a buffer such as adequate state policy, “private” household crises translate into a macroeconomic problem of the reproduction of the labor force. Overall, such household crises can be traced back to entrepreneurs’ “desire for the moon” (holding money as a store of value, or high liquidity preference) as discussed by Keynes, and to sabotage of production and desire for vendibility, as discussed by Veblen (1991). This can be further extended to concerns about deflationary tendency in the global economy. 9
Connecting gender and human development analysis to Keynes’s liquidity preference theory illuminates the produced and non-storable character of labor power in the context of monetary production. The ability of money to function as a store of value has been explicitly linked to its capacity to pose threats for livelihood, and further to the difficulty of replenishing humans once they have been subject to deficiencies in livelihood. Labor power that incorporates unpaid household work enters into the production of capital assets, which are produced under the competition of marginal efficiency of capital with the money rate of interest. 

Gender and Quest for Thriftiness 
Keynes (1937, 116) found that due to overlooking the function of money as a store of value “… the essential nature of the phenomenon has been misdescribed” and the focus has been on the “quantity” of money and the presumed determination of the interest rate through the interaction between saving and investment flows. In the real-wage system, the interest rate adjusts until the supply of savings is brought into equality with the demand for savings. In this process, thriftiness and productivity determine the interest rate, so that a rise in saving out of a given income leads to a decrease in the interest rate on money. In loanable funds theory, there is a presumption that with lower cost of borrowing business enterprises would want to produce more investment goods; which is supposed to result in an increase in the demand for labor power and to secure full employment. Such reasoning not only leads to conclusions about a self-regulating economy and gives a theoretical support for laissez-faire and inequality, but also as explained below, it supports patriarchal habits of thought through its effective promotion of thriftiness.

Through liquidity preference10 theory Keynes (1973, 80) showed that the interest rate is a monetary phenomenon independent from the physical productivity of capital. His argument can be described as based in an industrial–pecuniary dichotomy, rather than in a real–monetary dualism. The point is that the money rate of interest is determined independently of either productivity or thriftiness. 

Keynes disputed the mechanism that is supposed to compensate for the fall in demand in the consumption goods sector with an increase in demand in the investment goods sector. The act of saving today represents “… a desire for ‘wealth’ such, that is for a potentiality of consuming an unspecified article at an unspecified time” (Keynes [1936] 1964, p. 211) which negatively affects expectations and the marginal efficiency of capital. Keynes ([1936] 1964. 373) showed that such a belief promotes a low propensity to consume which actually holds back the growth of capital and that investment cannot increase through abstinence form consumption. 

An act of individual saving means – so to speak – a decision not to have dinner to-day. But it does not necessitate a decision to have dinner or to buy a pair of boots a week hence or a year hence or to consume any specified thing at any specified date. Thus it depresses the business of preparing to-day’s dinner without stimulating the business of making ready for some future act of consumption (Keynes [1936] 1964, p. 210).

That is, today’s depressed consumption of market output will affect the expectations for tomorrow’s receipts from sales and will translate into restriction of forward commitments to hire and purchase inputs because households’ wages are potential income for business enterprises. Kalecki’s ([1954] 1956) suggestion that business enterprises get what they spend also illustrates this point. Keynes ([1936] 1964, 373) disposed of “… the belief that the growth of capital depends upon the strength of the motive towards individual saving and that for a large proportion of this growth we are dependent on the savings of the rich out of their superfluity.” 

However, a look at contemporary debates, such as that on Social Security, would identify pre-Keynesian arguments praising “benefits” of individual savings that are supposed to be boosting productivity and investment. The belief that thriftiness contributes to lowering the cost of borrowing and increases the level of investment still informs macroeconomic, bankruptcy, and welfare policies which are neither gender-neutral nor free of gendered assumptions.

For example, the virtue of thriftiness underpins the argument (both at the domestic and the international level) that in-kind aid is more efficient than money that gives flexibility in spending decisions. Viviana Zelizer (1994) documents the opposition of cash aid by nineteen century western charitable institutions. The practice of providing relief in kind or restricted tokens such as food orders was associated with a perception of the poor as immoral and incompetent spenders, which clearly can be linked to patriarchic control and dependence. Zelizer (1994, 123, 144) also discusses the view of home economists who argued that discretionary freedom of money allowance was a necessary training tool for consumers, and thus promoted cash aid. Such view can be mapped to the evolution of mass production and “consumer society” and to anti-feminist notions of women as consumers and homemakers, rather than as producers that reinforce the division between “public” and “private.” The 1935 Social Security Act gave way to money payments which could be spent as the recipient wished without direction or control unlike what early neoclassical economists had suggested (Zelizer 1994, 123, 189). Perhaps, this break from (patriarchic) control can add to the explanations for the historical opposition to Social Security program. The advocacy for in-kind, or restricted tokens, as well as the advocacy for money payments as a training tool for consumers (rather than as entitlements to livelihood as provided by the Social Security Act) are grounded in particular notions of efficiency and waste. These are connected to the advocacy of thriftiness and productivity – which enter into the determination of the interest rate in the orthodox theories. 

Michele Pujol (1992, 131) discusses how in Alfred Marshal’s theory of wages, consumption by workers beyond subsistence levels is considered wasteful (Pujol 1992, 131). We can see that in such analysis unpaid household work would lower the portion of wages needed to maintain the workers’ productivity and non-wastefulness of consumption, and must be presumed desirable and hence encouraged. Indeed, Pujol points out that Marshall advocated a nuclear family household with a gender division of labor as the most efficient basic reproductive unit in capitalist society. Apparently, here the notions of thriftiness and productivity that are at the center of the real-wage system are not gender-neutral.

If gender is incorporated into Keynes’s theory one can see that at a given level of income, if thriftiness is to take place, there must be an assumption for readily provided unpaid work that will compensate for the foregone purchases of goods and services. Abstaining from purchases of goods and services today does not mean that the needs of the laborers, retirees, and children are met. To a certain extent, they may be taken care of through unpaid work in the form of care and home-based production for subsistence - subject to the varieties of needs and cultures – but not indefinitely. 

Unpaid work “…serves to close the gap between wages, public services and historically given standards of living…” (Pichio 1992, 121). In a monetary production economy the unwaged housework, enables the system to count on the continuity of the process of production and reproduction under the endemic insecurity of wages (Pichio 1992, 112; see also O’Hara, 1995). As Pichio (1992, 121) further notes, an increase in housework guarantees relatively higher living standards and a higher quality of laborers than in the situation if unpaid work was not provided, while the wage costs to business enterprises may be the same or even reduced. 

However, even with an increased level unpaid work, the pessimistic expectations of entrepreneurs will still translate into restriction of investment, and/or into lower wages. Then, an increase in unpaid work will just lower the cost of the labor input for investment, thus effectively subsidizing the profits of business enterprise. 

It should be noted, however, that within a Post Keynesian monetary production model, at the macro-level the size of profits is determined by effective demand, so the introduction of unpaid household work will not lead to expansion of the total size of profits in the economy. With endogenous money, profits can increase only if loans increase. But under a depressed effective demand, pessimistic expectations, and high liquidity preference (including that of banks) this is not likely to happen (see Wray 1988), no matter how much labor costs are absorbed by unpaid household work. 

In a real-wage system, the ability of households to decrease their consumption is presumed to be infinite - unpaid household work is implicitly treated as abundant. The theoretical quest for thriftiness grounded in a real–monetary dualism, supports not only laissez-faire but also patriarchal habits of thought.

Gender Opens Avenues for a Post Keynesian Theory of the State

Delineating the contribution of unpaid household work to the production of capital assets and business enterprises profits, does not lead to the conclusion that such activities should be encouraged! On the contrary, it illuminates the failure of the monetary production system to continuously sustain a level of effective demand that would not necessitate the reliance on unpaid household work to compensate for the deteriorated livelihood due to deficiency in for-market production and employment. Generally, government deficits (depending on the composition of expenditures) would tend to alleviate unpaid work and thus may have the effect of transforming hierarchical gender division of labor and the ideological spheres of “public” and “private”. Government surpluses will tend to burden households with increased unpaid work (as households balances are drained in the form of taxation - see Wray 1998a).

An approach which incorporates gender into the theory of monetary production and discards the productive–reproductive dualism facilitates explorations in the theory of the state. One avenue is to acknowledge the role of the state in maintaining the artificially created scarcity, or alternatively in counteracting this element of monetary production. The use of money as a link between the present and the future manifested through liquidity preference and “animal spirits” sets the conditions of artificially-created scarcity. The political constraints on activating the role of the state in alleviating this dynamics through socialization of investment are not gender-neutral. Sexism, racism, xenophobia, ethnocentrism, and ageism, can be traced to notions of scarcity that goes hand in hand with theories of loanable funds (and sound finance).

Keynes ([1936] 1964, 378) identified the need for the socialization of investment (a way to address the constraints set by the rate of interest as a return on holding money as a store of value, and the quest for liquidity) as “the only means of securing an approximation of full employment.”  The state can engage in the socialization of investment by maintaining full employment and price stability achieved through institutionalization of an adequate wage floor. Antonella Picchio (1992, 119) emphasizes the role of wages as means of subsistence (1992, 119) and points out that the state is the institution which can regulate the adjustment between the process of accumulation and the process of social reproduction, thus being able together with unwaged domestic work to supplement the gap between business enterprises’ labor costs and the historically formed workers’ labor standards (Picchio 1992, 112). As Robert Prasch (2004, 149) points out “[a]s it is unlikely that labor power will ever experience zero storage costs, a reasonable alternative in a market-oriented society is a policy of full employment.” 

Diane Elson (2002, 14) emphasizes that in order to achieve gender-equitable full employment policies, a target for full employment needs to be supplemented by a target of decent jobs on comparable terms for both men and women with no “bread-winner bias.” Jill Rubery (1997, 78) argues for the analysis of full employment from women’s perspective and points out that expansion of employment opportunities would provide a more favorable context for promotion of reforms for gender equality of opportunity. A detailed gender-aware discussion of full employment policy and the various program proposals will be left for another occasion, but I will note that a buffer stock employment program (e.g. Wray 1998b; Wray and Forstater 2004) has the potential to promote gender equity, to transform the hierarchical character of gender division of labor, and to foster agency through community involvement and political participation. A program of buffer stock employment would fix an adequate wage and benefit package and would hire “off the bottom” securing an opportunity for employment and upward mobility to anybody ready, willing and able to work, together with price stability within capitalist economies. 

Alternatively, under conditions of less then full employment the effective wage floor is zero. In such case, labor power could be sustained mainly through unpaid work, but as we have pointed out - not indefinitely. Buffer stock employment proposals designed to provide full employment and to put an adequate floor for wages are a manifestation of Keynes’s socialization of investment. Such policies are addressing not only the problem stemming from money as a store of value pointed out in the General Theory, but also the problem of the non-storable character of labor power by securing full employment and downward floor for wages and benefits. Keynes ([1936] 1964, 269) argued that if wages were flexible as the orthodox analysis advocated (so that they go down when there is unemployment), this would not restore full employment but will make things worse by contributing to more price instability that will be impinging on business enterprises’ planning. With respect to the overall level of output and employment, flexible wages have negative impact because this instability leads to a depressed marginal efficiency of capital. Arguments for flexible wages neglect the fact that wages are simultaneously a cost to business enterprises and income to households, and eventually through household purchases, are the basis of profits for business enterprises. Arguments for flexible wages also assume that labor power can be stored (Prasch 2005, 147) and sustained without obtaining money-wages. Forstater points out the necessity of earning money wages in a monetary production economy even for those who are largely self-sufficient. That is because of imposed tax obligations denominated in the state’s monetary unit of account (Forstater 2003) 11.

Instead of effectively relying on unpaid household work as a buffer for the artificially created scarcity within monetary production economies, a sovereign capitalist state can provide such buffer through adequate government expenditures and a full employment policy. In this way, the unpaid household work is effectively transformed into adequately remunerated work, which is a most appropriate institutional adjustment for a monetary economy. Illumination of the unity of production-reproduction process can offer further explorations in a theory of the state that is not only gender informed, but is also explicitly linked to the need for socialization of investment under monetary production. A theory of the state in a monetary production system will recognize not only the role of the state in sustaining human-created scarcity of production and livelihood and in the creation and maintenance of gendered domains of “public” and “private”, but will also allow for agency and institutional transformation. 

Conclusions

This paper has connected the ability of money to function as a store of value to its capacity to pose threats for livelihood, and further to the difficulty of replenishing humans once they have been subjected to deficiencies in livelihood. Labor power that incorporates unpaid household work enters into the production of capital assets. The expected returns from employing capital assets in activities characterized by workmanship must compete with the money rate of interest – a predatory institution, in the words of Veblen. This process determines changes in the level and composition of output and employment and enters into the maintenance and reproduction of the labor force through marketed goods and services.

While dismissing the real–monetary dualism, a gendered Post Keynesian approach to macroeconomics should employ the industrial–pecuniary dichotomy, thus not equating the results of entrepreneurial production with the actual necessities for livelihood. In a real-wage framework labor power is not produced, but money is. This is exactly the opposite in the Post Keynesian system where money is not produced as a commodity, and in feminist economics where labor power is produced. Thus, there is a space for fruitful collaboration between the two approaches. A framework based on the real–monetary dualism cannot highlight the connection between the produced and non-storable nature of labor power and the restrictive effect of high liquidity preference on investment and livelihood. Such a system treats labor power as non-produced input, and does not have a place for money as a unit of account and a store of value. Both points are brought together by incorporating gender into Keynes’s theory of monetary production. 

Liquidity preference, manifested through the use of money as the transfer of expected purchasing power from the present to the future represents a quest for certainty. At the same time, there is a quest for stable households that provide unpaid reproductive work as a buffer for shortfalls in business enterprises production and government surpluses. The quest for liquidity in a monetary production economy is intertwined with a quest for family patriarchal relations that is also supported by state policies. On the other hand, money, which permits the transfer of purchasing power from the future to the present through speculation and “outguessing”, is a quest for gambling (or “sportsmanship” in the words of Veblen), making use of uncertainty and impinging on the so desired household stability. Household crises in turn restrict the investment process not only through decreased effective demand and depressed entrepreneurial expectations and marginal efficiency of capital, but also in most severe cases (such as in the regions most affected by the pandemic of HIV/AIDS and other disasters) through the inability to maintain and replace the labor force. 

A government policy of a buffer stock employment program that secures full employment and provides price stability through an adequate wage floor is a remedy for human-created scarcity (sabotage of production) and alleviates unpaid reproductive work. Since reproductive work is grounded in a hierarchical gender division of labor stemming from patriarchal habits of thought and from pecuniary valuation, such socialization of investment is expected to transform the hierarchical gender relations within a monetary production economy through institutional change. Thus, incorporating gender into Keynes’s monetary theory of production and Post Keynesian theory is not only intellectually challenging and a fruitful endeavor but also provides valuable insights about real-world policy formulation.

Notes

1. Examples of neoclassical dualisms criticized by feminist economists are those of public vs. private (e.g. Jennings 1999) and science vs. value (e.g. Nelson 1999); elsewhere, I have argued that a mind - body dualism leads to a breach between financial and ecological aspects of provisioning and impedes environmental problem-solving, and is not gender-neutral (Todorova, 2005a).
2. QTM dealt with the excess supply of and demand for money and gave money values to the relative physical exchange ratios. QTM is complimentary to the neoclassical version of the Say’s Law - if there was an excess supply of a factor, the price of that factor will fall, which will make it cheaper relative to other factors and will lead to its substitution for the factors that were relatively more expensive. In this process factor prices are taken as relative physical exchange ratios. Thus, money is neutral and separated from “real” economic activity.

3. Explorations in feminist and Post Keynesian microeconomics should also be considered when incorporating gender in monetary production analysis, but will not be attended here.

4. As Dorothy Hodgson (2000, 98) points out the term “patriarchy” may be ambiguous. What is important to note is that “… patriarchy like gender, is produced, maintained, and transformed through the cultural and social relations of power between women and men, but also among women and among men. These relations are therefore historically produced at the intersection and through the interplay of local and translocal, cultural, social, and political-economic forces, including cross-cutting relationships of age, race, nationality, ethnicity and class” (Hodgson 2000, 98).
5. Each asset has an expected total return (an own-rate of interest) composed of:  q - c + l + a; where q is the expected income from employing the asset in production; c is the carrying cost; l is the liquidity premium; and a is the expected capital gains (appreciation or depreciation).  Physical capital will have a return comprised mainly of the yield it is expected to generate from employing it in production. Carrying costs are insignificant for liquid assets, while they would be large for physical capital that depreciates over time. The liquidity premium has two roles (both are manifestation of money as a link between the future and the present): first, opportunity for profiting from future uncertain conditions (expressed through animal spirits); and second, protection from future uncertain conditions (expressed through increased liquidity preference). 
6. It is worth noting that Keynes and most Post Keynesians distinguish between money demand and liquidity preference. The term money demand signifies a desire to finance a purchase. Liquidity preference refers to hoarding money, and an increase in liquidity preference is associated with a decrease in money demand (Wray 1990, 18).

7. A situation when the expected returns of assets are equal, so “that there is nothing to choose in the way of advantage between the alternative” (Keynes 1964 [1936], 228) is defined in Keynes’s analysis as equilibrium – a state of rest, not market clearing. 

8. The extent and composition of the unpaid work varies in different societies. 
9. The links between unpaid reproductive work, occupational segregation based on gender, and the structure of industrial development needs to be also considered in the context of international trade and production. For example, Seguino (2005, 5) discusses the gendered character of low cost exports as a feminization of foreign exchange earnings. This brings questions about the international financial architecture as put forward by Keynes’s clearing union proposal.
10. As Jan Kregel (1988, 239) argues, the liquidity preference theory of money prices is an integral part of the explanation of the changes in the demand for investment goods which is necessary to bring about the adjusting action of income and saving via the multiplier.

11. This Chartalist argument exemplified by the introduction of money and markets through colonial taxation can be connected to the institutionalization of hierarchical gender division of labor and gendered perception of “private” and “public” domains with designated hierarchical valuation of the assigned activities (Todorova 2005b).
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