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Chapter 11

Conclusion

The main results of this book’s analysis can be summarized as follows:

1. The “physical quantities approach” (physicalism) is necessarily incompatible with Marx’s theory that value is determined by labor-time. Simultaneous valuation necessarily leads to physicalist conclusions.  Hence, when Marx is construed as a simultaneist, conclusions that contradict his own conclusions arise whenever the latter are contrary to physicalism.  This is strong evidence that Marx was not a simultaneist. 

2. Direct textual evidence also suggests that Marx was a temporalist (non-simultaneist).  A wealth of evidence clearly favors this interpretation.  The evidence that supposedly disconfirms it admits of a plausible and, in some cases, a more plausible, temporalist reading. 

3. Direct textual evidence suggests that Marx was a single-system theorist.  A good deal of evidence clearly favors this interpretation.  Evidence adduced on behalf of the dual-system interpretation is equally compatible with the single-system interpretation.

4. The Okishio theorem does not disprove Marx’s law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit (LTFRP).  The proofs of the theorem are also invalid on their own terms.  Finally, Okishio’s results hold when, but only when, input and output prices are equal or determined simultaneously.  This is strong evidence that Marx was not a simultaneist. 

5. If faster productivity growth tends to lower the rate of inflation, the temporally determined rate of profit: 

(a) can fall under conditions in which the Okishio theorem says that it must rise, as the LTRFP says, and 

(b) necessarily tends to fall in relationship to the theorem’s simultaneist-physicalist rate of profit. 

 Both things are true whether or not the faster productivity growth causes prices to fall.  This is strong evidence that Marx was not a simultaneist. 

6. Böhm-Bawerk’s critique of Marx’s account of the value-price transformation is insupportable.  His claim that Marx asserted that it is only apparently self-contradictory to hold that prices do and do not tend to equal values is implausible and unsubstantiated. Also, Böhm-Bawerk’s claim that Marx’s resolution of the “transformation problem” is tautological rests on a very controversial premise.

7. Bortkiewicz failed to prove that Marx’s account of the value-price transformation is internally contradictory.  (Simple) reproduction can occur when input and output prices differ.  Other arguments that input and output prices must be equal do not hold water.  There is therefore no need to correct Marx’s account of the transformation.  All “correct solutions” are simply alternatives to his. 

8. Marx’s three aggregate value-price equalities cannot be obtained when he is construed as a dual-system theorist, but they are obtained when he is construed as a single-system theorist.  This is strong evidence that he was not a dualist. 

9. However, Marx’s account of the transformation is confirmed only formally, not substantively, when he is read as a simultaneist single-system theorist.  In particular, this interpretation implies that his rate of profit is physically determined.  The TSSI implies the opposite.  This is strong evidence that Marx was not a simultaneist. 

10. The “Fundamental Marxian Theorem” does not prove that surplus-labor is either necessary or sufficient for the existence of profit.  All simultaneist interpretations imply that profit can be positive although no surplus-labor is performed, and that profit can be negative although surplus-labor is performed.  The TSSI implies that surplus-labor is necessary and sufficient for the existence of profit.  This is strong evidence that Marx was not a simultaneist. 

11. Evidence that values and prices are strongly correlated, and that price-value deviations are small, would not tend to support Marx’s own value theory even if the evidence were valid.  Owing to a “spurious correlation” problem, the evidence is invalid.  Recent studies have found that no statistically significant correlation after this problem is corrected.  Thus, price-value deviations are not small in the relevant sense. 

