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One would scarcely expect to associate Marx with Ohlin's widely accepted theory that trade can be explain
ed in terms of inequality in factor prices resulting in different factor-combinations in different countries rather 
than in terms of the rigid and unreal Ricardian conception of comparative cost advantage. 

Marx, however, specifically related the differences in factor endowment to unequal economic development 
of the trading nations as his theory of foreign trade was firmly based on the character and dynamics of trade be
tween unequal partners. 

Trade, whether home trade or foreign trade, produced exchange-value which was inseparable from the 
creation of surplus profit through exploitation of surplus labour. It was thus inherently unequal exchange. 

Marxian nary therefore, neatly fitted into the phenomena of colonial trade, trade between developed and 
underdeveloped on mtries as well as exchange of production between undeveloped societies. 

IN his "Communist Manifesto" we 
find an ambivalence in Marx's at

titude to free trade. He said: "by the 
exploitation of the world market, the 
bourgeoisie has given a cosmopolitan 
character to production and consum-
character to production and consump
tion in every land. To the despair of 
the reactionaries, it has deprived in
dustry of its national foundation The 
old local and national selfsumciency 
and isolation are replaced by a system 
of universal intercourse, of all-round 
interdependence of the nations, We see 
this in intellectual production no less 
than in material". "Internationalism", 
"interdependence" and "cosmopolita
nism" were not merely subjective con
cepts but part of Marx's objective 
world-view. In this respect, was he 
not in the company of Adam Smith 
ancj Ricardo? Did not Adam Smith 
also say that "commerce ought natural-
ly to be, among nations, as among in 
dividuals, a bond of union and friend
ship"? Did not Ricardo state that 
"perfectly free commerce binds toge
ther, fry one common tie of interest 
pnd intercourse, the universal society 
of nations throughout the civilised 
world"? Nevertheless, in the same 
document ("Communist Manifesto") 
Marx contradicted himself by holding 
up the prospect of "the communist 
abojkion of trade". He was following a 
bl ind, relentless logic: free trade was 
associated w i th the bourgeois system 
of production; therefore the communist 
abolit ion of this system and of the 
bourgeoisie itself meant abolition of 
trade. It is doubtful whether this lo
gic would be accepted by a communist 
anywhere today. Granted the t r iumph 
of communism, an "end to the exploi
tation of one nation by another," as 
Marx visualized the future, "abolit ion 
of trade" did not follow as a necessary 
consequence. If i t did, what happened 
to the ' international solidarity of the 
working class? What happens to the 

'socialist international division of la
bour' today? 

Relativity of Trade Policy 
At about the same time that Marx 

composed the "Communist Manifesto" 
he prepared the text of a speech on 
free trade, which was meant to be de
livered at the Brussels Free Trade 
Congress held at the end of 1847. 
Engels characterised this Congress as 
follows: " I t was a strategic move in 
the Free Trade Campaign then carried 
on by the English manufacturers. Vic
torious at home, by the repeal of Com 
Laws in 1846, they now invaded the 
continent in order to demand, in re
turn for the free admission of conti
nental corn into England, the free ad
mission of English manufactured 
goods to the continental markets". 
Marx wanted to defend free trade on 
a free, trade forum, but in his own 
characteristic way. According to his 
biographer, Franz Mehring, Marx was 
"unable to obtain the floor". His 
speech was instead delivered at a meet
ing of the Brussels Democratic Asso 
ciation on January 9, 1848. The Ame
rican edition of the English text of 
this speech was published in 1889 wi th 
a long introduction by Engels. Both 
the text and Engels' introduction (the 
latter more than the former) help us 
to grasp Marx's positive ideas on tariff 
policy. Marx contradicted the theory 
of the free traders that the welfare of 
the working class was the principal 
motive of the free trade agitation. Free 
trade was "freedom of capital," the 
object of which was to prevent capita
lism from being constrained wi th in 
national frontiers, thereby hastening 
the process of national disintegration, 
accentuating the contradiction between 
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat and 
bringing social revolution nearer. Marx 
was, therefore, in favour of free trade. 

Both Marx and Engels believed in 
the relativity of tariff policy. As Engels 
explained, " i t was under the fostering 

wing of protection that the system of 
modern industry developed in England 
during the last third of the 18th cen
tury. England supplemented the pro
tection she practised at home by the 
free trade she forced upon her possi
ble customers abroad". He referred to 
England's trade policy in relation to 
India. At the end of the wars in 1815 
England came to have a vir tual mono
poly of wor ld trade. The ensuing years 
of peace witnessed the consolidation 
of her position. Very soon it was 
discovered that protection at home 
only favoured the agricultural and 
landed interests at the expense of the 
manufacturers. The rising industrial 
capitalists found the protectionist sys
tem as a serious constraint on the 
development of industry and ultimately 
succeeded in bringing about the 
t r iumph of free trade. But while 
Marx defended free trade in the 
circumstances of England, he equally 
supported the protectionist measures 
in Germany as "progressive bourgeois 
measures" designed to fight feudalism, 
to establish internal free trade and to 
develop large-scale industry which was 
ultimately destined to become depend
ent on foreign markets and to demand 
free international trade. Free trade was 
thus conceived as "the natural, the nor
mal atmosphere for the historical evo
lut ion"—"natural" understood in the 
Aristotelian sense of the end-product 
of an advanced stage of capitalism as 
well as in the sense of the "economic 
medium through which the conditions 
for the inevitable social revolution wil l 
be the soonest created", according to 
Marx. 

What Engels said in his introduction 
to the American edition of Marx's lec
ture on free trade seemed to knock 
the bottom out of Marx's view of free 
trade as a harbinger of social revolu
tion. Wi th a remarkable sense of ob
jectivity Engels said, "anyhow the years 
immediately following the victory of 
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free trade in England seemed to verify 
the most extravagant expectations of 
prosperity founded upon that event. . , 
. . . The unparalleled expansion of Bri
tish manufactures and commerce bet
ween 1848 and 1866 was no doubt 
due, to a great extent, to the rentoval 
of the protective duties on food and 
raw materials", Thus events provided 
a refutation of the theory (in the 
"Manifesto") of the "highly revolution
ary role" ascribed to expanding capita
lism and its concomitant, free trade. 
Even today after the lapse of a cen
tury it is not possible to generalise in 
the summary fashion, as Marx did. The 
modern worker even a century back, 
and much less so today, could not be 
said to be falling progressively below 
the conditions of his own class, instead 
of rising higher, wi th the progress of 
industry. 

In my opinion the "theory of increas
ing misery" was scarcely Marxist in 
origin. It was the theory of "bourgeois 
economists", stemming from the I ron 
Law of Wages of Ricardo, grafted up
on the Malthusian theory of popula
tion. That Marx was dominated by 
the bourgeois economists' influence is 
evidenced by the fact that, severely 
objective as he was, he failed to give 
due weight to the workers1 struggles 
and the significance of the trade union 
movement and regarded them merely 
as a training-ground for planning a 
social revolution that never materialis
ed in countries wi th maturing capita
lism. Thus when the Ten Hour Bi l l 
was passed in England despite the 
"violent opposition of the manufactur
ers", Marx viewed it as a "fetter on 
large-scale industry"! What impressed 
him was a "general attempt to reduce 
wages", rather than the triumph of a 
principle. In his letter to Marx (dated 
February 5, 1851) Engeis said hat 
"the Free Traders here (Manchester) 
are making use of prosperity or semi-
prosperity, to buy the proletariat**. In 
1858 he wrote to Marx that "the Eng
lish proletariat is actually becoming 
more and more bourgeois, so that iho 
most bourgeois of ail nations is ap
parently aiming ultimately at the pos
session of a bourgeois aristocracy and a 
bourgeois ' proletariat as well as a 
bourgeois. For a nation which exploits 
the whole world this is, of course, to a 
certain extent, justifiable." In the 
same year in another letter (to Berns
tein) he said: "For a number of years 
past (and at the present time) the Eng
lish workingclass movement has been 
hopelessly describing a narrow cricle of 

strikes for higher wages and snorter 
hours, not, however, as an expedient or 
means of propaganda and organisation 
but as the ultimate aim." Events seem
ed to have been bypassing the logic of 
the Marxian theory of foreign trade 
leaving it high and dry. Nothing else 
was left but to say: "The only thing 
that would help here would be a few 
thoroughly bad years, but since the 
gold discoveries these no longer seem 
so easy to come by"! 

Trade Between Unequal Partners 
An important aspect of the theory of 

trade policy is the character and dyna
mics of trade between unequal trading 
partners. To Adam Smith, Ricardo and 
Marx, the problem was posed in the 
context of colonialism. This context 
may or may not have changed in the 
present day world, but the basic pro
blem of trade between unequal part-
ners is no less real in the modern world 
than it was in the days of Marx ,ind 
the Classical economists. I would like 
to present the essence of this problem 
as it was posed to these economists. 

The theory of comparative advant
age on which the classical theory of 
international trade rested. did not 
depend, for its validity, on the inequa
l i ty of status or economic strength of 
the trading partners or the degree of 
their economic development. The 
essence of this theory was the fact of 
reciprocal exchange of natural or ac
quired advantage in particular branches 
of production on the principle of 
international division of labour. 
Ricardo is usually credited with the 
formulation of this theory, but in 
"Wealth of Nations" one does come 
across the essence of the concept of 
comparative advantage. Adam Smith 
said, "the most opulent nations, 
indeed, generally excel all their neigh
bours in agricuture as well as in 
manufactures; but they are commonly 
more distinguished by their superiority 
in the latter than in the former. 
Though the poor country, notwith
standing the inferiority of its cultiva
tion, can, in some measure, rival the 
rich in the cheapness and goodness of 
its corn, it can pretend to no such 
competition in its manufactures". 
There was thus scope for specialisation 
and division of labour and of trade 
between them. Ricardo, indeed, did, 
not say much more than this, On 
the other hand, Adam Smith antici
pated the modern refinement of the 
theory of comparative advantage, 
according to which high wages are 
not necessarily an element of com

petitive disadvantage, or low wages 
an element of competitive advantage 
(according to the 'pauper labour 
argument' for tariffs). Thus Adam 
Smith said, " i n countries which are 
fast advancing to riches the low rate 
of profit may, in the price of many 
commodities, compensate the high 
wages of labour, and enable those 
countries to sell as cheap as their less 
thriving neighbours among whom the 
wages of labour may be lower." 

Rieardo's formulation of the law 
of comparative advantage is quite 
well known. One recalls the famous 
instance of two men having the 
capacity to make both shoes and 
hats, one being superior to the other 
in both employments, and in this case 
the superior man wil l specialise in 
the branch of production in which 
he has the greater degree of produc
tive efficiency. Generalising this 
phenomenon to cover the case of 
international trade, Ricardo vaid. "a 
country possessing very considerable 
advantages in machinery and skil l , 
which may. therefore, be enabled to 
manufacture commodities with much 
less labour than her neighbours, may, 
in return for such commodities, 
import a portion of the corn required 
for its consumption, even if its land 
were more fertile and corn could be 
grown with much less labour". 

In "Wealth of Nations" however, 
one comes across a discussion, in 
various contexts, of the subject of 
trade between unequal partners 
where there are special handicaps 
arising from regulation of trade, or 
inequality of political status, or 
economic weakness due to economic 
backwardness, these factors operating 
either individually or in a cumulative 
manner in the case of trading part
ners. The operation of the 
"Mercantile System" gave Adam 
Smith a valuable insight into this 
problem, that is a source of enlighten
ment even in the present day world. 

Adam Smith noted the evils or 
the "exclusive privileges of incorpo
rated trades" in European towns, as 
the result of which artificial shortages 
were maintained on the ostensible 
plea that, without regulation, 'here 
would be over-production and glut. 
The countryside, the partner in trade, 
was thus placed in a position of dis
advantage. "Whatever regulations 
tend to increase wages and profits 
beyond what they otherwise would 
be, tend to enable the town to 
purchase, wi th a smaller quantity of 
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its labour, the produce of a greater 
quantity of the labour of the country. 
They gave the traders and artificers 
in the town an advantage over the 
landlords, farmers and labourers in 
the country." Adam smith thus 
noticed that worsening of the terms 
of trade of the rural areas in relation 
to the urban area, the shift of the 
distribution of the national \ income 
in favour of the towns and also the 
fact that ."the- industry of the town 
becomes more, and that of the 
country less, advantageous." Being 
not an admirer of urban industria
lism, he thought that, but for the 
corporation law and the corporation 
spirit ," everywhere the rank and 
wages of country labourers would 
correspond to those in "China and 
Tndostan" in which "they are sup
posed to be superior to those of the 
greater part of artificers and manu
facturers". 

Ammuni t ion for Marx 

Adam Smith's analysis of trade 
between town and country, based as 
it was on objective reality, was an 
extremely fruitful line of thought that 
was applicable to international trade 
as well. The greater part of inter
national trade that developed later in 
the 19th century under the stimulus 
of the movement of capital and 
labour not only across countries, but 
also across continents, defied analysis 
in terms of the Ricardian assumption 
of complete immobil i ty of capital and 
labour. M i l l was, therefore, con
strained to observe that this k ind of 
international trade was a species of 
domestic trade, the type of trade 
between town and country noted by 
Adam Smith. "Thus he considered 
the trade between England and West 
Indies as being similar to the trade 
between town and country."1 John 
H Wil l iam (quoted by J B Condlifle 
in his "Commerce of Nations", p-173, 
f n) in a paper entitled "The Theory 
of International Trade Re-considered" 
(Economic Journal June 1929), has 
carried this line of reasoning farther 
when he concluded that the move
ment of capital from the nch to the 
underdeveloped countries during the 
period of colonisation induced a pat
tern of international trade, according 
to which commodity trade was 
directly and obviously linked to the 
movement of , capital, so that "Kng-
land found it convenient to produce 
wheat and meat (and for that purpose 
to export capital) in Argentina, gold 
quid wool in Australia, minerals and 
fpofi products in Africa and raw 

materials and food products in USA 
and Canada." 

Adam Smith did not think that 
investment of capital in underdeve
loped countries and the expansion of 
trade which followed were a matter 
of unilateral advantage for the 
capital-exporting country. Thus, he 
said : "The wealth of ancient Egypt, 
that of China and Indostan, suffici
ently demonstrate that a nation may 
attain a very high degree of opulence 
through the greater part of its ex
portation trade being carried on by 
foreigners. The progress of our 
North American and West Indian 
colonies would have been much less 
rapid had no capital but what belong
ed to themselves been employed in 
exporting the surplus produce." What 
Smith condemned, however, without 
reservation, was the colonial trade 
developing under the regime of 
mercantilism, which imposed a trade 
pattern based on privilege and un
equal economic advantage and only 
enriched merchants at the expense of 
the community in the metropolitan 
country as well as at the cost of 
people in the colonial areas. In 
Britain, for example, there were 
measures restricting the imports of 
manufactured goods that compered 
with home products. Immigration of 
skilled artisans was encouraged, while 
emigration of skilled labour and ex
portation of machinery were banned. 
Attempts were made to ensure that 
the colonics developed along such 
lines as would make them useful to 
the home country by serving as 
sources of supply of raw materials 
and as markets for finished products. 
The growth of colonial enterprises 
that competed wi th domestic enter
prises was discouraged. To assist 
the British mercantile marine the 
Navigation Acts required colonial 
goods to be carried in British or 
Colonial ships. They had to he ship
ped to Britain first so that Britain 
gained on entreport trade. Adam 
Smith noted that under this system 
certain types of foreign trade had 
heen artificially fostered and labour 
and capital had artificially been 
attracted to them, wi th adverse 
effects on the growth of the British 
economy. It was galling to him that 
the British Empire had been growing 
on mercantilist principles, that **a 
great empire has been established for 
the sole purpose of raising up a 
nation of customers who should be 
obliged to buy from the shops of our 
different producers all the goods 

which these could supply them. For 
the sake of that little* enhancement of 
price which this monopoly might 
afford our producers, the home-con
sumers have been burdened w i th the 
whole expense of maintaining and 
defending that empire." 2 The main 
"architects of this contrivance'' were 
the class of merchants and manufac
turers who were the principal benefi
ciaries of mercantilist colonialism 
and who, in the opinion of Adam 
Smith, even intimidated governments. 
Marx, as we shall see, could not 
have found more explosive ammuni
tion in his theoretical armoury than 
these findings of Adam Smith's. 

Smith and Ricardo 

Adam Smith was well aware that 
mercantilism and monopoly, buttres
sed by colonialism, were factors which 
diverted international trade from its 
legitimate purpose and gave it an 
ugly character. The following elo
quent passage from "Wealth of 
Nations" deserves to be quoted in 
this connection : "Nations have been 
taught that their interest consisted in 
beggaring all their neighbours . . . 
Commerce, which ought naturally to 
be, among nations, as among indivi
duals, a bond of union and friendship, 
has become the most fertile source of 
discord and animosity". The funda
mental reason why this was JO was 
that trade was based not on mutual 
advantage but on exploitation of the 
weaker nations by the strong so that 
in the trade between unequal partners 
the stronger nation's gain became the 
weaker nation's loss. 

While Ricardo generally endorsed 
Adam Smith's views on colonial trade, 
he thought that Adam Smith was not 
on sure ground when he said that the 
colonial country did not benefit by 
the colonial trade policy, "If may be 
doubted" Ricardo said, "whether a 
mother country may not be benefited 
by the restraints to which she sub
jects her colonial possessions". First, 
he mentioned the bounty on colonial 
exports, in respect of which what the 
colony lost the mother country 
gained. Secondly, the forced channe
lisation of exports and imports obvi . 
ously benefited the mother country. 
Thirdly, colonial trade, in so far as it 
was artificially determined, meant a 
"disadvantageous distribution of la* 
hour," which, as Adam Smith had 
admitted, benefited one of the un
equal partners more than what the 
other partner lost. Treaties based on 
colonial tariff preference operated to, 
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the advantage of the capitalists of 
the colonial country who reaped the 
benefit of the monopoly of a large 
sheltered market and also a price 
advantage in the absence of competi
tion (trade being handled by a fhono-
polistic trading company). Thus 
goods were made in the colonial 
country which would not have been 
made but for the privilege enjoyed in 
respect of a sheltered market, 

Ricardo's main difference wi th 
Adam Smith on the subject of 
colonial trade was, however, in res
pect of its effect on profit. Ricardo 
agreed that "the monopoly of the 
colony trade w i l l change, and 
often prejudicially, the direction of 
capital' ' , but, according to Ricardo, a 
shift of capital from home to foreign 
trade or from one k ind of foreign 
trade to another could not affect the 
rate of profit. The loss was to be 
estimated in terms of the uneconomi
cal allocation of resources and the 
consequent decrease in the output of 
goods and services and in real i n 
comes. Even if there were a rise of 
profits, there could be no change of 
prices, because price, according to 
Ricardo was independent of wages 
or profits. 

Basis of Marx's Theory 

Marx's theory of foreign trade was 
firmly based on the character and 
dynamics of trade between unequal 
partners. Trade, whether home trade 
or foreign trade, produced exchange-
value which was inseparable from the 
creation of surplus profit through ex
ploitation of surplus labour. It was 
thus inherently unequal exchange. 
Marxian theory, therefore, neatly 
fitted into the phenomena of colonial 
trade, trade between developed and 
undeveloped countries as well as 
exchange of products between un
developed societies. In the case of 
trade between undeveloped societies, 
"Commercial profit not only appears 
as outbargaining and cheating, but 
also largely originates from them." 
Apart f rom the fact that the merchant 
abstracted the difference in prices 
over space, he appropriated the major 
part of the surplus-product emerging 
in a pre-capitalist society by mediat
ing between societies and regions in 
which the marketed surpluses of com
modities were of secondary importance 
and in which the trader could take 
advantage of the extravagant luxury 
consumption of landed proprietors and 
despotic rulers. Thus "merchant's 
capital when it holds a position of 
dominance, stands everywhere for a 

system of robbery". In this context, 
Marx quoted wi th approval Adam 
Smith's assessment of pre capitalist 
European societies on the eve of the 
break-up of feudalism. As I have 
said, Marx was naturally expected to 
use Adam Smith's characterisation of 
mercantile capital under the system of 
Mercantilism as an ammunition wi th 
which to blast his adversaries. Marx 
treated foreign trade as a revolution
ary force, a "corrosive influence" that 
led to the dissolution of the pre-
capitalistic mode of production. At 
a later stage commercial supremacy 
also became linked wi th the conditions 
of development of large-scale indus
try in capitalist countries. 

It is interesting to note that Marx 
mentioned what he apparently consi
dered a puzzling phenomenon that 
defied analysis in terms of his theore
tical formulation, viz., "the obstacles 
presented by the internal solidity and 
organization of pre-capitalistic, nation
al modes of production to the 
corrosive influence of commerce", 
which, Marx thought, "are strikingly 
iillustrated in the intercourse of the 
English wi th India and China". 
Adam Smith had also noted (with 
approval) the strength and solidity of 
oriental economies. Owing to his 
physiocratic predilection, he had 
appreciated the primacy of agriculture 
in these economies and also the fact 
that the agricultural labourers enjoy
ed a higher status than the traders 
and artisans! He referred to India's 
vast home market that was "sufficient 
to support a great variety of manu
factures", and particularly to 
Bengal, "which commonly exports the 
greatest quantity of rice, but has 
always been more remarkable for the 
exportation of a great variety of 
manufactures than for that of grain". 
Marx, in his days, however, witnessed 
a different spectacle and exposed some 
of the worst features of India's 
colonial status; but he too observed 
the 'solidity' of India's pre-capitalist 
mode of production resting on the 
harmonious combination between 
agriculture and industry in viable 
village communities which had wi th 
stood external shocks for centuries. 

Marx used Adam Smith's charac
terisation of town-and-country trade 
in the manner of J S M i l l who had 
extended it to cover trade between 
developed and underdeveloped coun
tries, in general, and between the 
mother country and the colonies, in 
particular. He, however, used the 
analogy w i th a dramatic effect in his 

"Communist Manifesto" in which ^he 
said : "the bourgeosie has subjected 
the countryside to the rule of the 
town . . . just as it has made the 
country dependent on the town, so 
it has made the barbarian and the 
semi-barbarian nations dependent 
upon the civilised nations, the peasant 
peoples upon the industrial peoples, 
the East upon the West" 

Modern Flavour 

There is one aspect of the Marxian 
analysis of colonial trade which is 
strikingly distinctive and has a modern 
flavour. Marx had analysed the 
phenomena of unilateral transfer of 
funds from the colonies to the 
mother country'. He said : "India 
alone has to pay £ 5 mi l l ion in tribute 
for 'good government', interest and 
dividends on Bri t ish capital, etc not 
counting the sums sent home annually 
by officials as savings from their 
salaries or by English merchants as 
part, of their profit to be invested in 
England. Every Brit ish colony con
tinually has to make large remittances 
for the same reason. Remittance on 
all these items is made almost ex
clusively in products over and above 
the amount of British exports". The 
export surplus that the Indian eco
nomy had to generate was a tribute, 
according to Marx, for which there 
was no payment in the form of ex
ports. In the course of his contro
versy w i th Wilson, Marx said : " M r 
Wilson forgets that there are very 
considerable imports into England for 
which corresponding exports have 
never taken place, except in the form 
of 'good government' or of previously 
exported investment capital; in any 
case imports which do not enter into 
normal commercial movement". We 
find in this passage a clear anticipa
t ion of the concept of 'unrequited 
exports', which played such an im
portant role in the controversy 
regarding repayment of international 
debt or tribute or reparation on a 
large scale. In the Indian context the 
'Drain Theory' was formulated in the 
last century to draw attention to the 
problem of 'unrequited exports'.3 

One would scarcely expect to 
associate Marx with Ohlin's widely 
accepted theory that trade can be ex
plained in terms of the inequality in 
factor prices resulting in different 
factor combinations in different 
countries rather than in terms of the 
rigid and unreal Ricardian conception 
of comparative cost difference. But 
in volume I I I of "Capital" we come 
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parameters. " I n competition in the 
work] market ii is solely the question 
of whether commodities can be sold 
advantageously with existing wages, 
interest ;md rent, at or below, existing 
general market prices, i e realizing a 
corresponding profit of enterprise. 
If wages and the price of land are 
low in one country, while interest on 
capital is high, because the capitalist 
made of production has not been 
developed generally, whereas in 
another country wages and the price 
oi land are nominally high, while 
interest on capital is low, then the 
capitalist employ.-, more labour and 
land in the one country, and in the 
other relatively more capital". 

Notes 
1 J B Condliffe, "The Commerce of 

Nations", p 175. 
2 Adam Smith made a very acute 

observation on the effect of art i
ficially high prices of foreign im
ports m depressing the value of 
export goods to be exchanged for 
imports. This was also a burden 
on home consumers, apart from 
tne burden of maintaining and 
defending the empire. It may be 
noted that the latter burden was 
relevant to colonies in North 
America and West Indies, but 
was not true of the expansion 
and defence of the British Em
pire in India. Marx correctly 
noted this fact. 

' Readers may find an exhaustive 
treatment of this theme in my 
Padabhai Naoroji Fellowship Lec
tures entitled "Dadabhai Naoroji 
and the Drain l l i e o r y " to be 
published shortly by Asia Publi
shing House Bombay. 
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across a clear enunciation of Ohlin's 
basic theoretical approach, with only 
tins difference that Marx specitically 
related the differences in factor 
endowment to unequal economic 
development of the trading nations, 
so that he could emphasize his main 
thesis that trade is essentially unequal 
exchange. This seemingly paradoxical 
re-orientation was due to the intro
duction of the factor of competition 
by Marx into his theoretical frame in 
volume I I I of "Capital"—an instrusion 
that complicated many parts of his 
earlier analysis. Let us follow his 
formulation in the present context. 
When capitalists compete in the home 
market as well as in the world market 
the "assumed magnitudes*' of wages, 
interest and rent are the given data 
on which they proceed. They are 
the given norms as well as the 
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Europe every day of the week-on Pan Am! 
On Pan Am you can fly direct from 
India to major European cities, and 
•Round-the-World, with jets every 
day of the week. How could your 
trip planning be made easier ? 

But there's even more than con
venience to Pan Am's schedule to 
Europe. On Pan Am you can choose 
from an array of magical cities to 
visit along the way—at no extra fare. 
Beirut, Istanbul Belgrade, Rome, 
Paris, Vienna, Frankfurt, London— 
to name just a few. 

With Pan Am, you'll find more 

places to see, more things to do, all 
across t̂he Middle East and Europe. 
Fly speedy and direct jets to Frank
furt or London (or, with a single 
fast connection, to Rome or Paris. 
Frequent direct flights to Istanbul, 
Belgrade, Vienna and Munich, too). 

Your Pan Am flight: 
Relaxing adventure! Friendly, 
generous service by expert bilingual 
cabin attendants. Cuisine by world-
famed Maxim's of Paris, Best of all; 
the good feeling you have, flying 
with Pan Am's Priceless Extra of 
Experience. 
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