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The evolution of industrial complexes and capitalism highlights the inevitable power of feudalist policies to necessitate localized and global commerce. Essentially, modern trade systems have evolved from mediaeval fiscal-socialist policies, and portend to advance their dynamics to the unfathomable future. The world, as we know it today, is largely capitalist, and very few facets fail to bend to its policed dimensions. One of the most battled out models pertaining trade and economy comprise communism and capitalism. Communism leverages on communal industrialism and relative equality while capitalism augments industrial mechanization and class-dynamics as in the rich, poor and middle-class hierarchy. In effect, financial experts develop studies to ameliorate the nature of various financial models; with specific regard to utilitarian architecture, policy augmentation, and consequent effects of the models. Relatively, Smith wrote about the communist, free trade model, while Karl Marx and Engels offered a rational disposition towards capitalism. The purpose of this assignment is to debunk the differences between Smith, and Karl Marx-Engel fiscal trade models. Thus, the analysis will mainly focus on the two economists’ alleged assertions on prosperous, fair economy dynamics and offer a personal rational predisposition towards their study assertions.
One conspicuous difference between the scholar’s points of view regards imminent profitability of either model. Smith alleges that a free industrial model is most likely to bring in more revenue, as opposed to a feudalist model. On the other hand, Karl and Engels assert that capitalism, based on a feudal meritocratic system is set to accentuate profitability owing to increased communication and navigation (Marx, 2002). Primarily, Smith points out that a free industrial economy is self-managing and thus, reduces the risk of few wealthy individuals curtailing profits through taxes, tariffs and quotas. Thus, offered that all other factors remain 
constant and little standardization of policies, the model has the potential to create vast wealth without necessarily creating class-based wealth. Furthermore, it is cheaper and faster to acquire implementable skills in the process (Smith, 1776). Conversely, Karl and Engels maintain that capitalism extends to more than financial requisition; and comprises meritocratic social classes, and politicized facets that keep aid the ruling class to continue controlling resources within any given society. As a result of capitalist evolution, cross-border navigation and trading have become a reality. Thus, increased diversification enables the bourgeoisie ruling class to acquire resources at cheaper prices from other nations, and inadvertently profit from the trade as a sole ‘elite’ economy and increase individual leverage.
Labor is a vital factor of production for the advancement of modern economies. According to Smith’s free trade model, labor is the constant, arbitrary calibration of market commodities set up for exchange (Smith, 1776). However, Karl’s theory is inclined to the rationale that a combination of cost of production for produced commodities and labor augments the value of commodities in a capitalist environment. Karl offers that this policy augments competition and subsequent creation of wealth in state economy. The inadvertent improvement of factors of production increases currency values in the global value index, thereby forging desirable conditions for global trading dynamics. Relatively, a free trade industrialist economy is based on communal-based benefits unlike a capitalist model that leverages personal gratification. On the other hand, Smith’s model leverages on labor alone to determine the value of commodities within that particular model (Smith, 1776). However, Karl and Engel’s capitalist model is constantly evolving to affix the desires of the elite controllers. Thus, in the event that 

complimentary labor is sort through mechanization, the skills and labor of the lower class are rendered obsolete, thereby accentuating relative poverty levels. In Smith’s model, labor can be classified by age and gender dynamics. However, Marx’s capitalist model possesses minimal or no regard for skillsets in the production process. Smith offers that his model is more profitable as a result of reduced government intervention, and thus creates equitability in disbursement of resources, thus eliminating class-society meritocracy.
Karl Marx’s theory can be attributed to the fact that capitalization portends to be the global, arbitrary frontier. Marx offers that the discovery of America and the rapid industrial revolution of the 17th century brought about new interactions, thus pending relatively new methods for commerce practice. In my opinion, Marx’s inclination leverages on the self-managing attribute projected by capitalism. Essentially, Marx offers that the bourgeoisie elite, in a bid to foment global integration and consequently maintain their accrued wealth, politicize the existential models to fit their desires periodically (Marx, 2002). Marx’s theory offers that the inclusion of tariffs and quotas on international trade dynamics has rendered even the most barbarian nations, adherents to modern capitalism. On the other hand, I think that Smith’s alleged model is based on the need to accentuate equality through the fair distribution of resources in a specific economic paradigm. Primarily, the most prudent rationale for this predisposition would be based on leveraging a laborer’s labor with the value of commodities floated in a market. Thus, this would ensure equitability and avert meritocratic forms of wealth management.
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