
Example solution: Contemporary Patterns of
Exploitation

Session 8: The Global Political Economy of Development

Introduction

This solution guide provides possible analyses for all three case studies using Marxist and

dependency theory concepts. Remember: these are example interpretations, not definitive an-

swers. Your group may have identified different patterns or emphasized different aspects - what

matters is applying theoretical concepts systematically and justifying your interpretations.

Case A: Lithium Extraction in Chile

1. Primitive Accumulation / Accumulation by Dispossession

What is being taken:

• Water resources: Indigenous communities are being separated from water - their

fundamental means of subsistence for agriculture

• Land commons: The Atacama Desert territories, traditionally used by indigenous peo-

ples, are being enclosed for industrial extraction

• Environmental commons: The ecosystem that sustained local livelihoods is being

destroyed

• Future possibilities: The extraction depletes a non-renewable resource that could have

served future generations of Chileans

Who is being dispossessed:

1



• Indigenous communities (primarily Atacameño/Lickan Antay peoples) lose access to

water and traditional territories

• Local populations lose sustainable livelihoods based on agriculture and pastoralism

• The Chilean nation loses long-term control over strategic resources

Contemporary parallel to “enclosures”: Just as English peasants were separated from

common lands during primitive accumulation, indigenous communities are being separated

from water commons. This isn’t historical - it’s ongoing accumulation by dispossession in the

21st century.

2. Surplus Extraction

Who creates value:

• Chilean workers extract lithium from desert deposits

• Indigenous knowledge about the territory (though uncompensated)

• Chile’s geological endowment (natural wealth concentrated through geological processes)

Who appropriates surplus:

1. SQM (the company): Captures profit from lithium sales far exceeding extraction costs

2. Foreign investors: Majority shareholders in SQM repatriate profits abroad (especially

to China, US, Korea)

3. Santiago elites: Urban Chilean capitalist class receives dividends and benefits

4. Foreign manufacturers: Battery makers capture value from processing lithium into

high-tech products

5. Core country consumers: Pay prices below the true social and environmental costs

Flow of surplus:

Chilean workers + Natural wealth → Lithium extraction →
SQM profits → Foreign shareholders + Santiago elites →
Exported to core countries for battery production →
Massive value added in core (Tesla, Samsung, etc.) →
Core country consumers benefit from "cheap" EVs

The local community receives: Poverty wages, environmental destruction, and loss of water

- virtually none of the surplus value.

2



3. Core-Periphery Relations

Core characteristics present Periphery characteristics present

(None in Chile’s position in this sector) � Raw material extraction: Chile exports

unprocessed/minimally processed lithium

� Resource dependence: Economy vulnerable

to lithium price fluctuations

� Technology importation: Mining technology

comes from abroad

� Limited value capture: Most value added

occurs in core countries (battery manufacturing,

EV production)

� Environmental externalization: Pollution and

resource depletion remain in periphery

� Profit repatriation: Surplus flows to core

through foreign ownership

Chile’s position: Classic peripheral position in this sector - exporting primary commodities

while core countries monopolize high-value manufacturing and technology.

The “green transition” paradox: Core countries achieve environmental improvement by ex-

ternalizing extraction costs to the periphery. The North’s “clean” EVs depend on environmental

destruction in the South.

4. Unequal Exchange

Evidence of unequal exchange:

• Wage differentials: Chilean extraction workers earn a fraction of wages for similar work

in core countries, even though they handle the same material

• Terms of trade: Chile exports raw/semi-processed lithium cheaply; imports expensive

finished goods (batteries, EVs, technology)

• Monopoly vs. competition:

– Core battery manufacturers (Samsung, CATL, LG) have oligopolistic market power

– Chilean lithium competes in a more competitive primary commodity market

– Result: Manufacturers capture monopoly rents; extractors face price pressure

• Technology asymmetry: Core countries monopolize battery technology and patents;

Chile must pay for imported technology

• Environmental asymmetry: Chile bears environmental costs; core countries get envi-

ronmental benefits
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The exchange is unequal because: Equal market exchange (fair price for lithium) masks

unequal underlying conditions (wage gaps, monopoly power, environmental externalization).

Chile receives market price for lithium but loses far more in environmental costs, depleted

resources, and foregone value-added opportunities.

5. Structural Heterogeneity / Dependency

What makes Chile structurally dependent:

• Technological dependency: Cannot develop battery technology due to patent monopo-

lies and knowledge gaps

• Market dependency: Must export to few large buyers (China, US, Korea) who control

prices

• Financial dependency: Foreign investors control capital; profits flow outward

• Developmental trap: Specialization in extraction prevents diversification and upgrading

• Environmental dependency: Once committed to extraction, difficult to reverse course

without economic crisis

What prevents autonomous development:

• Chile lacks the industrial base to move up the value chain into battery or EV production

• Global patent regime prevents technology acquisition or development

• Export-orientation means development serves foreign markets, not domestic needs

• Resource curse dynamics: Extraction creates powerful interests against diversification

• Unequal power: Small peripheral economy cannot dictate terms to core manufacturers

The dependency is structural, not policy choice: Even “good policies” cannot overcome

Chile’s position in the global division of labor. The lithium must be exported; technology cannot

be acquired; profits will flow outward.

6. Contradictions

Visible contradictions:

1. Growth without development: GDP grows from lithium exports, but local communities

impoverished and environment destroyed

2. Resource wealth → resource poverty: Holding 52% of world’s reserves yet unable to

capture value from them

3. Green imperialism: The “green transition” in the North requires environmental destruc-

tion in the South

4. State ownership failing: Even partial state ownership (SQM) doesn’t prevent value

extraction by foreign capital
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5. Development through underdevelopment: Chile’s lithium sector develops precisely to

serve others’ development, reproducing its peripheral status

6. Export success → domestic vulnerability: More lithium extracted = more water

depleted, more communities displaced

The fundamental contradiction: The same lithium that could theoretically drive Chilean devel-

opment instead reproduces its underdevelopment through the structures of global capitalism.

Case B: Vietnamese Electronics Manufacturing

1. Primitive Accumulation / Accumulation by Dispossession

What is being taken:

• Labor power at below-value prices: Workers’ capacity to work is purchased at wages

insufficient to reproduce equivalent living standards to core workers

• Agricultural livelihoods: 3.5 million workers displaced from agricultural subsistence

into wage labor (ongoing proletarianization)

• Sovereignty over industrial development: Vietnam surrendered autonomous industri-

alization path to become part of others’ value chains

• Future technological capabilities: By accepting assembly-only role, Vietnam forgoes

developing its own design and innovation capacities

Who is being dispossessed:

• Vietnamese workers separated from alternative livelihoods and forced into low-wage

factory work

• Vietnamese nation dispossessed of independent technological development pathway

• Future generations denied industrial capabilities and high-value employment opportunities

Modern primitive accumulation: This isn’t historical dispossession but ongoing separation

of workers from autonomous production possibilities, forcing integration into global capital’s

circuits.
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2. Surplus Extraction

Who creates value: - 3.5 million Vietnamese workers assembling phones, computers, semi-

conductors - Workers embody significant skill, dexterity, and productivity - Their labor is highly

productive (making sophisticated electronics)

Who appropriates surplus:

1. Foreign manufacturers (Samsung, Apple, Intel): Capture enormous profit margins on

branded products

2. Retailer margins: Apple Store, Best Buy, etc. capture retail markup

3. Intellectual property holders: Patent and design monopolies extract rents

4. Foreign shareholders: Profits from production repatriated to core countries

5. Small share to Vietnamese factory owners: Mostly compressed by competition

6. Minimal share to Vietnamese state: Through taxation, but limited by “competitive”

low-tax regime

Flow of surplus:

Vietnamese workers ($200-400/month) →
Create phones worth $1000+ retail →
Factory owners capture small margin →
Samsung/Apple capture massive brand premium →
Core country shareholders receive dividends →
Core country consumers buy "affordable" phones →
Vietnamese workers cannot afford the phones they make

Key insight: The contradiction of workers unable to afford their own products reveals the

surplus extraction - if workers received the value they created, they could afford what they

produce.

3. Core-Periphery Relations

Core characteristics present Periphery characteristics present

(Limited/none in this sector) � Assembly without design: Vietnam

assembles; core countries design and innovate

� Technology dependency: All crucial

technology imported; strict IP prevents transfer

� Export-processing orientation: 95%

exported; production serves foreign consumption
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Core characteristics present Periphery characteristics present

� Low value capture: Assembly captures

~5-10% of product value; design/branding

captures 50-60%

� Industrial subordination: No autonomous

Vietnamese electronics brands emerged

� Interchangeable labor: Vietnam competes

with China, Bangladesh, Philippines - race to

bottom

� Capital inflow dependency: Reliant on FDI;

capital can exit if wages rise

Vietnam’s position: Classic “new international division of labor” - manufacturing moved from

core to periphery, but technological control and value capture remain in the core.

The “upgrading trap”: Despite 6-7% GDP growth, Vietnam cannot upgrade to higher-value

activities. The structure of global value chains prevents it - by design.

4. Unequal Exchange

Evidence of unequal exchange:

• Wage differentials despite comparable productivity:

– Vietnamese worker: $200-400/month for assembling iPhone

– US Apple Store worker: $3000-4000/month for selling iPhone

– Similar skill/education levels, vastly different compensation

• Technology/productivity gap is enforced, not natural:

– Vietnam has skilled workers and could develop design capabilities

– But IP protections and technology monopolies prevent this

– The gap is legally maintained, not economically inevitable

• Terms of trade skewed:

– Vietnam imports high-priced patented technology and designs

– Exports low-priced assembled products

– Capture only 5-10% of final product value despite doing much of the labor

• Monopoly power asymmetry:

– Samsung/Apple have massive brand monopolies and pricing power

– Vietnamese manufacturers compete fiercely for contracts, compressing margins
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– Result: Monopoly rents in core, competitive desperation in periphery

The exchange is unequal because: Vietnam “voluntarily” accepts contracts at market prices,

but the market is structured by patent monopolies, brand power, and enforced technolog-

ical gaps. Equal exchange (fair price for assembly) masks unequal conditions (monopoly

vs. competition, technology control, brand power).

5. Structural Heterogeneity / Dependency

What makes Vietnam structurally dependent:

• Technological dependency: Cannot produce advanced semiconductors, cannot design

products, dependent on imported technology at every stage

• Market dependency: Production oriented entirely toward foreign consumption; domestic

market underdeveloped

• IP dependency: Global patent regime prevents autonomous technology development

• Capital dependency: Development relies on continued FDI inflows; capital can exit if

labor costs rise

• Strategic dependency: Economy structured around role in others’ value chains, not

autonomous development

• Upgrading impossibility: Moving up value chain blocked by technology monopolies

and capital mobility threats

What prevents autonomous development:

• Global value chains structured to prevent supplier upgrading

• Lead firms (Samsung, Apple) actively prevent suppliers from developing competing

capabilities

• IP regime makes technology development prohibitively expensive or illegal

• Export-orientation means production doesn’t meet Vietnamese needs

• Capital mobility threat: Any attempt to raise wages or redistribute surplus risks capital

flight

• WTO/trade agreements limit industrial policy options

Structural heterogeneity: Economy split between high-productivity export sector (foreign-

controlled) and low-productivity domestic sector. The two don’t integrate - export sector is an

“enclave” serving foreign markets with foreign technology.

6. Contradictions

Visible contradictions:
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1. Growth without prosperity: 6-7% GDP growth but workers can’t afford products they

make

2. Production without ownership: Massive productive capacity but no Vietnamese brands

or design capabilities

3. Employment without power: 3.5 million jobs but workers have no bargaining power

(replaceable)

4. Integration through subordination: More “integrated” into global economy = more

dependent and vulnerable

5. Development through underdevelopment: The more Vietnam “develops” in electronics,

the more locked into subordinate position

6. Competitive success = race to bottom: Success in attracting FDI means success in

suppressing wages and rights

7. Technology proximity without access: Workers physically handle advanced technology

daily but nation cannot access the knowledge

The fundamental contradiction: Vietnam has all the ingredients for autonomous technological

development (skilled workers, production experience, infrastructure) except the one thing

capitalism denies peripheral countries - control over technology and production decisions.

Case C: Digital Platform Labor in Kenya

1. Primitive Accumulation / Accumulation by Dispossession

What is being taken:

• Employment status and rights: Workers reclassified from “employees” (with rights) to

“contractors” (no rights) - legal dispossession

• Psychological health: Content moderators forced to absorb traumatic content (com-

modification of psychological well-being)

• Data commons: Kenyan digital labor creates training data that platforms enclose and

monopolize

• Economic sovereignty: Kenya’s digital economy development path enclosed within

foreign platform monopolies

• Social reproduction: Platforms don’t pay for healthcare, education, social insurance -

these costs externalized to workers/families/state

Who is being dispossessed:

• Kenyan platform workers lose employment protections, benefits, job security
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• Kenyan society loses potential for autonomous digital economy development

• Workers’ mental health commodified and destroyed without compensation

• Kenyan state provides infrastructure (internet, education) but captures minimal tax rev-

enue

21st century primitive accumulation: The “gig economy” model systematically strips away

labor protections won over a century of struggle, while creating new forms of dispossession

(data enclosure, psychological commodification). This is accumulation by dispossession

through legal/technological innovation.

2. Surplus Extraction

Who creates value:

• Content moderators viewing and classifying traumatic material (protecting platform brand

value)

• Data labelers creating training datasets (enabling AI development worth billions)

• Drivers connecting customers to destinations (creating platform user networks)

• All workers create data as byproduct of labor (this data is enormously valuable)

Who appropriates surplus:

1. Platform corporations (Meta, Scale AI, Uber): Capture profit from labor at $1.50-

2.50/hour

2. Core country tech investors: Venture capital and shareholders extract returns

3. Core country consumers: Access cheap services subsidized by exploitation

4. Platform algorithms and AI: Value created by Kenyan labor is enclosed in proprietary

systems

5. Minimal capture by Kenyan state: Platforms structure operations to minimize tax liability

Flow of surplus:

Kenyan workers ($1.50-2.50/hour) →
Create content moderation value (platform safety/brands) + training data →
Platforms capture billions in market value →
Silicon Valley VCs and shareholders extract returns →
Global users benefit from "free" platforms →
Meanwhile: Kenyan workers develop PTSD, no healthcare, no security

The surplus extraction is extreme: Workers receive $1.50-2.50/hour for work that generates

billions in platform value. The ratio of surplus extracted to wages paid may be higher than

traditional manufacturing.
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3. Core-Periphery Relations

Core characteristics present Periphery characteristics present

(None in Kenya’s position) � Labor outsourcing destination: Digital

“assembly line” work outsourced due to low

wages

� Technology importation: All platforms,

algorithms, infrastructure from core

� No local digital platforms: No Kenyan

Facebook, Uber, or Scale AI emerged

� Intellectual property monopoly: All valuable

IP (algorithms, patents, platforms) owned in core

� Data colonialism: Labor and data extracted;

value captured in core

� Service export orientation: Labor serves

foreign corporations and consumers

� Minimal value capture: Kenya gets wages;

core gets platforms, data, algorithms worth

billions

� Capital mobility threat: Platforms can exit to

other low-wage countries instantly

Kenya’s position: “Digital periphery” - providing cheap labor and data to core country platforms

that monopolize technology and value. This is the 21st century version of peripheral status.

Digital colonialism: Just as colonialism extracted raw materials, digital imperialism extracts

labor and data while monopolizing technology, platforms, and profit.

4. Unequal Exchange

Evidence of unequal exchange:

• Wage differentials for identical work:

– Kenyan content moderator: $1.50-2.50/hour

– US content moderator (rare): $15-20/hour

– Same traumatic content, same psychological damage, 10x wage difference

• Wage differentials despite English proficiency:

– Work outsourced to Kenya specifically because of English language skills

– Yet workers with equivalent skills earn 10-15% of US wages
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– Language skill not compensated - used to justify outsourcing, then underpaid

• Technology monopoly creates unequal exchange:

– Kenya “exchanges” labor for platform access

– But platforms own all valuable technology, algorithms, data

– One-sided exchange: Kenya provides labor/data, receives only wages

• Value of data not compensated:

– Workers create training data worth billions (enabling AI development)

– Receive no compensation for this data creation

– Data enclosed and monopolized by platforms

• Monopoly vs. precarity:

– Platforms have massive monopoly power (Meta, Uber)

– Workers completely precarious, replaceable, competing globally

– Asymmetric power determines exchange terms

The exchange is unequal because: Market wages reflect power imbalances, not value

contributed. Kenyan workers create equivalent value to US workers but receive fraction of

compensation. The “choice” to accept these wages is constrained by structural position (high

unemployment, no alternatives, platform monopoly power).

5. Structural Heterogeneity / Dependency

What makes Kenya structurally dependent:

• Technological dependency: No domestic platform alternatives; completely dependent

on US tech giants

• Algorithmic dependency: Platform algorithms control work allocation, payment, disci-

pline - foreign control of labor process

• Data dependency: All valuable data flows outward and is enclosed; Kenya cannot

develop own AI/platforms

• Market dependency: Workers serve foreign consumers and corporations, not Kenyan

needs

• Employment dependency: Gig work fills gap left by formal sector collapse; no alternative

employment

• Capital mobility vulnerability: Platforms can instantly relocate to Philippines, India,

Nigeria if Kenyan workers organize

What prevents autonomous development:

• Network effects: Existing platforms too dominant for local alternatives to emerge
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• Capital requirements: Building alternative platforms requires massive investment Kenya

lacks

• IP barriers: Patents, copyrights, trade secrets make independent development pro-

hibitively expensive

• Brain drain: Kenyan tech talent recruited to Silicon Valley, depleting local capabilities

• Structural adjustment legacy: Neoliberal policies destroyed formal employment, making

workers desperate for any income

• Government complicity: “Digital economy” promoted uncritically; tax breaks for platforms,

minimal regulation

Structural heterogeneity: Dual economy emerges - small high-tech enclave (platform labor)

alongside vast informal sector. Platform sector doesn’t develop rest of economy; operates as

extractive enclave.

6. Contradictions

Visible contradictions:

1. “Independent contractors” with zero independence: Workers called “independent”

but platforms control everything - hours, pay, methods, discipline

2. Digital “opportunity” = psychological destruction: Promoted as economic opportunity

but causes PTSD, anxiety, depression

3. “Future of work” = return to pre-industrial precarity: Gig economy strips away century

of labor rights, returns to piecework exploitation

4. English proficiency = basis for exploitation: Language skills that could enable devel-

opment instead used to justify outsourcing exploitation

5. Creating AI that will eliminate their jobs: Workers create training data for AI systems

that will automate their work

6. Government promotes “digital economy” = promotes dependency: State celebrates

integration into exploitative structures as “development”

7. High-tech meets super-exploitation: 21st century technology enables 19th century

labor conditions

8. “Sharing economy” = extractive monopoly: Platforms don’t “share” - they extract

labor and data while monopolizing value

9. Organization = capital flight: Workers who organize face immediate threat of platform

exit

The fundamental contradiction: Digital technology could enable democratic, decentralized

economic coordination. Instead, under capitalism, it creates new forms of centralized monopoly

control and intensified exploitation. The same tools that could liberate create new forms of

domination.
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Synthesis Questions - Possible Responses

Question 1: Patterns Across Cases

Common patterns across all three cases:

1. Unequal value capture

• Chile: Extraction creates minimal value for locals; most captured by foreign capital and

core manufacturers

• Vietnam: Assembly creates minimal value; most captured by brands and IP holders

• Kenya: Digital labor creates minimal value for workers; most captured by platform

monopolies

• Pattern: Periphery creates value through labor and resources; core captures value

through ownership, technology, brands

2. Technology monopolies enforce hierarchy

• Chile: Battery technology monopolized by core; Chile cannot move into manufacturing

• Vietnam: IP protections prevent Vietnam from developing design capabilities

• Kenya: Platform algorithms and AI monopolized; Kenya cannot develop alternatives

• Pattern: Technological control is the mechanism that maintains core-periphery hierarchy

in the 21st century

3. Race to the bottom / capital mobility threat

• Chile: Must compete with other extractors; environmental standards suppressed

• Vietnam: Must compete with China, Bangladesh; labor costs suppressed

• Kenya: Must compete with India, Philippines; wages and conditions suppressed

• Pattern: Peripheral countries compete against each other for capital; core capital plays

them off against each other

4. Environmental/social costs externalized to periphery

• Chile: Water depletion, environmental destruction remain local

• Vietnam: Pollution from electronics manufacturing

• Kenya: Psychological trauma and PTSD from content moderation

• Pattern: Core benefits (EVs, phones, “clean” platforms); periphery bears costs
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5. GDP growth without development

• Chile: Lithium sector grows; communities impoverished

• Vietnam: 6-7% GDP growth; workers can’t afford products

• Kenya: Digital economy expands; workers precarious and traumatized

• Pattern: Integration into global capitalism creates growth statistics but not genuine

development

6. Dependency locks in underdevelopment

• Chile: More lithium extracted = more locked into raw material export

• Vietnam: More electronics assembled = more locked into subordinate manufacturing

• Kenya: More platform labor = more locked into digital periphery status

• Pattern: “Success” in current role makes escaping that role harder - path dependence

7. Labor surplus extraction intensified

• Chile: Workers paid fraction of value created

• Vietnam: Workers paid $200-400/month to create products worth thousands

• Kenya: Workers paid $1.50-2.50/hour while platforms valued at billions

• Pattern: Global capitalism enables extreme surplus extraction - workers receive tiny

fraction of value they create

8. Ownership/control by foreign capital

• Chile: Foreign investors control SQM; profits repatriated

• Vietnam: Samsung, Apple, Intel own production; Vietnamese are employees

• Kenya: Meta, Uber, Scale AI own platforms; Kenyans are precarious contractors

• Pattern: Peripheral economies controlled by core capital; sovereignty compromised

What this suggests about global economy structure:

The global economy is not a level playing field moving toward convergence, but a hierarchical

system that systematically channels value from periphery to core through:

1. Technological monopolies (patents, platforms, algorithms)

2. Ownership structures (foreign capital control)

3. Unequal exchange (wage differentials, monopoly power)

4. Environmental externalization (costs in periphery, benefits in core)

5. Competition among peripheral countries (race to bottom)
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6. Path dependencies (integration locks in subordination)

These are not “market failures” but the normal functioning of global capitalism. The system

works as designed - extracting maximum value from peripheral labor and resources while

minimizing compensation and maximizing core country benefits.

Question 2: Comparing Frameworks

Neoclassical Growth Theory (Solow Model) Analysis

What it would emphasize What it would miss

Chile: Low savings/investment rate explains

underdevelopment; need capital accumulation

Ignores who owns capital and where

profits flow; treats lithium extraction as

“capital accumulation” even though it

depletes resources

Vietnam: Capital inflow (FDI) should boost growth;

technology transfer should occur gradually

Misses that technology is deliberately

not transferred; IP monopolies are legal

barriers, not market failures

Kenya: Human capital investment (education)

should enable productivity growth

Ignores that educated workers are

exploited, not underproductive; problem

is power, not skills

All cases: Focus on aggregate GDP growth as

success

Completely misses distribution of gains;

GDP grows but workers impoverished

All cases: Assume diminishing returns will create

convergence

Ignores structural barriers to

convergence; technology monopolies

prevent catch-up

All cases: Treat institutions as exogenous; focus

on capital/labor/technology

Miss how power relations and class

conflict shape outcomes

Neoclassical conclusion would be: These countries need more savings, investment, educa-

tion, and technology adoption. Market integration is working - just be patient for convergence.

What’smissed: The entire structure of exploitation, unequal exchange, technologymonopolies,

and systematic value extraction. Neoclassical framework treats symptoms (low capital, low

productivity) as causes, missing underlying structures.
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New Institutional Economics (Acemoglu & Robinson) Analysis

What it would emphasize What it would miss

Chile: “Extractive institutions” from colonial legacy;

elite capture; need inclusive institutions

Misses ongoing exploitation by foreign

capital; problem isn’t just domestic

institutions but global capitalist

structures

Vietnam: Weak property rights; corruption; need

rule of law reforms

Ignores that Vietnam has strong

property rights - for foreign corporations!

Problem is power imbalance, not

institutional quality

Kenya: Weak regulatory capacity; need better

labor law enforcement; improve governance

Misses that platforms deliberately

structured to evade regulation; problem

is capital power, not governance failure

All cases: Focus on domestic institutional reform Misses that global structures (IP

regimes, trade rules, capital mobility)

constrain what domestic institutions can

achieve

All cases: Path dependence from history Ignores ongoing active creation of

dependency through contemporary

capitalism

All cases: Solution is “inclusive institutions”

modeled on core countries

Assumes core country institutions are

desirable and achievable; ignores that

core prosperity depends on peripheral

exploitation

NIE conclusion would be: These countries have “extractive institutions” inherited from colonial

past. They need institutional reforms: strengthen rule of law, property rights, democratic

governance, reduce corruption. Copy successful Western institutions.

What’s missed:

• Global structures that constrain what domestic institutions can achieve

• Ongoing mechanisms of exploitation (not just historical legacy)

• That core prosperity depends on peripheral exploitation (not just core’s good institutions)

• Power relations between capital and labor

• That “good institutions” might still enable exploitation if capital has mobility power

17



Marxist/Dependency Theory Analysis

What it would emphasize What it would miss

Chile: Primitive accumulation (water

dispossession); surplus extraction; unequal

exchange; core-periphery hierarchy; dependency

(See full analyses above - this is the

framework used)

Vietnam: Super-exploitation of labor; technology

monopolies maintain hierarchy; structural

dependency; contradictions of integration

(Comprehensive framework)

Kenya: Digital colonialism; platform monopolies;

data extraction; new forms of primitive

accumulation; precarity as control mechanism

(Accounts for contemporary forms)

All cases: Systematic value extraction from

periphery to core; structural not incidental

May underestimate space for reform

within capitalism

All cases: Technology monopolies and capital

power as key mechanisms

Sometimes overly deterministic; less

attention to agency and variation

All cases: Class relations and exploitation as

fundamental

May underemphasize other forms of

oppression (gender, race) though many

Marxist scholars incorporate these

Marxist/Dependency conclusion: These cases illustrate how global capitalism systematically

extracts value from peripheral labor and resources through technology monopolies, owner-

ship structures, unequal exchange, and capital mobility. This isn’t developmental failure but

successful exploitation. Reform must transform underlying structures, not just adjust policies.

What might be missed:

• Variation among peripheral countries (why some upgrade more than others)

• Space for reforms within capitalism that genuinely improve conditions

• Non-class forms of oppression (though many contemporary Marxists incorporate inter-

sectional analysis)

• Potential for certain forms of technology or markets to benefit workers

Key Takeaway from Framework Comparison:

Different frameworks produce radically different diagnoses:

• Neoclassical: Problem is insufficient capital/education/technology → Solution is more

investment and market integration
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• NIE: Problem is bad institutions from history → Solution is institutional reform toward

“inclusive” (Western) models

• Marxist/Dependency: Problem is structural exploitation inherent to global capitalism →

Solution requires transforming power relations and structures

The framework you choose determines: - What you see as the problem - What you see as

the cause - What you see as the solution - Whose interests are served

None of these frameworks is “neutral” or “purely descriptive” - each embeds normative

commitments and political implications.

Question 3: Development Strategies

Analysis of Three Approaches:

1. Radical Break (Frank): Complete delinking from capitalist world system

What this would mean for our cases: - Chile: Nationalize lithium completely; refuse to

export to core; develop domestic battery/EV industry behind protective barriers; might mean

autarky and isolation - Vietnam: Expropriate foreign factories; develop autonomous electronics

industry; exit global value chains; accept technological gap temporarily - Kenya: Ban foreign

platforms; develop domestic platform cooperatives; accept losing access to global digital

economy

Feasibility: Low

• Requires revolutionary transformation of political-economic system

• Faces massive external pressure (sanctions, capital flight, credit cutoff)

• Difficult to develop technology in isolation from global knowledge networks

• Few successful examples (Cuba survived but with great difficulty; Soviet model collapsed)

Desirability: Debatable

• Would escape immediate exploitation

• But might face technological isolation and stagnation

• Could lead to authoritarian politics (centralized control needed to resist external pressure)

• Might impoverish population in short-term (loss of export revenues, technology access)

Historical lesson: Few countries successfully pursued complete delinking. Those that tried

(Soviet bloc, Maoist China, Cuba) faced enormous costs and many eventually reintegrated on

unfavorable terms.
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2. Selective Delinking (Amin): Reduce dependence, reorient to internal markets

What this would mean for our cases:

• Chile: Maintain lithium exports but capture more value (taxation, processing locally);

use revenues for diversified industrialization; develop internal market and regional trade

(Latin American integration)

• Vietnam: Maintain electronics manufacturing but push for technology transfer; simul-

taneously develop domestic electronics brands and internal consumer market; reduce

export-dependence gradually

• Kenya: Allow platforms but regulate heavily (employment status, minimum wages, data

rights); simultaneously develop domestic digital economy for local needs (healthcare,

education, agriculture)

Feasibility: Medium

• More realistic than complete delinking

• Still faces capital mobility threats and external pressure

• Requires strong state capacity and political will

• Examples: Some success in East Asian tigers (Korea, Taiwan) though under specific

Cold War conditions

Desirability: High

• Balances integration with autonomy

• Allows gradual transition rather than shock

• Maintains access to technology and markets while building alternatives

• Could improve conditions without revolutionary disruption

Challenges:

• Capital mobility means regulation can trigger capital flight

• WTO/trade agreements constrain industrial policy options

• Requires political coalition capable of resisting both foreign pressure and domestic

comprador elites

• Timing matters: Global context more hostile now than during Asian Tigers’ rise
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3. Pragmatic Reform (ECLA/CEPAL): Strategic state intervention and industrial policy

What this would mean for our cases:

• Chile: Keep extractive industries but tax heavily; use revenues for education, infrastruc-

ture, R&D; industrial policy to develop battery/EV manufacturing; maintain integration

but pursue upgrading

• Vietnam: Accept current role but negotiate for technology transfer; invest heavily in

education/R&D; use industrial policy to move up value chain gradually (from assembly to

design)

• Kenya: Regulate platforms moderately (don’t drive them away completely); use digital

economy as training ground; invest in tech education; gradually develop domestic digital

industry

Feasibility: Medium-High

• Most politically feasible (doesn’t threaten capitalism fundamentally)

• Least likely to trigger extreme external pressure

• Has some successful examples (South Korea, Taiwan, now China)

Desirability: Medium

• Better than unregulated integration

• But may not fundamentally transform core-periphery relations

• Risk of cosmetic reforms that maintain underlying exploitation

• Effectiveness depends heavily on global context

Challenges:

• Capital mobility limits how much states can regulate

• Global institutions (WTO, IMF) constrain policy space more now than during ISI era

• Requires competent developmental state (not all states have this capacity)

• May perpetuate some exploitation even while improving conditions

• Success of Asian Tigers had specific Cold War context (US support) unlikely to repeat

My Assessment:

Most feasible: Pragmatic reform (ECLA approach)

• Least likely to trigger complete capital flight or external destruction

• Can build political coalitions (even some capitalists benefit)
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• Some proven track record of success

Most desirable: Selective delinking (Amin)

• Balances autonomy with integration

• Addresses structural dependency without revolutionary rupture

• Allows experimentation and learning

• Could build toward more radical transformation if successful

Least feasible but potentially most transformative: Radical break (Frank)

• Only complete solution to exploitation under capitalism

• But extremely difficult to achieve and sustain

• High short-term costs

• Risk of authoritarian degeneration

Synthesis possibility: Progressive strategy

1. Start with pragmatic reforms (build state capacity, tax resources, develop human capital)

2. Gradually move toward selective delinking (reduce dependence, strengthen internal

markets, regional integration)

3. Create conditions where more radical transformation becomes possible if desired

Key insight: The strategy must match both the objective structural conditions AND the

subjective political conditions (organized social forces, consciousness, state capacity).

A radical strategy without adequate subjective conditions will fail (invite repression, capital

flight, isolation). But purely pragmatic reform without building toward structural transformation

may only manage exploitation rather than overcome it.

Current global context considerations:

• Rise of China offers alternative development model and potential partner

• Climate crisis makes some forms of “development” unsustainable

• Digital technology could enable new forms of coordination/ownership (platform coopera-

tives, etc.)

• But also: Neoliberal globalization has constrained policy space dramatically

• And: Technology monopolies stronger than ever (FAANG, etc.)

No easy answers: each strategy involves tradeoffs, risks, and contextual dependencies. The

“best” strategy depends on specific country context, global conditions, and political possibili-

ties.

22



Question 4: Contemporary Relevance

Are 1960s-70s dependency theories still relevant today?

Arguments for “YES - Still Highly Relevant”:

Core mechanisms persist:

1. Unequal exchange continues:

• Chilean lithium workers vs. Core EV buyers: Same mechanism as 1960s coffee/ba-

nana workers vs. Core consumers

• Vietnamese assembly workers vs. Apple profits: Same as 1960s manufacturing

workers vs. Core brands

• Kenyan digital workers vs. Platform monopolies: NEW form of same old exploitation

2. Core-periphery hierarchy maintained:

• Technology monopolies even stronger now (patents, platforms, algorithms)

• Capital mobility threats even more powerful (instant financial flows)

• Terms of trade still favor core (now IP rents, not just commodity prices)

3. Dependency mechanisms updated:

• 1960s: Dependence on commodity exports, foreign loans, technology imports

• 2020s: SAME, plus dependence on digital platforms, data infrastructure, IP access

• The form changes; the structure remains

New forms of old patterns:

4. Digital colonialism = 21st century imperialism:

• Platform monopolies extract labor and data like colonial companies extracted re-

sources

• Kenya provides digital labor/data; Silicon Valley captures value

• Same colonial logic: extract value, monopolize technology, maintain hierarchy

5. “Green” extractivism = new form of resource imperialism:

• Lithium, cobalt, rare earths for “green transition”

• Core countries achieve environmental improvement by externalizing extraction

• Chile, Congo, etc. provide resources; Core gets clean technology

• Environmental colonialism: Core externalizes pollution to periphery

6. Global value chains = new form of dependency:
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• Vietnam integrated into Samsung/Apple value chains

• More sophisticated than 1960s branch plants

• But same subordination: Core controls technology/brands; periphery provides cheap

labor

Structural features unchanged:

7. Capital mobility threat maintains discipline:

• 1960s: Threat of capital flight if countries nationalized

• 2020s: Same threat if countries raise wages, tax corporations, enforce regulations

• Kenya platforms can exit to Philippines instantly

8. Technology gap still enforced:

• 1960s: Technology hoarded by core corporations

• 2020s: IP protections stronger than ever (TRIPS, patents, trade secrets)

• Vietnam blocked from design/innovation; Kenya blocked from platforms/algorithms

9. Surplus extraction intensified:

• 1960s: Peripheral workers received small share of value created

• 2020s: Share may be even smaller (Kenyan workers $1.50/hour; platforms worth

billions)

• Technology enables more extreme exploitation

Arguments for “NO - Globalization Changed Everything”:

Potential counter-arguments:

1. Manufacturing moved to periphery:

• Vietnam now manufactures high-tech electronics (not just raw materials)

• Some countries graduated to middle-income (Korea, Taiwan, China)

• Manufacturing relocation seems to challenge simple core-periphery model

Response: But technology and value capture remain in core. Vietnam assembles; Apple

designs and brands. The hierarchy persists through different mechanisms.

2. Some countries successfully developed:

• South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, now China moved to high-income

• This seems to disprove dependency theory’s pessimism

Response:
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• Success cases had unique conditions (Cold War support, developmental states,

specific timing)

• Most countries couldn’t replicate (different global context now)

• Even successful cases show: Required state intervention, not just market integration

• China succeeded partly by NOT following neoliberal prescriptions

3. Digital technology enables new possibilities:

• Internet could democratize knowledge access

• Platforms could enable peer-to-peer coordination

• Remote work could equalize wages globally

Response:

• But under capitalism, digital technology used for surveillance and control

• Platforms are monopolies that intensify exploitation

• Remote work used to suppress wages (“compete with Vietnam”)

• Technology could liberate, but under current structures it dominates

4. Globalization created interdependence, not just dependency:

• Core countries now depend on peripheral manufacturing

• Supply chain disruptions harm everyone

• More symmetric interdependence?

Response:

• Asymmetric interdependence: Core controls technology/finance/brands; periphery

provides labor/resources

• Core can substitute suppliers (Vietnam vs. China vs. Bangladesh); periphery cannot

substitute markets

• When chips shortage hurt core, they invested in domestic production; when labor

shortage hurts periphery, workers have no power

Synthesis: Relevance with Modifications

The core insights remain valid:

• Global capitalism maintains hierarchies

• Value systematically extracted from periphery to core

• Technology monopolies enforce subordination

• Capital mobility prevents progressive reforms

• Integration without transformation reproduces underdevelopment
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But the forms have evolved:

• Technology monopolies are now more important than commodity price manipulation

• Data extraction is new form of primitive accumulation

• Platform capitalism creates new forms of precarity and control

• IP regimes more powerful than ever in maintaining hierarchy

• Financial globalization intensifies capital mobility threats

• Climate crisis creates new forms of unequal exchange (carbon emissions, resource

extraction)

Contemporary dependency includes:

• Traditional forms: Resource extraction, unequal exchange, technology gaps

• NEW forms: Digital colonialism, data extraction, platform monopolies, algorithmic control

• Intensified forms: IP protection stronger, capital mobility faster, surveillance more total

Conclusion on Relevance:

Dependency theory’s core insights are MORE relevant, not less, because:

1. Mechanisms identified in 1960s-70s still operate (unequal exchange, technology

gaps, capital mobility)

2. NEWmechanisms emerged that follow same logic (digital colonialism, data extraction,

platform monopolies)

3. Hierarchies persisted despite globalization (core-periphery gap didn’t close, often

widened)

4. Alternative frameworks failed to explain (neoclassical predicted convergence that

didn’t occur)

But the theory needs updating:

• Incorporate digital technology and platform capitalism

• Address climate crisis and environmental imperialism

• Account for China’s rise and multipolar world

• Recognize new forms of primitive accumulation (data, algorithms, genetics)

• Update understanding of class composition (gig workers, digital labor)

The fundamental insight remains true: Global capitalism systematically channels value

from periphery to core through structural mechanisms, not just market exchange. Integration

without structural transformation reproduces underdevelopment in new forms.

The dependency theorists were right about the basic structure, even if specific pre-

dictions varied. The global economy is not converging toward equality but maintaining and

recreating hierarchy through evolving mechanisms.
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Final Reflections

Key Insights from All Three Cases:

1. Exploitation takes new forms but same structure: Whether extracting lithium, assem-

bling phones, or moderating content, the pattern is identical - peripheral labor creates

value, core capital captures it.

2. Technology monopolies are the key mechanism: In the 21st century, controlling

technology (patents, platforms, algorithms) is how hierarchy is maintained. It’s not just

military force or colonial administration.

3. “Development” often means integration into exploitation: GDP grows, employment

increases, but workers remain impoverished and nations remain dependent. The statistics

show “development” but the structure is underdevelopment.

4. Contradictions are everywhere: Growth with poverty, production without ownership,

employment without security, opportunity with destruction. These aren’t bugs - they’re

features of how global capitalism works.

5. Different frameworks produce different politics:

• Neoclassical: Be patient, integrate more, invest in education

• NIE: Reform institutions, copy the West, reduce corruption

• Marxist/Dependency: Transform structures, challenge capital power, build alterna-

tives

6. No easy solutions: Every strategy (radical break, selective delinking, pragmatic re-

form) has tradeoffs, risks, and contextual constraints. Understanding structure doesn’t

automatically reveal strategy.

7. Theory shapes reality: The frameworks policymakers adopt determine which problems

they see and which solutions they pursue. This is why theory matters - it’s not academic

abstraction but practical politics.

Questions to Keep Thinking About:

• Can peripheral countries develop within global capitalism, or does capitalism require

some countries to remain peripheral?

• Are technology monopolies temporary or structural features of contemporary capitalism?
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• Can digital technology enable liberation, or does it inevitably serve capital under current

structures?

• What forms of political organization could challenge these structures?

• How does climate crisis interact with these patterns of exploitation and dependency?

Note: This is an extensive solution guide, but remember - your own analysis may be equally

valid if you applied concepts systematically and justified your interpretations. The goal is

learning to think theoretically about contemporary development challenges, not memorizing

“correct” answers.
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