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Abstract

This paper presents an appreciation of the origynahd salience of Ruy Mauro Marini’s
political-economic thought, specifically that hesfie the super-exploitation of labour as
the driving category of capitalist underdevelopment

Writing from the Marxist wing of the Latin Americatependency school, Marini made a
novel contribution that addresses the continentsgual exchange with Britain from the
mid-nineteenth century onwards. Marini derives stg@loitation from the import of
cheap food and raw materials sought by the mostldped capitalist nation. An
inequality between capitals sets in, the primanoekproducing capitals compensate for
their lowering prices and lower rate of profit byvihg down wages. Through this
mechanism, Marini connects super-exploitation enrw material exporting countries
with the consolidation of relative surplus valudhe developed countries. Once super-
exploitation (a higher rate of surplus value) iabkshed it shapes the dependent social
formation.

The paper explores Serra and Cardoso’s critiq@eig that Marini’s response in the
debate raises a fundamental issue: distinctive amatibns of absolute and relative
surplus value as the explanation for the divergental formations of developed and
underdeveloped capitalism.

The paper examines the relationship between sypoitation and the mechanisms of
increasing surplus value. It argues for sympathatdifications to Marini’'s argument,
principally that price tends to cost of productrather than value. This refers to the
necessary divergence of price from value in a systesectors with different value
compositions of capital, as unfolded by Marx in #aely chapters of Volume 3 of
Capital. This modification reinforces the general directairMarini; however it
introduces complications into the limiting assuraps of Marx’s transformation schema.

The paper concludes that the revolutionary winthefLatin American dependency

theory provides a fruitful and necessary conceptaals for the analysis of capitalist
imperialism.
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Warm up exercise: The four Mars test — how many of you have heahetall? Marx,
Marti, Mariategui, Marini ?

Introduction

Marini provided a novel analysis: an original thetaral synthesis on the fundamental
role of super-exploitation that should be placethatcentre of future work on
imperialism. The Marxist wing of dependency schisdargely ignored in English
language reviews, except by Cristobal Kay, whoewsi the work of Marini and his
debate with Cardoso (Munck 1981 mentions, but do¢enter the debate). The Marini-
Cardoso debate is hugely important politically’'s-@n a par with Bernstein and
Luxemburg, and the issue at stake is fundamerttad\same, reform or revolution,
except here in the Latin American context. The tkebartainly generated heat, but also
light through a dialectical clarification of therezepts.

In Latin America at least, it is the work of Ruy da Marini that is most associated with
founding ‘the Marxist theory of dependency’. (Sot2D02: 5; see also Chilcote 2009).
Marini’s critical breakthrough was to connect degemcy and underdevelopment with

the super-exploitation of labour. His theory illurated and resonated with the experience
of Latin American workers, both as Latin Americamsl as workers.

As Sotelo explains, the concept of super-explatais central to the interconnected
strategic concepts theorising Latin American rgaliicluding: unequal exchange; sub-
imperialism and the state; and a bourgeoisie iategrwith imperialism. Marini’s first
significant work,Subdesarrollo y Revolucigrublished in 1967, places him firmly in the
dependency tradition; following A G Frank, Marimgaed that

“the history of Latin American underdevelopmenths history of the
development of the world capitalist system”.

Marini introduces the concept of super-exploitat8ubdesarrlollpbut it is inDialéctica
de la Dependencipublished in 1973 that he develops the idea syieaily, and
responds to some initial criticism from Cardosoefghis a fuller response from Marini
published in 1978, and in 1979 he publishetlisvalia extraordinaria y acumulacion de
capital’, in his own estimation a necessary complemei&téctica. | am not here
writing a full appreciation of Marini’s politicalreoretical contribution, but rather a
rudimentary introduction and will concentrate oa televant aspects of just these four
closely related works.

Sub y Revs a broad-brush historical materialist interpretanalysis starting with the late
nineteenth century inflow of foreign capital, wihecial focus on Brazil. Marini
introduces the concepts of super-exploitation artdisiperialism. From the examples
given, super-exploitation could be easily underdtas absolute surplus value (with some
ambiguities), however at the same time Marini ustdards, indeed emphasises, that
Brazil industrialised, i.e. through relative surphalue, under a technocratic military
dictatorship. There is a strong emphasis in Marmintra-bourgeoisie faction fights
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being portrayed as a struggle of the masses, eslyetirough the political form of
populism.

Direct Commentary on Dialéctica de la dependenci@®D)

Marini here approaches Latin America’s conditiordependency dialectically. He notes
that hitherto Marxists have fallen into two typdsoor when analysing capitalism in
Latin America. The first type of error is of a dacaire orthodoxy, characteristic of
economic histories, that seeks to render Latin Acaghrough pre-given theoretical
categories giving rise to a parallel discourse ketthe abstract and the concrete. The
second type of error, characteristic of Marxistiglogical studies, is an eclecticism
whereby social phenomena are explained by recoorsher theories that rather than an
enrichment of Marxism, are its negation.

The difficulty is real, one that arises becauseliin American economy presents
peculiarities or deformations when measured agaifstire capitalism’. It is therefore
not accidental that some studies conceive of litefisg pre-capitalist, but what needs to
be understood is that capitalism in Latin Ameriaall“‘never be able to develop in the
same way as it has developed in the capitalistao@@s that are called advanced.”

The challenge then is to study and explain “théi@aar form that dependent Latin
American capitalism ended up adopting”.

In DD, Marini places the necessity of super-explibiin of laboutbeforethe appearance
of imperialism as a world system as portrayed hyihbeand not in the export of capital,
nor in the export of commodities per se, but mpecdically in the imporbf
commodities into the most developed capitalist toes Marini’s analysis is tied to
Britain’s imperial relations from the mid-ninetebrdentury, which Lenin also pointed to
as anticipating elements of imperialism as a weytstem.

He argues: “The full development of capitalism imgiand was based on cheap food
imports allowing full specialization on industrindustrialisation and urbanisation could
not have taken place if they hadn’'t counted oncadjire means of subsistence supplied
in large part from Latin America. This allowed tindustrial countries to become world
producers of manufactures.”

Marini presses the point theoretically as well ssdnically:

“Beyond facilitating quantitative growth, the pargiation of Latin America in the
world market would contribute to the axis of acclation of the industrial
economy displacing from the production of abso&umlus value to relative
surplus valuethat is to say, that the accumulation dependec: oo the increase
in productivity of the worker more than their simpheir exploitation.
Nevertheless, the development of Latin Americardpation, that allowed the
region to cohelp this qualitative change in thetigtountries, is due
fundamentally to a greater exploitation of the vesrKt is this_contradictory
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character of Latin American dependenttyat determines the relations of
production in the overall capitalist system, whinbst claim our attention.”

The shift to modern industry and production of tigasurplus value had as a condition
greater exploitation of the Latin American worker.

In Marini’'s argument, the secret of unequal excleargjes on first clarifying the nature
of relative surplus value:

“It is essential to clarify the confusion that efteccur between the concept of
relative surplus value and productivity. In effethough it consitutes the
condition for relative surplus value, a greaterduaive capacity does not in itself
assure an increase in relative surplus value.”

He argues that

“Increase in labour productivity leads to more tlagoroportionate increase in
consumption of raw materials, this is associateti amn increase in the value
composition of capital, we have at the same timmarease in the rate of surplus
value and a decrease in the rate of profit.”

“This contradiction, (trpf) which is crucial for pdalist accumulation, is
counteracted through various means, directed eg¢asing the surplus value even
more, with the parallel of lowering constant calptitebrake the decline taking
place.”

Marini distinguishes between the organic compositbcapital, the reflection in value
relations of greater productivity, and the valuenposition as such. Latin American
imports can be either raw materials or foodstuffs,

“Latin America does not only feed the quantitatesg@ansion of the capitalist
production in the industrial countries, but conttés to overcoming the
stumbling blocks that the contradictory charactahe accumulation of capital
creates to its expansion.” [15]

He argues that the international market price ofdofnmodities is below their value; and
that to compensate for this squeeze on the thefitgrLatin American producers
suppress wage levels below the value of labour powes is the driver for super-
exploitation.

The problem presented by unequal exchange for lBatiarica is not precisely
that of counteracting the transfer of value, buterto compensate for a loss of
surplus value, which, incapable of stopping atiéhvel of international relations,
the reaction of the dependent economy is to congterisr it in the dimension of
internal production. The increase in the intensftyork appears, in this

4 0f 12



perspective, as an increase in surplus value, esthitairough a greater
exploitation of the worker and not in an increaséis productive capacity

In other words Marini proceeds from circulatiorpt@duction in the free trade period to
establish the logical necessity of super-explatatHe then proceeds to analyse class
dynamics in the dependent economy founded on si#oitation. The core problem for
dependent economies is that their

“axis of articulation was constituted by the indigtcountries, and centred
moreover in the industrial countries, Latin Amengaoduction did not depend
on the consumption capacity of the internal mafieits realization”

Although not an underconsumptionist, Marini recegsithe underconsumption of the
masses as a huge problem in the dependent econgaaiex] to the export of commodity
production. He takes forward the analysis to teistrialisation of the mid -20th
century and later turns of the spiral, neither bfclh overcame this problem.

Marx and Matrini
Its important that Marini sought to establish

“an intermediate theory, based on Marx’s theorétioastruction, that would lead
to an understanding of the caracter of underdewedop and dependency of the
Latin American economy and its specific legality”

The strength of Marini’s argument is that it bats fn with and develops Marx’s theory
of capitalismas a systenilo grasp how this dialectic of theory and persipeavorks we
need to recall the discussion in Chapter 16 of Wa&u ofCapital entitled ‘Absolute and
Relative Surplus Value’ where Marx states:

“Once the capitalist mode of production establisaed become general, the
difference between absolute and relative surpllisevimakes itself felt, whenever
there is a question of raising the rate of surplaiste. Assuming that labour-power is
paid for at its valuewe are confronted by this alternative: givengheductiveness of
labour and its normal intensity, the rate of susplalue can be raised only by the
actual prolongation of the working day; on the oti@nd, given the length of the
working day, that rise can be effected only by angje in the relative magnitudes of
the components of the working day, viz., neceskdogur and surplus-labour; a
change, which, if the wages are not to fall belbertalue of labour-power,
presupposes a change either in the productivemasgte intensity of the labour.”

But what about the assumption that labour-poweaid for at its value? Marx introduces
Chapter 17 ‘Changes of Magnitude in Price of Lab®awer and in Surplus-Value’ with
the following:
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“The value of labour-power is determined by theueadf the necessaries of life
habitually required by the average labourer. Thengjty of these necessaries is
known at any given epoch of a given societlyd can therefore be treated as a
constant magnitud&Vhat changes, is the value of this quantity”.

Marx does say there are two other factors, butueled them from the investigation. He
comes again to the double constraint at this poittte analysis:

“l assume (1) that commodities are sold at theluera(2) that the price of labour-
power rises occasionally above its value, but nsirées below it.”

‘On this assumption’ Marx then considers in dettad interplay between three factors
determining ‘the relative magnitudes of surplusdeahnd of price of labour-power’:

“(1) the length of the working day, or the extemsimagnitude of labour;

(2) the normal intensity of labour, its intensivagnitude, whereby a given
quantity of labour is expended in a given time;

(3) the productiveness of labour, whereby the squaatum of labour yields, in a
given time, a greater or less quantum of prodwepeddent on the degree of
development in the conditions of production.”

The assumption that commodities are sold at ttaurevis, as we know, relaxed in
Volume 3 where the necessary divergence of prama fralue of commodities that are
the product of capitals is examined, through theyams of a series of mediating
concepts. But what are we to make of the assumMenx makes here that the price of
the special commodity labour-power never sinksWwete value? The commodity labour-
power is different to all others, it is not a dirpcoduct of capital, rather it is the product
of social reproduction through class society. Bhatof labour-powers reproduced in
significantlydifferentclass societies, rather than in one given socigtg?xactly this
possibility,operating at the same level of abstraction as aldsaturplus value and
relative surplus valugvithin the established capitalist mode of produtithat Marini’s
treatment obliges us to confront.

Marini suggests at this point that super-explaitaitan be best understood as a
modification of Marx’s concept of absolute surpladue;

“The same thing would be able to say of the extansf the workday, that is to
say, of the increase of the absolute surplus vialite classical formas opposed
to that, what is treated here is to simply increhsdime of surplus labouthat is
that in which the laborer continues producing dft@ving created an equivalent
value to that of the means of subsistence for Wis consumption. There would
have to be indicated, finally, a third proceduhattconsists of reducing the
consumption of the laborer beyond its normal lidayt,which "the necessary fund
of consumption of the laborer is converted in fattide certain limits, in a
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capital accumulation fund" ,[19] implying thus aesfic way of enlarging the
time of surplus labour.”

Returning again to Marini’s concept of super-exioon:

“So now, the three mechanisms identified —the isifagation of work, the

extension of the working day and the expropriatarbehalf of the necessary
work to the laborer to replace its labor force—fagure a way of production
founded exclusively in the greater exploitatiortted worker, and not in the
development of his productive capacity”

He goes on:

“In capitalist terms, these mechanisms (that beside occcur, and normally do
occur, in combined form) signify that the labouoWy®er] is paid under its value,
[22] and they correspond, therefore, to a supelegation of labour’

Cardoso’s Critique

At first sight Marini’'s concept of super-exploitati is none other than a synonym for
absolute surplus value, a point which Cardoso sere Cardoso asks, if the periphery is
defined by absolute surplus value how can it intigte, ie. how is that capital in the
periphery can adopt production methods of increpsetative surplus value?

The second main critique is this, Cardoso agress th

“there is a real tendency in existence to maingaiage differential to the
damage of the workers in the periphery. That jgartant economically and
politically, provided that it be understood thag thase dynamic of that relation is
the process of the class struggle, and not an imagiron law. But Marini
invertsthe analysis and trips in the logiéle inverts because he takes as cause,
instead of the real history, a tendency that h@asgs theoretically to exisAnd

it trips because confuses cat with the hare.”

(cats and hares | think that this means puttingtrebefore the horse (?))

Marini’'s Response to Cardoso

Methodologically, Marini argues that Marxism ne¢al€xplain the class struggle:
“to examine the abstract as well as the concretenEhough marx said histiry is
the histoiry of class struggle he distinguisgeddagitalist mode of production
and studied its laws and contradictions in ordearto the proletariat in its

struggle against the bourgsoisie. He constructeamhaeptual apparatus of how
the proletariat struggles in this mode of productio
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Within the capitalist mode of production, thenr, kbarini (taken from his immediate
response in DD):

“the dependent economy — and hence labour supeitatin — appears as a
necessary condition of world capitalism, contradigthose, like Fernando
Henrigue Cardoso, understand it as an accidenggtéw its development.”

Cardoso is wrong to confuse super-exploitation wlibolute surplus value, Marini
argues, and it is false to portray Marini’s thessshat “That the capitalist development of
Latin America excludes increasing productivity”

Cardoso himself is only interested in relative tuspvalue. His error lies in assuming
that the higher form of surplus valpeecludesother forms. In contrast, Marini argues

“First, that capitalist production, on having dieyed the productive force of
labour, does not suppress but accentuates, theegeegloitation of the worker;
and second, that the combinations of forms of edipitexploitation are carried
out in an unequal way in the setting of one systmmerating socially different
formations according to the predominance of a oeftam”.

There has to be a different type of capitalist dgwment in the dependent country, that
does not block industrialisation, but conditionslit the context of industrialisation of
Brazil and LA:

“The problem then is to determine what charactee troduction of relative
surplus value and the increase in labour produttidssumes in the dependent
economy.”(emphasis in original)

Marini made further clarifications in 1978:

“In conditions marked by a net technological supety in the advanced
countries, the dependent economies had to fall backcompensation
mechanism that, allowing the increase in realisddesand surplus value, as well
as its rate, would counteract at least partialdyldsses of surplus value that it had
to subject itself to; this mechanism was the sigx@loitation of labour. This
explains the strong development of the Latin Ansriexport economy, despite
the unequal exchange, and the transfer of valudghtsaimplied.”

“Labour superexploitation is spurred by unequalhexge, but does not derive
from it, but from the profit [fever?] that the wdrinarket creates, and is based
fundamentally in the formation of a relative sugpopulationBut once an
economic process based on super-exploitation gatg gt sets in motion a
monstrous mechanism whose perversity, far fromgaiiiing, is accentuated on
the increase of the productiveness, by means detiaological development, is
also applied in the dependent economy.” [10]
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“My central thesis, upon which I insist in all mgxts, is other: dependent
capitalism, based on the super-explotation of wdirkprces the productive
apparatus from the necessities of consumptioneofrthssesaggravating a
general tendencgapitalist mode pf production; that is expresséthalevel of
diversification of the productive apparatus, in thenstrous growth of sumptuary
(luxury) production, with respect to the necesggrgds production sector and,
therefore in the equivalent distortion registemthie capital goods sector.”

Evaluation of Marini

Marini’s main strengths are, in my evaluation:

a) he seeks to show inductively and deductivedy,dialectically, how
dependency comes about through the workings ofdpéalist system.

b) he adopts a consistent class standpoint, henmrtsng class to the fore, both
in his analysis and politically

c) his concept of super-exploitation is a modexdfa-exploitation that does not
exclude absolute surplus value and relative sungdilige but interacts with these
two forms, workers can be paid less and increasie phoductivity.

d) he provides a basis, necessary but not suffidentackling the question of
unequal exchange.

But | also believe that Marini’s theoretical cobtrtion is incomplete; his solution is only
partially successful with respect to a) unequahexge and b) the conceptualisation of
super-exploitation against Marx’s surplus valueegaties. | say this not to diminish what
| believe are huge achievements, Marini has alrelaaye enough to prompt a completely
new reading of Marx.

Consequences of Marini’s Thought for Readings of Mix

From this aspect, the laws of motion of what isspreed to be the capitalist system
Marini’s analysis opens the following observations:

Imports of cheap foodstuffs and raw materials dffise tendency of the rate of
profit fall;

The value composition of capital, proportion of stamt capital to variable
capital, will change for a reason other than tee nh organic composition due to
increased productivity;

Modern Industry is based not only on the productibrelative surplus value by
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the factory workers, but on commaodities suppliedabpur overseas. Whilst
Marx recognises this concretely in the cases eksmoduction of cotton (“the
veiled slavery of the wage-workers in Europe neettedts pedestal, slavery
pure and simple in new world” p711) and Ireland §82-666), Marini pushes
this recognition further. Beyond the phase of ptiveiaccumulation, the Latin
American worker’s contribution was a condition loé transition from absolute
surplus value to relative surplus value within és¢ablished and generalised
capitalist mode of production, i.e. in the ‘freade’ period.

What Marx termed the general law of capitalist acglation, that production of surplus
value expels labour and tends to generate a relativplus population in society as a
whole, has to be modified to take into account ddpat capitalism.

Marini’s mode of analysis points out the divergelmaracteristics of export-oriented
dependent capitalism in Latin America from modeustry capitalism in England and
Europe, whilst retaining both within a conceptidriree system as a whole. But his
conception of the system is not only social retagion Europe, the development of
dependent capitalism is undeniably both part ofotverall mode of production and is
constrained and shaped by its subordinate relatitimn the system. The generalisation
of capitalist production into Latin America involyenore than the repetition and
diffusion of existing forms, it involved new forna$ surplus value extraction.

Note that this is a completely different framingnithe Laclau, Althusser approach. The
emphasis here is on modifying Marx’s ‘general ldwapital accumulation’ rather than
the so-called primitive accumulation. To put it snctly, rather than the external
articulation of the capitalist mode of productioithwpre-capitalist modes of production,
what is here conceived is the articulation of di#fg modes of exploitation of labour
within the expanding capitalist mode of producti®f.necessity this involves deepening
the concept of capitalist mode of production tdude the forms of exploitation
characteristic of the dependent economies. Thisitha theoretical challenge to be
grappled with.

Developing the theory of Unequal Exchange

The crucial point to get here is thatlue follows cost of productipnot the other way
round (as one might assume from Marx’s expositibgrx’s explanation of how relative
surplus value comes about provides an examplao€kain of reasoning. The individual
capital that first introduces machinery is abl¢aike advantage of the extra productivity
of its workforce by what Marx calls in Volume 1 thedividual value’ of the commodity
which is less than the ‘social value’. The capétails able to sell at a price above the
‘individual value’ yet below the social value arehp not only normal surplus value, but
an extraordinary surplus value.

[post presentation footnote: This thesis needtexplored in relation to the opening
chapters of Volume 3 and using Dussel’s carefuhdation of mediating categories.]
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What Marini shows above all is that to recognispeshelency is not to forego class
struggle nor abandon the struggle against one'sbmurgoisie. We might contrast this
with the converse case, those northern Marxistsse/edforts to deny dependency can
only lead to the opposite, abandonment of the dtasggle for the sake of compromise
with their own bourgeosie. Imperialism as atrocitgrthern marxism generally in denial
of the dependency thesis, in denial in Cohen’sesdmsth factual and interpretive denial.

General Conclusions

Unequal exchange is real, even if we still do rentéhan adequate theory of it. Reality
precedes the concept (Enriqgue Dussel)

Under capitalist production exploitation tends uper-exploitation (Balibar 1991:177);
we conceive of super-exploitation specifically aoanteracting influence of the
tendency of the rate of profit to fall.

This in turn raises a chain of distinct but ultielgtcombined contradictions in the
economies dominated by super-exploitation and thesefitting from it; as we see in a
world of currency wars, we used to say if pigs ddty, well now we have falling pigs
and flying BRICSAs; in the confrontation of the Ga&hin the G-20.

What distinguishes Marini from Frank is that he @ddes political economy as system as
well as history. What further distinguishes himnfrérank is he analyses the relations of
production as well as circulation.

Marini's is not only a theory of unequal exchargé,the phenomena of what is called
unequal exchange can de understood from his aedgsés of dependency.

Super-exploitation is the key concept in Marinfglgsis that has concerned us here, in

his words “la tesis central que alli se sostiesedecir, la de que el fundamento de la
dependencia es la superexplotacién del trabajo”

11 of 12



Bibliography

Balibar, Etienne (1991) ‘From Class Struggle tosSlass Struggle?’ iBalibar,
Etienne and Wallerstein, Immanuel Maurice (19R&ge, Nation, Class:
Ambiguous Identitie¥erso: London

Cardoso, F.H. and Serra, J. ‘Las desventuras dialiectica de la dependencia’ in
Revista Mexicana de Sociologf@imero especial, Facultad de Ciencias Politicas y
Sociales, UNAM, México, pp 9-55

Chilcote, Ronald H. (2009) ‘Celebrating the Lifedafhought of Ruy Mauro Marini’
Latin American Perspectivégovember 2009 36, pp 131-133

Dussel, Enrique (200Mjowards an Unknown Marx: A Commentary on the Marpisc
of 1861-63_ondon/New York: Routledge

Frank, Andre Gunder (197 Dapitalism and underdevelopment in Latin America :
historical studies of Chile and Brazil. Revisedtieti Harmondsworth : Penguin

Kay, Cristobal (1989)Latin American theories of development and
underdevelopmertondon: Routledge

Marini, Ruy Mauro (1974 [1967Bubdesarrollo y revolucigrfquinta edicion) Siglo
XXI Editores, México

Marini, Ruy Mauro (1991 [1973Dialéctica de la dependencidéxico: Ediciones Era

Marini, Ruy Mauro (1978) ‘Las razones del neodesksmo (respuesta a F. H. Cardoso
y J. Serra)’ inRevista Mexicana de Sociologfaimero especial, Facultad de Ciencias
Politicas y Sociales, UNAM, México, pp 57 -

Marini, Ruy Mauro (1979) ‘Plusvalia extraordinayiacumulacién de capital’
Cuadernos Politicgmum. 20, México, abril-junio, pp. 19-39.

Marx, Karl (1974a [1887]Capital Volume 1London: Lawrence and Wishart
Marx, Karl (1974b [1894]Capital Volume 3London: Lawrence and Wishart

Munck, Ronaldo (1981) ‘Imperialism and DependerRgcent Debates and Old Dead-
Ends’,Latin American Perspectivél 8 No 3-4 (Late Summer/ Autumn 1981), pp.162-
179

Sotelo Valencia, Adrian (2002) "La vigencia del Pamiento Marxista de Ruy Mauro
Marini y la Teoria de la Dependencia” Revista Tey&sentro de Estudios
Latinoamericanos (CELA) Estudios Latinoamericar®BEL(A) Justo Arosemenena,
mayo-agosto de 2002, pp. 75-87, Panama, Repuldi€adama
http://www.redem.buap.mx/pdf/adrian/adrian11.pdf

12 of 12



