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ABSTRACT
In this contribution to the history of theory, the author reconsiders 
the impact of the Latin American dependency paradigm on Europe. 
The analysis does not deal with the reception of the Latin American 
dependency school itself, the focus lies on elements of this school as 
they were used to explain the European situation in the 1970s and 
1980s. For that purpose, it delineates research networks and their 
analyses of core-periphery relations in Europe. All these networks 
had a critical attitude towards the old development paradigm. Some 
called it development ‘from above’ or ‘to the outside’. A new paradigm 
was to include strategic elements of a ‘selective spatial closure’ and 
‘self-reliance’. For many, the European integration process played an 
important role in their estimates of future developments. Much of this 
analysis still seems relevant and topical today. The author considers it 
fruitful to take up the research agenda of the ‘European dependency 
school’, to re-define it and adapt it to altered contemporary 
circumstances.

[D]espite the relevance of dependency theories to European problems, they have made lit-
tle headway in our universities. There are other reasons, apart from our parochialism and […] 
linguistic weaknesses […]. First, an explicitly interdisciplinary school does not fit readily into 
the typical unidisciplinary syllabi and research programmes. Perhaps more important, its style 
runs counter to prevailing academic fashions. An economist, in particular, who picks up a book 
by a dependency theorist is likely to notice the lack of algebra. […] The fashionable models 
are mathematical, and to the greatest extent possible, quantifiable. This is understandable. It 
would be very convenient if only social problems could be reduced to algebraic functions: the 
solutions would then be straightforward. […] Many of the propositions of dependency theory 
cannot easily be cast in mathematical terms, still less are they readily quantifiable. The theory 
is in large part about hierarchies, institutions and attitudes. (Seers 1981, 15)

Introduction

Dudley Seers, the eminent representative of a group of researchers I subsume as ‘European 
Dependency School’, emphasized the importance of core-periphery relations in European 
integration in as early as the 1970s. At the beginning of the inquiry into this group of scholars, 
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the core-periphery struggles within the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) – and not the 
refugee situation or a possible exit of Great Britain from the European Union (EU) – seemed 
to be the most severe cracks in the EU that might lead to disintegration. What they indicated 
was that social and politico-economic conflicts were again expressed along territorial/spatial 
lines. While, the term “periphery” has found its way into everyday language, however, the 
role of the “core” or the causal relationship between core and periphery are most often 
neglected.

Whether one uses the terms “centre” or “core” depends pretty much on the linguistic frame 
of reference. Based on the literature in English that I am referring to, I will use the term “core” 
(cf. Weissenbacher 2016 for definitions). In social sciences, early distinctions between core 
and periphery in capitalism by Werner Sombart (German historical school) had not provided 
a theory of such relations. It was theory making from the periphery, namely Latin American 
structuralism (above all Raúl Prebisch) beginning in the 1940s, which started constructing 
such a theoretical framework (Love 1996, 134, 2011, 26). About the same time in the “global 
north”, “polarization theory” began deliberating on core-periphery relations, François Perroux 
in the 1940s and Gunnar Myrdal and Albert Hirschman in the 1950s (cf. Becker, Lengauer, 
and Weissenbacher 2008). In Latin America, the dependency paradigm gained momentum 
in the 1960s, when optimistic expectations on peripheral capitalism by structuralists (e.g. 
that import substitution would counter polarizing effects of international trade) were dis-
appointed (Palma 1981, 50f.).

I am using the term dependency paradigm, because some of the major authors explicitly 
denied the sense of working on a dependency theory (cf. Cardoso 1977, 15). In the past, 
discussions of this heterogeneous group of authors used terms like school, conceptual frame-
work, analysis, or perspective. Referring to Thomas Kuhn, Ronald Chilcote (1978, 56) sug-
gested the use of dependency model, in the sense of the paradigm of a scientific community: 
A hegemonic “normal science” generally shows resistance against change, even more so in 
social science where scientific revolutions seem to correspond (more) to changes in the 
social and political sphere (cf. Hurtienne 1984, 8f.). Different theoretical approaches of the 
“dependency paradigm” tried to tie together social and spatial hierarchies in the framework 
of one global capitalism with different regional situations. They explored origins of depend-
ence and delineated exits from constraints. They were pessimistic about peripheral devel-
opment inherent to capitalism and saw socialism as alternative. Authors from the Latin 
American dependency school were soon translated and discussed but the hegemonic main-
stream in economics remained pretty much unimpressed by the dependency paradigm. To 
be sure, economic geography (Krugman 1991) did introduce, spatial economics using 
core-periphery terminology but the underlying basic models do not seem to recognize 
politico-economic hierarchies. Dependency works helped to fill a theoretical void elsewhere. 
They

were very quickly received – as sheet anchor in a political and theoretical emergency – by the 
liberal left wing of the international development theory community, and formed the base for 
a new understanding of causes of underdevelopment and possible solutions to overcome it. 
(Thomas Hurtienne 1981, 106, cf. endnotes for literature overview)

In Latin America, the structuralist attempts to explain dependence (“Cepalismo”) were 
based on a mixture of critical approaches analysing asymmetrical integration into the cap-
italist world market, and included elements of Keynesian analysis (CEPAL n.d.). They showed 
clear weaknesses in the 1960s, and were challenged by the dependency school (Palma 1981, 
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50f ). In Europe (and worldwide), the critical juncture for the Keynesian paradigm came in 
the 1970s. That was a decade of caesura in the restructuring process of capitalism in the 
twentieth century. Crisis of global capitalism had reached the core countries in Europe. 
Similar to the dependency school in Latin America, the prevailing paradigm was challenged 
from the left also in Europe. From the end of the 1970s to the mid-1980s, a couple of research 
networks inquired into uneven development in Europe. Similar to the dependency school 
in Latin America, they observed (and challenged) uneven patterns of integration into the 
capitalist system. With this inquiry into the history of theory, I pool a very heterogeneous 
group of authors into a “school” because they used – some more, some less explicitly – 
aspects of the dependency paradigm that still appear fruitful for present day discussions.

Research networks of the ‘European dependency school’

Some researchers in these networks looked back at personal experiences in Santiago de 
Chile, which had been an important center of the Latin American dependency school before 
the coup d’état against the government of Salvador Allende in 1973. The Viennese regional 
development scientist Walter Stöhr and the US-American regional planner John Friedmann 
had been advisors to the newly founded Chilean planning bureau in the 1960s (Soms García 
2010, 45). Interestingly, Stöhr had been ‘senior regional planning advisor for the US-American 
Ford Foundation in Santiago’ (Stöhr 2001, 269), and the political scientist Nohlen (n.d.) had 
become representative of the German Christian-Democrat Konrad Adenauer Stiftung in Chile. 
The British development economist, development advisor, and later researcher in develop-
ment studies, Dudley Seers (1983a, xi) had worked for the United Nations Economic 
Commission of Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLA/CEPAL) ‘in 1957–61 under Raul 
Prebisch […], and alongside Osvaldo Sunkel, as well as many other Latin American econo-
mists, who were evolving the “structuralist” and “dependency” approaches’.

In the 1970s, social scientists from the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) at the 
University of Sussex started dealing with questions of the European periphery using methods 
from development studies on the European situation (Seers 1977). Members of the European 
Association of Development Institutes (EADI) joined in and formed a ‘European Periphery 
Group’ (Seers 1983b, ixff). ‘Periphery’ was soon dropped from the name because core coun-
tries also had peripheral regions, which were to be analysed as well (Seers 1983c, 519f.). The 
group was very heterogeneous. Moreover, this paper considers a group of researchers from 
the German Development Institute (GDI), within EADI above all Stefan Musto (1982, 1985a), 
a sideline of EADI. GDI researchers did a number of important studies on the peripheral 
enlargement of the (back then) European Community. Another network was strongly influ-
enced by the dependency paradigm: The school of world system analysis of the Fernand 
Braudel Center in Binghamton organized discussions on European core-periphery relations 
in the early 1980s (Arrighi 1985). A third group met for a symposium on ‘Regional policies 
and political decentralization in Southern Europe’ in Heidelberg in 1984. Its geographical 
focus was on Italy, Portugal and Spain, its research questions dealt with uneven development, 
political decentralization and regional policies. The network used theoretical approaches 
from development studies, especially the ‘dependency paradigm’, for the analysis of European 
regions (Nohlen and Schultze 1985a, 7).

I distinguish between these networks in their temporary organizational form, and not in 
a strict sense. Stöhr (1983a, 1985a) participated in the EADI- and Heidelberg networks, but 
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in his work he also referred to Immanuel Wallerstein from the Binghamton network (Stöhr 
1983b, 117). Friedmann (1983) took part in the EADI-network but was also reference for a 
number of other authors (e.g. Nohlen 1985, 12). He was editor and author of a collection on 
‘Self-Reliant Development in Europe’ (Bassand et al. 1986), based on a conference of the 
Swiss research programme on regional problems, held in cooperation with the Swiss National 
Commission for UNESCO: ‘[T]he strategy of self-reliance was accepted from the outset as a 
legitimate theoretical and political alternative to the long dominant export-oriented nature 
of regional studies and regional policies’ (Brugger and Stuckey 1986, 2). Having its concepts 
applied to capitalist core countries, the dependency paradigm had become close to the 
threshold of being accepted in the mainstream of social science. In the paper at hand, I 
cannot offer a comprehensive overview of all networks and authors that used aspects of the 
dependency paradigm on Europe, not even in English or German. I will focus on networks 
and authors closer to international or regional development studies. There were a couple 
of other important contributions influenced by the Latin American Dependency School. The 
renowned Hungarian economic historians Berend and Ránki (e.g. 1982) ‘started out as 
dependency theorists critical of nationalist interpretations of Hungarian economic history’ 
(Reill 2011, 5), ‘having borrowed the terms [core and periphery] from [Immanuel] Wallerstein’ 
(Love 2011, 33). Here, however, Ránki (1985) is included in the ‘European Dependency school’, 
because he participated in the Binghamton network. Lipietz (1987, 13), an early author of 
the (French) Regulation Theory, also followed dependency authors. The state and class the-
orist Nicos Poulantzas engaged with Latin American scholars of dependency (e.g. Fernando 
Cardoso and others at a seminar in Mexico in 1971, cf. Benítez 1998, 353–398). Holman (2002, 
409) called the analyses of Lipietz and Poulantzas versions ‘of dependency theory for 
Southern Europe’.

Furthermore, there were other research networks engaging with questions of uneven 
development and the European periphery at that time. A conference at the University of 
Durham in 1982 (‘National and Regional Development in the Mediterranean Basin’) led to a 
collection selecting 13 contributions (Hudson and Lewis 1985a). In context of the ‘Durham-
network’, Southern Europe included six countries (France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain and 
Turkey) ‘that are most closely associated with Northern Europe’ (Hudson and Lewis 1985b, 
2). Empirical case studies should close a research gap in order to refine the theoretical frame-
work for systematic comparative analysis. It was hoped

that we will be able to build up comparative studies during the 1980s which will give generaliza-
tions about Southern European ‘Models of Development’ a closer relationship to contemporary 
reality than they now enjoy. (Hudson and Lewis 1985b, 1)

Hudson and Lewis (1984), again, were among the twelve contributors of a volume that was 
the outcome of a colloquium at the University of Exeter (Williams 1984a), where consider-
ations from the dependency school and world system analysis were included (Williams 
1984b).

Old paradigms and new crises (since the 1970s)

The Fordist model of post-World War II capitalism, in its ‘complete’ variant in the capitalist 
core and its ‘incomplete’ version of the global and European South, faded in the 1970s. 
Discussions on an ideal type of capitalist development, as put forward by modernization 
theory or similar survivals in some of Latin American dependency authors’ writings (that 
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meant to explain how such an alleged ideal type had been blocked, cf. Palma 1981; Altvater 
1988, 156) were of no importance for the European dependency school. For them, the old 
development paradigm ‘from above’ (cf. Stöhr and Taylor 1981a) had been entirely discred-
ited. Industrialization and class relations in the European South differed markedly from 
alleged role models in modernization theory (cf. Giner 1985; Hadjimichalis 1983; Woodward 
1985). Transnational companies (TNC) had begun to integrate Southern European countries 
into their realm already in the 1960s, well before the Southern enlargement of the EC brought 
political integration (Hadjimichalis and Varou-Hadjimichalis 1980; Vaitsos 1982a, 143). (Similar 
things were said about Eastern Europe from the 1970s onwards, Hager 1985, 67, cf. Komlosy 
2006, 85–91.) Early accounts pointed out that transnational capital had strong influence on 
regional development, leading to monopolistic structures without modernization in industry 
(Holland 1979, 142f.), industrial and technological dependency in the wake of a weak national 
bourgeoisie (Muñoz, Roldán, and Serrano 1979, 166f; Nikolinakos 1985, 203), dependent 
integration into European division of labour (Nikolinakos 1985, 205; Vaitsos 1982a, 146) and 
(following Osvaldo Sunkel) to national disintegration (Evangelinides 1979, 185). The pene-
trative dynamics of transnational capitalism were highlighted. The functional integration of 
regions into TNC networks was described as a power struggle that had (temporarily) been 
decided against regional societies (‘function over territory’) although it was pointed out that 
TNC needed regions (‘territory’) in order to shift the burden of production on to society 
(Friedmann and Weaver 1979, 171).

For those few who had theoretical perceptions of the state, Nicos Poulantzas seems to 
have played an important role in their analyses: For Logan (1985, 150ff.), integration into 
transnational capitalism had aggravated contradictions between traditional and ‘modern’ 
capitalist elites, which had finally led to the end of dictatorships in Southern Europe. He 
pointed out ‘that “modern” elites […] are intimately interlocked with international capital. 
Their future is not a development pattern leading to a more independent national economy, 
but indeed in some ways to a more dependent role in the world-system’ (Logan 1985, 150). 
Keyder (1985, 147) emphasized ‘the conflict between pro-European and pro-American frac-
tions during the late 1960s and the early 1970s’. Costis Hadjimichalis (1983, 136) highlighted 
Poulantzas’ concept of authoritarian statism that ‘corresponds to the current phase of 
advanced monopoly capitalism, in the way that the liberal state referred to the competitive 
stage of capitalism’. Most Western European countries had seen ‘intensified State control 
over every sphere of socio-economic life, combined with extensive spatial policies’ since the 
1960s. In Southern Europe (Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain) this new form of state acquired 
distinctive features since 1975. They seemed ‘to be more “open” and “democratic” compared 
to the recent experience of fascism and military dictatorship’ (ibid). New democratic liberties 
developed but integration into (new) international division of transnational capitalism 
brought a new authoritarian statism as well.

Crisis and integration into TNC capitalism had consequences. Worded in conventional 
economic language, (too) late comers in capitalist industrialization ran into ‘pre-mature 
de-industrialization’ (cf. Palma 2008). ‘European dependency scholars’ engaged with different 
aspects of conventional economic theory. Hierarchical TNC structures appeared in conflict 
with traditional perceptions in economic science. TNC ‘have developed’, as Vaitsos (1980, 34) 
observed, ‘into the most centrally planned, monitored, controlled and managed economic 
entities in the world economy. The Soviet or Chinese economies fall short of them in the 
extent of non-participation by constituent parts in central planning and overall 
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decision-making’. The ‘European dependency school’ criticized, however, also mainstream 
liberal economic theory, which was perceived in two variants, neo-classical and Keynesian. 
They were seen Eurocentric but still influential for and in the periphery, because in the 
periphery, too, social scientists were educated in patterns similar to core doctrines. ‘[T]heir 
theoretical equipment was twice removed from reality – it reflected the doctrines developed 
for other countries in response to earlier events’ (Seers 1980a, 6). Authors dealing with 
regional development seem to have been particularly detailed in their criticism. As conver-
gence between poor and rich regions did not materialize as hypothesized by neo-classical 
economics, Keynesian regional policies were adopted, as Stöhr and Tödtling (1979, 138) 
wrote, ‘as crutches to try to make the neo-classical model work’ (e.g. manipulation of factor 
prices: incentives for capital investments or employment, or regional distribution of external 
resources: public investments into infrastructure). Nohlen and Schultze (1985b, 27ff.), too, 
emphasized that Keynesian and neo-classical concepts of regional development would not 
differ in their strategies but only in their instruments. Both concepts supposed endogenous 
causes for ‘modernization deficits’, both considered external impulses necessary in order to 
overcome market imbalances. Functional integration and specialization by division of labour 
would be necessary to reach equilibrium, which was facilitated through ‘trickle-down’ effects. 
The logic of modelling treated regions as functional regions without history and geography, 
and market equilibrium was to be reached in long term. The overall economy had to grow 
before additional wealth could be distributed regionally. Regional policy was subordinated 
to the national economy, whereby infrastructure investments furthered functional 
integration.

Stöhr (1983b, 120) described the old development paradigm as one ‘from above’ and 
‘from outside’. He characterized it by dependency on global demand and global innovation 
centres, whose effects were supposed to spread in a hierarchical process via private capital 
transfer and public funds (Stöhr 1981, 61, 1983c, 284ff). The expectation that development 
processes would be triggered by market mechanisms (‘spill-over’, ‘trickle-down’) did not 
materialize. Instead, the institutional, cultural, legal and often military penetration of periph-
eral regions eroded the development potentials and increased dependencies (Stöhr 1985a, 
229f.). Moreover, the crisis of the 1970s made clear that also capitalist core countries had 
entered a phase of structural adjustment. This dashed remaining hopes on trickle-down and 
spill-over effects. Peripheral regions ‘increasingly needed to consider making regional devel-
opment more endogenous’ (Stöhr 1983a, 7). As a solution to crisis, however, more spatial 
specialization prevailed, establishing a new international division of labour and further spa-
tial hierarchization (Stöhr 1983b, 121, 1985b, 7&12). Regional policies of nation states led to 
deeper integration into the world market, and motivating export orientation further 
increased the functional disintegration of regions: ‘The increased opening up of regional 
structures to external influence, particularly in peripheral areas, led to an increased exposure 
to external shocks and a reduced resilience’ (Stöhr 1983a, 11).

Impossible but inevitable? Peripheral Integration into the EC

Authors of the ‘European dependency school’ wrote before and during the second enlarge-
ment of the European Community (EC). The history of European integration was perceived 
to have been confrontational. It is doubtful whether the metaphor of a ‘peace union’ would 
have made sense for any of the authors. Confrontations in the cold war were too present, 
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when the US motivated Western European integration against the USSR. The institutional 
arrangement of the European integration might be best called economically ordo-liberal 
and politically conservative and anti-communist. Above all it was Christian democratic pol-
iticians who furthered the integration process. Regulation and the laissez-faire principle 
coexisted in the founding years of European integration. The founders of the EC, as Seers 
(1982, 4) put it, intended an ‘institutional laissez-faire system’, which ‘would make it difficult 
for any really left-wing government of the future to exercise controls and carry out far-reach-
ing social changes’. Similar things were observed for the economic framework. Laissez-faire 
was seen as the ‘appropriate doctrine’ (Seers 1982, 1) for technological leaders. This ‘would 
ensure that its industrial structures were made more efficient by exposure to competition, 
and contribute to the re-establishment of international free trade, which was an essential 
element in this neo-colonial scenario’ (Seers 1982, 4). The policy of competition was written 
as fundamental ideology into the Treaty of Rome in 1958. It could always be used as an 
argument against regional and industrial policies that would ‘distort’ competition (Kiljunen 
1980, 212f.; Musto 1985b, 87f.), as soon as such policies would be communitarized (which 
only started in 1973 when core countries were hit by crisis). On the other hand, common 
agricultural policy (CAP) was characterized by high regulatory policies and subsidies, which 
made the Community increasingly autarchic (Seers 1982, 4). The distributive system of EC 
social and regional funds was judged insufficient; the rich club EC6 unwilling and unable to 
eliminate regional disparities. The idea that a ‘trickle-down’ principle would be able to solve 
regional problems was related to a possible disintegration, because within the EC ‘[t]he 
concentration of economic power now seems in some ways comparable to that in the 
Hapsburg Empire, where it was one of the causes of the latter’s downfall’ (Seers 1982, 10).

Anti-communist sentiments in West German society that had been ingrained during fas-
cism and the cold war influenced the southern enlargement of the EC. They were used to 
marginalize parties sceptical of EC membership: 

All parties in West Germany, and the government itself, have demonstrated an almost hysterical 
opposition to leftist alliances, including communists or other left-socialist forces, coming to 
power in the applicant countries. This attitude is the other side of the coin of close and cordial 
relations with the governments and Socialist Parties of the applicants. This close relationship 
is used to impress on Socialist Parties and governments West German anti-communism and 
anti-leftism. […] [I]t blinds the German government and parties to the very important points 
made by these parties, especially the Portuguese Communists and the Greek PASOK (which 
have both opposed their countries applications for Community membership), against exces-
sive optimism about the benefits of eventual membership, and of the exclusive orientation of 
their countries’ economies towards the highly industrialised states of Western Europe which it 
probably implies (Deubner 1982, 47).

There is considerable literature on the second enlargement of the EC that deals critically 
with the enlargement scenario and an integration of ‘unequal partners’ (cf. Weissenbacher 
2016). In a nutshell, the structural imbalances increased to the extent to which peripheral 
countries/regions entered the EC. The Italian Mezzogiorno was joined by Ireland in 1973, 
Greece in 1981 and Portugal and Spain in 1986. Originally the EC was a club of six wealthy 
countries that had established its regulations during an economic boom phase. The first 
enlargement coincided with the crisis of 1973–5, the second started with the global recession 
of 1980–2. The EC was not institutionally prepared for such a situation, peripheral countries 
accessing the EU experienced crisis instead of convergence. Consequently, a common (bal-
ancing) EC industrial policy ranked top on the agenda of dependency authors dealing with 
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integration. It is generally known that a common industrial policy has remained a desider-
atum, indicating that ‘community’ ends where competition begins (cf. Deubner 1982, 52f.; 
Vaitsos 1980, 33).

A balancing EC industrial production system would have been implemented at the expense 
of core countries, but maintaining the EC asymmetric industrial system would impair devel-
opment prospects of peripheral countries (cf. Musto 1982, 76). Alternatively, a substantial 
system of subsidies could have brought about some balance but this remained a desideratum 
as well. Core countries profited from the status quo, a lack of (common) industrial policy 
turned out to be a policy that privileged stronger competitors. Above all FRG was in the 
comfortable position to agree to changes only if it perceived them adequate (or as a means 
of exchange for other concessions). The ‘model Germany’ proceeded on the assumption that 
all countries could gain characteristics similar to those of the FRG (international competitive-
ness, technological capacity, political stability and ideological cohesion). In reality, the FRG 
boasted a permanent and destabilizing trade surplus vis-à-vis its European neighbours, and 
used an uneven European division of labour (Schlupp 1980, 178). From the crisis in the 1970s 
onwards, peripheral countries in Europe saw their labour-intensive industries (e.g. textiles) 
impaired by the new low wage competition from Asia amidst a situation when EC core coun-
tries tried to find a way to defend their industries themselves, e.g. with the Multifibre 
Arrangements since 1974 (Musto 1985b, 93ff.; Ashoff 1983). Furthermore, their developing 
industries were categorized sensitive by EC because they were perceived as over-producing 
in EC context (e.g. ship building). Stefan Musto (1982, 70) summarized as follows: 

Enlargement will not in itself cause these problems, but it will aggravate and accentuate them. 
In the present circumstances, it would seem difficult to lessen their effect, since the Community, 
being geared in every way to the needs of highly developed industrial countries, does not have 
sufficient structural policy instruments. […] The strategic question is not how the negative con-
sequences of enlargement should be offset with the present division of labour […] but what 
new forms of the division of labour are needed to eliminate the disintegrating effects of the 
structural imbalances in the Community.

In the 1970s, a Pax Germanica began replacing the Pax Americana in Europe. The Deutsche 
Mark as anchor currency replaced the US-dollar as key currency. Early decisions on a currency 
union (1969) as a step towards a political union were, however, postponed, and replaced by 
a European Monetary System (EMS) in 1979. EMS was seen as a replacement for the Bretton 
Woods System (Tsoukalis 1982, 164). In this paper, the comprehensive and complex story 
(cf. Danescu 2013; Marsh 2011; Tsoukalis 1997) is confined to a few aspects concerning the 
European periphery. Caught in trade deficit and liquidity constraints, the name of the game 
was soon to be austerity: The EMS ‘could, like the gold standard, easily increase rather than 
reduce inequality, in the absence of policies to stop this happening’ (Seers 1982, 10). Seers’ 
analysis (from 1980b, 19) still sounds familiar regarding today’s currency union: 

Those [countries] in deficit […] have to adopt deflationary policies. The more complete the 
degree of integration, the more serious this asymmetry is likely to be. If governments in an 
economic community have given up trade restrictions, foreign exchange control and even 
freedom to vary the exchange rate, then the only short-term weapons left to deal with a reces-
sion in exports (or rise in import prices) are fiscal and monetary policies that lower the level 
of employment – and wage controls to reduce costs and purchasing power. The effect is that 
the governments of peripheral economies in an integrated system become highly dependent 
on those of its core; if the latter give greater priority to curbing price inflation than to reducing 
unemployment, there is little the former can do but resign themselves to accepting this priority 
and shaping their own policies accordingly.
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FRG representatives did not strive for a common currency, as 
strong preference for the status quo […] has enormously strengthened the negotiation power 
of Germany, thus enabling it in most cases to impose its own terms with respect to the transition 
and the contents of the final stage of the EMU. (Tsoukalis 1997, 171)

 The German position envisaged coordinating economic policies and stabilizing economies 
first. Having said that, coordination did not mean, as we have seen, finding a balance in the 
productive sector, but assuming that all countries could be similarly competitive as the FRG. 
Adjustment pressure lay upon the peripheral countries.

All in all, authors of the ‘European dependency school’ were very sceptical regarding the 
integration process. Dudley Seers (1979, 29) sardonically remarked: ‘Enlargement seems 
impossible: yet it simultaneously appears inevitable’. The alternative would be a ‘true’ inte-
gration which would require much more capital in order to re-construct the agrarian and 
industrial sectors. A ‘Community self-reliance’ was envisaged, similar to a ‘collective self-re-
liance’ among countries of the global South. 

Yet if there are no major reforms in the Community, there will be, after the enlargement, serious 
dualism, indeed a sort of colonial system. In the poorer group which already suffers whenever a 
government of the core adopts financially restrictive policies, the effects could be more severe 
if they gave up the possibility of adopting measures to protect their national economy. (Seers 
1982, 11)

 Other authors, too, argued in favour of a progressive integration policy but considered it 
similarly unlikely. The EC would not be able to externalize costs of a development model, 
the way the FRG does, argued Manfred Bienefeld (1980, 303ff.). Constantine Vaitsos (1982b, 
244f.) considered – if a balancing policy failed to materialize – Portugal and Greece as future 
variants of Puerto Rico in Europe. What would make the situation more difficult was that, 
with the integration of Comecon countries, one periphery could be played off against the 
other. As Hadjimichalis (1994, 27) pointed out, the ‘southern fringes have lost one important 
political parameter in their negotiations to avoid disintegrative effects’: 

[W]e must notice that German capitalists now have plenty of cheap and well-educated labour 
from ex-socialist countries in situ, and new immigrants are filling blue-collar jobs held by south-
ern Europeans during the 1960s and 1970s. […] This means that Germans and other central 
Europeans are no longer willing to pay for the reproduction of cheap labour in the south. (via 
structural funds etc.)

A new paradigm and a political plan B

The old paradigm had at best (during the boom phase) brought ‘growth without develop-
ment’ and enforced existing structural imbalances. Other than modernization theory and 
liberal economic theories, authors of the ‘European dependency school’ recognized devel-
opment gaps in interregional and international structures caused by capitalist industrial 
production and division of labour. A complete new start, a new paradigm and a process of 
change were considered inevitable. Categorizing the different approaches of the ‘European 
dependency school’ could be carried out only very cautiously. These authors were no revo-
lutionaries, even if their arguments may sound revolutionary today. Palma (1981, 59) classifies 
authors from the EADI network (Seers et al.) among the developers of the structuralist ECLA/
CEPAL-tradition, which does not share optimism regarding catching-up capitalist develop-
ment. If one considers the CEPAL-tradition more reformist and pragmatic, most scholars of 
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the ‘regional development group’ (e.g. Stöhr, Nohlen, Friedmann) of the ‘European depend-
ency school’ fit that classification even more. (Hadjimichalis, due to his Marxist approach, 
would be an exception.) Clearly, all of them perceived the need to change the framework, 
the capitalist world economy (e.g. Nohlen and Schultze 1985b, 52). Without a practical and 
promising course of action, the existing room to manoeuvre was to be departed from. 
Manfred Bienefeld (IDS) pleaded not to be overly puristic in the use of concepts, and not to 
use them as ends in themselves: 

[T]he defensible version of dependency is based on the more plausible and less restrictive 
assumption that socialism could be regarded as a potentially desirable object of immediate 
political struggle in the context of many developing countries, not because it held out the 
promise of an immediate transformation to an ideal type of socialism, but because it raised the 
possibility that in spite of political weaknesses and obstacles a substantial increase in the social 
control exercised over the economic process could prove to be progressive […]. In an interna-
tional context this control would, of course, initially be exercised through the agency of the 
state, and its orientation would necessarily be based on some definition of a national interest. 
[…] [In the debate about ‘the transition to socialism’ the question should be asked] whether or 
not a greater degree of social control can be imposed on the development process through the 
mechanism of the state, and whether this control can be (or is being) exercised in the interests 
(short- or long-term) of the great majority of the members of that society. (Bienefeld 1981, 86)

But how was that going to be achieved in political terms? Traditional Marxists often eyed 
the dependency paradigm critically: Szentes (1983, 108), also a member of EADI, argued: 

[I]t may even turn into an apologetics, namely in defence of the domestic ruling leadership, the 
local ruling and exploiting classes, exempted from any responsibility. A progressive policy needs 
not only a progressive theory but also some guiding principles for practical implementation, an 
advice on the priorities and the feasible alternatives, and an expertise of how to assess the latter.

 The political geographer Edward Soja (1985, 176) criticized what he labelled ‘new territori-
alism’ (regionalists from the ‘European dependency school’: Friedmann and Weaver 1979; 
Stöhr and Taylor 1981a), ‘for its overly romantic and utopian presentation of regionalism, 
regional planning and the territoriality of social life; and for its obfuscating interpretation of 
the history of capitalist development, the role of the state, and the nature of territorial pol-
itics’. Soja (1980, 209&222, cf. also Hadjimichalis (Soja and Hadjimichalis 1979), who contrib-
uted to the EADI network) offered an important contribution to reconcile the opposing poles 
in the discussion, namely ‘spatial determinism’ and ‘socially constructed space’, respectively. 
He suggests the concept of ‘socio-spatial dialectic’. Space was socially produced and organ-
ized. Two axes of conflict arise from the capitalist mode of production, a vertical (class con-
flicts) and a horizontal (core-periphery) one. Both are seen as inseparable, both can be 
explained in their interrelation only. He mentions two forms of class struggle: ‘Thus the 
transformation of capitalism can occur only through the combination and articulation of a 
horizontal (periphery vs. centre) and vertical (working class vs. bourgeoisie) class struggle, 
by transformation on both the social and spatial planes’ (Soja 1980, 224). In the process, 
spatial resistance must not be monopolized by anti-egalitarian policies: 

The two forms of class struggle can be made to appear in conflict, especially with the manipu-
lation of territorial identities under bourgeois nationalism, regionalism, and localism. But when 
territorial consciousness is based on the exploitative nature of capitalist relations of production 
and reproduction, and not on parochialism and emotional attachment to place, it is class con-
sciousness. The production of space has indeed been socially obfuscated and mystified in the 
development of capitalism, and this has allowed it to be used against class struggle. (ibid, 224)
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 In his last book, The Political Economy of Nationalism, Dudley Seers (1983a) seems to have 
drawn on such considerations. He discussed progressive national governments’ room to 
manoeuvre. Selective decoupling (self-reliance) plays an important role in these delibera-
tions. Single governments were seen unable to change the course of international political 
economy. A progressive but pragmatic policy of a government, however, should try and go 
as far left and South (N-E square in Seers’ Figure 1) without risking a coup d’état. The ideo-
logical map shall contribute to tell friend from foe (Seers 1983a, 47f.). TNC interests are found 
in the AN-AE square but also some local capitalists, and a small group of workers’ aristocracy. 
Coalitions can be formed across squares, e.g. the coalition against the Allende government 
in Chile included the right top and bottom squares (Seers 1983a, 187, Endnote 2).

With the collapse of the traditional development paradigm, authors more oriented to 
regional development searched for alternatives as well. This was not called ‘socialist’ but 
clearly included anti-capitalist or post-capitalist approaches regarding property, participa-
tion, distribution, allocation, competition, democracy, free trade, control of resources, plan-
ning and the treatment of the natural environment. ‘Selective self-reliance’ was the term for 
a self-reliant development model that was to counter penetration from the outside, and to 
be based primarily on its own resources. Even if, in a globalized world, such a model could 
not aim at autarchy it was seen to need forms of selective decoupling called ‘selective spatial 
closure’. Stöhr called the alternative development ‘from below’. It was meant to be imple-
mented on a local, regional, or national level (Stöhr 1985a, 232, cf. Stöhr 1981, 45; more 
detailed: Stöhr and Tödtling 1979, 152ff.). Dieter Nohlen (1985, 12) called his concept 
‘region-centred development’ or ‘periphery up and inward development strategy’. 
Emancipation was central to these considerations, just as a very broad development concept 
that, rather than being restricted to economic growth included employment, social equality, 
participation, legal rights, political, economic and cultural autonomy, and a careful treatment 
of nature (Nohlen and Schultze 1985b, 48; Stöhr 1983b, 124; 1981, 39f.). Functional integra-
tion of regions in transnational capitalism was to be countered; John Friedmann (1983, 156) 
called this ‘territory over function’ and ‘life space over economic space’. ‘Both developments, 
“from above” and “from below”, are closely related to the two principles of societal integration 
[…], Territory and Function’, as Stöhr and Taylor (1981b, 2) pointed out.

The subordination of peripheral regions was to be ended (Nohlen and Schultze 1985b, 
20ff&42f.). However, it was also made clear by Nohlen and Schultze (1985b, 50ff.) that there 
was not much political room to manoeuvre if the regional political structures were seen as 
determined from the outside. Stöhr (1981, 63) perceived his alternative paradigm for regions 

Anti-Nationalist
AN

Egalitarian E Marxist socialists Neo-classical liberals AE Anti-Egalitarian

Dependency theorists, 
populists, neo-Marxists 

Traditional conservatives, 
fascists 

N
Nationalist

Figure 1. ideological map. Source: (Seers 1983a, 48).
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that had no perspective within the old paradigm. Friedmann (1983, 156) focused on utilizing 
existing structures of the state. Emphasis was put on decentralized and participatory deci-
sion-making processes. Gradual transformation and decoupling was suggested (‘selective 
territorial closure’, Friedmann and Weaver 1979). Friedmann (1986, 205) distinguished, how-
ever, between ‘endogenous or self-directed development’ and ‘self-reliant development’, 
which presupposed a radical political practice. The former was applicable only in regions ‘at 
the crossroads of the global economy […] based on large cities that function as world centers 
of control, production, and capital accumulation’. Peripheral regions only had the latter alter-
native: ‘self-reliance does not appear as a question concerning the use of policy instruments 
by the state but as a form of radical social practice originating within civil society’.

Concluding remarks

All of the authors labelled as European dependency school in this paper appeared critical 
of the contemporary mode of production, and of the prevailing economic and developmen-
tal doctrines. Some of the authors rather concentrated on the structural analysis, like the 
GDI scholars, others focused on national (Seers) or regional (Stöhr, Nohlen, Friedmann, 
Hadjimichalis) alternative policies. Critical European integration studies were to be found in 
the EADI network. European integration without a considerable change in Community atti-
tudes and policies was viewed very sceptically, and considered to increase divergence and 
be advantageous to core countries, above all Germany. The Heidelberg network was inter-
ested in regional development, whereas the EADI network most often focused on the nation-
state level. I am aware of the fact that the endeavour of characterization results in such a 
‘school’ is accompanied by a certain level of abstraction. For this short overview, this paper 
had to omit, for example, all dependency authors that had pursued country-related, regional, 
or sectoral studies. Then again, others might object to being included in such a ‘European 
dependency school’ or would argue that they had left such a paradigm a long time ago. 
Obviously such characterizations do in fact include a temporal aspect. Only biographical 
research might be able to shed light on such a debate. The work on the history of such a 
theoretical ‘school’ is certainly still underway. Moreover, these attempts regarding an alter-
native development paradigm had still been a work in progress (cf. Musto 1985a) when they 
started fading away. Consequently, instead of an alternative development paradigm, an 
even more radical liberal doctrine was established.

The transformation from an era when the Keynesian doctrine was powerful to the ‘neo-
liberal’ era might be called paradigmatic change. This paradigmatic shift occurred, however, 
within the paradigm of the hegemonic ‘normal science’ and did not constitute a scientific 
revolution. The European dependency school can be seen as one attempt of formulating a 
progressive alternative. But political practice pointed towards a different direction, captivat-
ing also leftist parties. I will deal with the impression the ‘neoliberal’ globalization decade 
made on authors of the European dependency school in a separate article. With the benefit 
of hindsight, much of the structural analyses conducted by the ‘European dependency 
school’ appear pretty accurate and timely. Facets of dependence have been grasped in liberal 
(Friedmann’s function over territory) or Marxist (Hadjimichalis 1984: geographical transfer 
of value) terms. If the research agenda is taken up again, it will surely have to be updated to 
the current situation. Further research could refresh Dudley Seers’ deliberations on Eastern 
Europe. Much has changed since the 1980s, the Comecon has disappeared, and there has 
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been further enlargement of the Western European integration model. De-industrialization 
processes in the European periphery have accentuated the situation in the productive sector. 
Financialization of social reproduction has reached a high degree, the Economic and 
Monetary Union has enabled capital flows that stimulated pseudo booms in the periphery 
which have not positively affected the ‘tradable sector’ but rather construction, real estate 
and the financial sector (Becker, Jäger, and Weissenbacher 2015; Becker and Weissenbacher 
2014).

In a world of finite resources, such fundamental considerations regarding production and 
consumption seem highly compatible with contemporary notions of food sovereignty or 
critique of the ‘imperial way of life’ (Brand and Wissen 2011). Relevance of the ‘European 
dependency school’ can also lie in the suggestions of a political plan B. Plan A can be seen 
in relation to the transformation of the global or at least European mode of production. If 
there is no immediate prospect for such a change, one’s perspective must be set lower. A 
plan B suggests using the regional and national institutional framework to strive for an 
alternative development ‘from below’. With today’s deeper EU integration, leverage within 
Community structures must be used as well. One must bear in mind, however, that in today’s 
power hierarchy one dependent country can hardly move independently, therefore ‘selective 
self-reliance’ can presumably be envisaged as ‘collective self-reliance’ only. Furthermore, there 
is a gap that needs to be filled between visions and political reality. John Friedmann (1986, 
205) presented an egalitarian (anti-racist) vision: ‘A self-reliant society is an inclusive, non-hi-
erarchical society that stresses cooperation over competition, harmony with nature over 
exploitation, and social needs over unlimited personal desire. It represents the one best 
chance for the survival of the human race’. But how can such a self-reliant society be estab-
lished? Seers surely hoped for an electoral success of progressive parties who then should 
apply pragmatic policies. But he did not go into detail how such a success could be accom-
plished. Nohlen and Schultze (1985b, 63cc.) perceived the discrepancy between structuralist 
analysis of the causes of uneven development and the capability to counter dependencies 
politically as an overall weakness of the dependency approach. 

The chance to implement region-centred policies depends on concept, form, and degree of 
participation. In order to realize them, traditional forms of political participation (representative 
democracy) do not suffice and neither does direct-democratic actionism [‘direktdemokratischer 
Aktionismus’]. A double strategy in patterns of participation is required […], with conventional 
and unconventional forms, within and outside the institutional structure of politics. (Nohlen 
and Schultze 1985b, 51)

 Authors following the state theory of Nicos Poulantzas seem to have raised similar issues: 
[H]ow is it possible radically to transform the State in such a manner that the extension and 
deepening of political freedoms and the institutions of representative democracy (which were 
also a conquest of the popular masses) are combined with the unfurling of forms of direct 
democracy and the mushrooming of self-management bodies? (Poulantzas 2014, 256)

 Lack of democratic participation and decision-making in the realms of politics and econom-
ics still seems to be in the way of alternative development models challenging core-periphery 
hierarchies. Rather, democratic decisions in the periphery are being overruled by economic 
imperatives formulated in core countries. Revisiting the ‘European dependency school’ 
underlines the importance of dealing with the productive system tackling structural imbal-
ances in Europe.



14   R. WEISSENBACHER

Acknowledgement

I gratefully acknowledge that research for this paper was supported by funds from the Oesterreichische 
Nationalbank (Anniversary Fund, project number 15471).

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Funding

This work was supported by Oesterreichische Nationalbank [project number 15471].

References

Arrighi, Giovanni, ed. 1985. Semiperipheral Development. The Politics of Southern Europe in the Twentieth 
Century. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. (Explorations in the World-Economy 5)

Altvater, Elmar. 1988. “Die Enttäuschung der Nachzügler oder: Der Bankrott “fordistischer” 
Industrialisierung.” In Der gewendete Kapitalismus: Kritische Beiträge zu einer Theorie der Regulation, 
edited by Birgit Mahnkopf, 144–181. Münster: Westfälisches Dampfboot.

Ashoff, Guido. 1983. “The Textile Policy of the European Community towards the Mediterranean 
Countries: Effects and Future Options.” Journal of Common Market Studies XXII (1): 17–45.

Bassand, Michel, Ernst Brugger, John Bryden, John Friedmann, and Barbara Stuckey, eds. 1986. Self-
reliant Development in Europe. Theory, Problems, Actions. Aldershot: Gower.

Becker, Joachim, Johannes Jäger, and Rudy Weissenbacher. 2015. “Uneven and Dependent Development 
in Europe: The Crisis and Its Implications.” In Asymmetric Crisis in Europe and Possible Futures. Critical 
Political Economy and Post-Keynesian Perspectives, edited by Johannes Jäger and Elisabeth Springler, 
81–97. London: Routledge (=RIPE Series in Global Political Economy).

Becker, Joachim, Lukas Lengauer, and Rudy Weissenbacher. 2008. “Polarisationstheoretische Ansätze: 
Perspektiven aus “Nord” und “Süd”.” In Kritische Regionalwissenschaft. Gesellschaft, Politik, Raum- 
Theorien und Konzepte im Überblick, edited by Hans- Dieter Frieling, et al, 133–149. Münster: 
Westfälisches Dampfboot.

Becker, Joachim, and Rudy Weissenbacher. 2014. “Berlin Consensus and Disintegration: Monetary 
Regime and Uneven Development in the EU.” In The Deepening Crisis of the European Union: The Case 
for Radical Change. Analysis and Proposals from EuroMemo Group, edited by Włodzimierz Dymarski, 
Marica Frangakis, and Jeremy Leaman, 17–32. Poznań: Poznań University of Economics Press.

Benítez Zenteno, Raúl, ed. [1973] 1998. Las clases sociales en américa latina. Congress at the Universidad 
Nacional Autónoma in Mérida, Yucatán. Mexico: Siglo XXI.

Berend, Iván, and György Ránki. 1982. The European Periphery and Industrialization 1780–1914. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bienefeld, Manfred. 1980. “Externalising Problems in a Future EEC.” In Integration and the Unequal 
Development. The Experience of the EEC, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with the 
assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 291–306. London: Macmillan (=Studies in the Integration of 
Western Europe 1).

Bienefeld, Manfred. 1981. “Dependency and the Newly Industrialising Countries (NICs): Towards a 
Reappraisal.” In Dependency Theory. A Critical Reassessment, edited by Dudley Seers, 79–96. London: 
Pinter.

Brand, Ulrich, and Markus Wissen. 2011. “Sozial-ökologische Krise und imperiale Lebensweise.” In 
Vielfachkrise. Im finanzdominierten Kapitalismus, edited by Alex Demirović, Julia Dück, Florian Becker, 
and Pauline Bader, 79–94. Hamburg: VSA.

Brugger, Ernst, and Barbara Stuckey. 1986. “Introduction: Self-reliant Development in Europe.” In Self-
reliant Development in Europe. Theory, Problems, Actions, edited by Michel Bassand, Ernst Brugger, 
John Bryden, John Friedmann, and Barbara Stuckey, 1–5. Aldershot: Gower.



JOURNAL OF CONTEMPORARY EUROPEAN STUDIES   15

Cardoso, Fernando Henrique. 1977. “The Consumption of Dependency Theory in the United States.” 
Latin American Research Review 12 (3): 7–24.

CEPAL, ed. n.d. Raúl Prebisch and the Challenges of Development of the XXI Century. Textos Esenciales: 
Introduction to Keynes. Accessed August 11, 2015. http://prebisch.cepal.org/en/works/introduction-
keynes

Chilcote, Ronald. 1978. “A Question of Dependency.” Latin American Research Review 13 (2): 55–68.
Danescu, Elena Rodica. 2013. A Rereading of the Werner Report of 8 October 1970 in the Light of the Pierre 

Werner Family Archives – A Detailed Study. Sanem: Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur l’Europe.
Deubner, Christian. 1982. “West German Attitudes.” In The Second Enlargement of the EEC. The Integration 

of Unequal Partners, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with the assistance of Marja-
Liisa Kiljunen), 43–56. London: Macmillan (=Studies in the Integration of Western Europe 2).

Evangelinides, Mary. 1979. “Core-periphery Relations in the Greek Case.” In Underdeveloped Europe: 
Studies in Core-periphery Relations, edited by Dudley Seers, Bernard Schaffer, and Marja-Liisa Kiljunen, 
177–195. Sussex: Harvester (=Harvester Studies in Development 1).

Friedmann, John. 1983. “Life Space and Economic Space: Contradictions in Regional Development.” 
In The Crisis of the European Regions, edited by Dudley Seers and Kjell Öström, 148–162. London: 
Macmillan.

Friedmann, John. 1986. “Regional Development in Industrialised Countries: Endogenous or Self-reliant?” 
In Self-reliant Development in Europe. Theory, Problems, Actions, edited by Michel Bassand, Ernst 
Brugger, John Bryden, John Friedmann, and Barbara Stuckey, 203–216. Aldershot: Gower.

Friedmann, John, and Clyde Weaver. 1979. Territory and Function: The Evolution of Regional Planning. 
London: Arnold.

Giner, Salvador. 1985. “Political Economy, Legitimation and the State in Southern Europe.” In Uneven 
Development in Southern Europe: Studies of Accumulation, Class, Migration and the State, edited by 
Ray Hudson and Jim Lewis, 309–350. London: Methuen.

Hadjimichalis, Costis. 1983. “Regional Crisis: The State and the Regional Movements in Southern Europe.” 
In The Crisis of the European Regions, edited by Dudley Seers and Kjell Öström, 127–147. London: 
Macmillan.

Hadjimichalis, Costis. 1984. “The Geographical Transfer of Value: Notes on the Spatiality of Capitalism.” 
Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 2 (3): 329–345.

Hadjimichalis, Costis. 1994. “The Fringes of Europe and EU Integration: A View from the South.” European 
and Regional Studies 1 (1): 19–29.

Hadjimichalis, Costis, and Dina Varou-Hadjimichalis. 1980. “Penetration of Multinational Capital into 
Backward Regions: A Policy Analysis in Greece.” Antipode 12 (2): 17–24.

Holland, Stuart. 1979. “Dependent Development: Portugal as Periphery.” In Underdeveloped Europe: 
Studies in Core-periphery Relations, edited by Dudley Seers, Bernard Schaffer, and Marja-Liisa Kiljunen, 
139–160. Sussex: Harvester (=Harvester Studies in Development 1).

Holman, Otto. 2002. “Die Neue Europäische Peripherie. Ost- und Süderweiterung der Europäischen 
Union im Vergleich.” Prokla 32 (2): 399–420.

Hudson, Ray, and Jim Lewis. 1984. “Capital Accumulation: The Industrialisation of Southern Europe?” 
In Southern Europe Transformed. Political and Economic Change in Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain, 
edited by Allan Williams, 179–207. London: Harper & Row.

Hudson, Ray, and Jim Lewis, eds. 1985a. Uneven Development in Southern Europe: Studies of Accumulation, 
Class, Migration and the State. London and New York: Methuen.

Hudson, Ray, and Jim Lewis. 1985b. “Introduction: Recent Economic, Social and Political Changes in 
Southern Europe.” In Uneven Development in Southern Europe: Studies of Accumulation, Class, Migration 
and the State, edited by Ray Hudson and Jim Lewis, 1–53. London and New York: Methuen.

Hurtienne, Thomas. 1981. “Peripherer Kapitalismus und autozentrierte Entwicklung—Zur Kritik des 
Erklärungsansatzes von Dieter Senghaas.” Prokla 11 (3): 105–136.

Hurtienne, Thomas. 1984. Theoriegeschichtliche Grundlagen des sozialökonomischen Entwicklungsdenkens. 
2. Paradigmen sozialökonomischer Entwicklung im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert. Saarbrücken und Fort 
Lauderdale: Breitenbach.

http://prebisch.cepal.org/en/works/introduction-keynes
http://prebisch.cepal.org/en/works/introduction-keynes


16   R. WEISSENBACHER

Keyder, Çağlar. 1985. “The American Recovery of Southern Europe. Aid and Hegemony.” In Semiperipheral 
Development. The Politics of Southern Europe in the Twentieth Century, edited by Giovanni Arrighi, 
135–148. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage (=Explorations in the World-Economy 5).

Kiljunen, Marja-Liisa. 1980. “Regional Disparities and Policy in the EEC.” In Integration and the Unequal 
Development. The Experience of the EEC, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with the 
assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 199–222. London: Macmillan (=Studies in the Integration of 
Western Europe 1).

Komlosy, Andrea. 2006. “Österreichs Brückenfunktion und die Durchlässigkeit des “Eisernen Vorhangs.” 
In “Zarte Bande”. Österreich und die europäischen planwirtschaftlichen Lände, edited by Gertrude 
Enderle-Burcel, Dieter Stiefel, und Alice Teichova 73–105. Wien: Studienverlag (=Mitteilungen des 
Österreichischen Staatsarchivs/Sonderband 9).

Krugman, Paul. 1991. Geography and Trade. Leuven: Leuven University Press.
Lipietz, Alain. 1987. Mirages and Miracles. The Crisis of Global Fordism. London: Verso.
Logan, John. 1985. “Democracy from above. Limits to Change in Southern Europe.” In Semiperipheral 

Development. The Politics of Southern Europe in the Twentieth Century, edited by Giovanni Arrighi, 
149–177. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage (=Explorations in the World-Economy 5).

Love, Joseph. 1996. Crafting the Third World. Theorizing Underdevelopment in Rumania and Brazil. 
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Love, Joseph. 2011. “The Latin American Contribution to Center-periphery Perspectives: History and 
Prospect.” In Cores, Peripheries, and Globalization: Essays in Honor of Ivan Berend, edited by Peter Hanns 
Reill and Balázs Szelényi, 15–42. Budapest: Central European University Press.

Marsh, David. 2011. The Euro. The Battle for the New Global Currency. New Edition. New Haven, CT: Yale 
Universty Press.

Muñoz, Juan, Santiago Roldán, and Angel Serrano. 1979. “The Growing Dependence of Spanish 
Industrialization on Foreign Investment.” In Underdeveloped Europe: Studies in Core-periphery 
Relations, edited by Dudley Seers, Bernard Schaffer and Marja-Liisa Kiljunen, 161–175. Sussex: 
Harvester (=Harvester Studies in Development 1).

Musto, Stefan. 1982. “Structural Implications.” In The Second Enlargement of the EEC. The Integration of 
Unequal Partners, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with the assistance of Marja-Liisa 
Kiljunen), 67–91. London: Macmillan (=Studies in the Integration of Western Europe 2).

Musto, Stefan, ed. 1985a. Endogenous Development: A Myth or a Path? Problems of Economic Self-reliance 
in the European Periphery. Tilburg: EADI (=EADI book series 5).

Musto, Stefan. 1985b. “The Loss of Hegemony: Sensitive Industries and Industrial Policies in the 
European Community.” In Europe at the Crossroads Agendas of the Crisis, edited by Stefan Musto 
and Carl Pinkele, 85–102. New York: Praeger.

Nikolinakos, Marios. 1985. “Transnationalization of Production, Location of Industry and the Deformation 
of Regional Development in Peripheral Countries: The Case of Greece.” In Uneven Development in 
Southern Europe: Studies of Accumulation, Class, Migration and the State, edited by Ray Hudson and 
Jim Lewis, 192–210. London: Methuen.

Nohlen, Dieter. 1985. “Ungleiche Entwicklung und Regionalpolitik in Südeuropa (Italien, Spanien, 
Portugal). Eine Einführung.” In Ungleiche Entwicklung und Regionalpolitik in Südeuropa: Italien, 
Spanien, Portugal, edited by Dieter Nohlen und Rainer-Olaf Schultze, unter Mitwirkung von Wolfgang 
Merkel, 9–16. Bochum: Brockmeyer (=Politikwissenschaftliche Paperbacks 6).

Nohlen, Dieter. n.d. “Dieter Nohlen – Curriculum Vitae.” Accessed December 2, 2014. http://www.nohlen.
uni-hd.de/de/cv.html

Nohlen, Dieter, und Rainer-Olaf Schultze. 1985a. “Vorwort.” In Ungleiche Entwicklung und Regionalpolitik 
in Südeuropa: Italien, Spanien, Portugal, edited by Dieter Nohlen und Rainer-Olaf Schultze unter 
Mitwirkung von Wolfgang Merkel, 7–8. Bochum: Brockmeyer (=Politikwissenschaftliche Paperbacks 
6).

Nohlen, Dieter, und Rainer-Olaf Schultze. 1985b. “Ungleiche Entwicklung und Regionalpolitik in 
Südeuropa. Externe Verursachungsdfaktoren und endogene Entwicklungschancen.” In Ungleiche 
Entwicklung und Regionalpolitik in Südeuropa: Italien, Spanien, Portugal, edited by Dieter Nohlen 
und Rainer-Olaf Schultze unter Mitwirkung von Wolfgang Merkel, 17–73. Bochum: Brockmeyer 
(=Politikwissenschaftliche Paperbacks 6).

http://www.nohlen.uni-hd.de/de/cv.html
http://www.nohlen.uni-hd.de/de/cv.html


JOURNAL OF CONTEMPORARY EUROPEAN STUDIES   17

Palma, Gabriel. 1981. “Dependency and Development: A Critical Overview.” In Dependency Theory. A 
Critical Reassessment, edited by Dudley Seers, 20–78. London: Pinter.

Palma, Gabriel. 2008. “De-industrialization, ‘Premature’ De-industrialization and the Dutch Disease.” In 
The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics, edited by Steven Durlauf and Lawrence Blume, 2nd ed. 
Basingstoke. http://www.dictionaryofeconomics.com/dictionary. 

Poulantzas, Nikos. [1978] 2014. State, Power, Socialism. London: Verso.
Ránki, György. 1985. “Problems of Southern European Economic Development (1918–38).” In 

Semiperipheral Development. The Politics of Southern Europe in the Twentieth Century, edited by 
Giovanni Arrighi, 55–85. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publ. (Explorations in the World-Economy 5).

Reill, Peter Hanns. 2011. “Introduction.” In Cores, Peripheries, and Globalization: Essays in Honor of Ivan 
Berend, edited by Peter Hanns Reill and Balázs Szelényi, 1–11. Budapest: Central European University 
Press.

Schlupp, Frieder. 1980. “Federal Republic of Germany.” In Integration and the Unequal Development. 
The Experience of the EEC, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with the assistance of 
Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 176–198. London: Macmillan (=Studies in the Integration of Western Europe 1).

Seers, Dudley. 1977. “Back to the Ivory Tower? The Professionalisation of Development Studies and 
Their Extension to Europe.” IDS Bulletin 9 (2): 6–11.

Seers, Dudley. 1979. “The Periphery of Europe.” In Underdeveloped Europe: Studies in Core-periphery 
Relations, edited by Dudley Seers, Bernard Schaffer, and Marja-Liisa Kiljunen, 3–34. Sussex: Harvester 
(=Harvester Studies in Development 1).

Seers, Dudley. 1980a. “The Cultural Lag in Economics.” In The Relevance of Economic Theories, edited by 
Josef Pajestka and Charles Feinstein, 3–16. London: Macmillan.

Seers, Dudley. 1980b. “Theoretical Aspects of Unequal Development at Different Spatial Levels.” In 
Integration and the Unequal Development. The Experience of the EEC, edited by Dudley Seers and 
Constantine Vaitsos (with the assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 9–23. London: Macmillan (=Studies 
in the Integration of Western Europe 1).

Seers, Dudley. 1981. “Introduction.” In Dependency Theory. A Critical Reassessment, edited by Dudley 
Seers, 13–19. London: Pinter.

Seers, Dudley. 1982. “Introduction.” In The Second Enlargement of the EEC. The Integration of Unequal 
Partners, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with the assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 
1–21. London: Maxmillan (=Studies in the Integration of Western Europe 2).

Seers, Dudley. 1983a. The Political Economy of Nationalism. London: Oxford University Press.
Seers, Dudley. 1983b. “Preface: Regional Problems and Development Theory.” In The Crisis of the European 

Regions, edited by Dudley Seers and Kjell Öström, ix–xiii. London: Macmillan.
Seers, Dudley. 1983c. “The Applications of Development Theories within Europe.” In Emerging 

Development Patterns: European Contributions, Selected Papers of the 3rd General Conference of 
EADI, November 11–14, 19, edited by István Dobozi and Péter Mándi, 517–521. Budapest: EADI and 
Institute for World Economy of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.

Soja, Edward. 1980. “The Socio-spatial Dialectic.” Annals of the Association of American Geographers 70 
(2): 207–225.

Soja, Edward. 1985. “Regions in Context: Spatiality, Periodicity, and the Historical Geography of the 
Regional Question.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 3 (2): 175–190.

Soja, Edward, and Costis Hadjimichalis. 1979. “Between Geographical Materialism and Spatial Fetishism: 
Some Observations on the Development of Marxist Spatial Analysis.” Antipode 11 (3): 3–11. (Reprinted 
in Antipode 17 (1985), 2–3, 59–67

Soms García, Esteban. 2010. ODEPLAN/MIDEPLAN: Una escuela para el cambio social. Santiago: Ministerio 
de Planificación, Gobierno de Chile.

Stöhr, Walter. 1981. “Development from below: The Bottom-up and Periphery-inward Development 
Paradigm.” In Development from above or below? The Dialectics of Regional Planning in Developing 
Countries, edited by Walter Stöhr and Fraser Taylor, 39–72. Chichester: Wiley.

Stöhr, Walter. 1983. “Alternative Strategies for Integrated Regional Development.” In The Crisis of the 
European Regions, edited by Dudley Seers and Kjell Öström, 6–14. London: Macmillan.

Stöhr, Walter. 1983b. “Alternative räumliche Entwicklungsstrategien endogener ‘selektiver 
Eigenständigkeit’.” Österreichische Zeitschrift für Soziologie 8 (3): 117–134.

http://www.dictionaryofeconomics.com/dictionary


18   R. WEISSENBACHER

Stöhr, Walter. 1983c. “Changing External Conditions and a Paradigm Shift in Regional Development 
Strategies.” In Europe at the Crossroads: Agendas of the Crisis, edited by Carl Pinkele and Stefan Musto, 
283–307. New York: Praeger.

Stöhr, Walter. 1985a. “Selective Self-reliance and Endogenous Regional Development – Pre-conditions 
and Constraints.” In Ungleiche Entwicklung und Regionalpolitik in Südeuropa: Italien, Spanien, Portugal, 
edited by Dieter Nohlen und Rainer-Olaf Schultze unter Mitwirkung von Wolfgang Merkel, 229–249. 
Bochum: Brockmeyer (=Politikwissenschaftliche Paperbacks 6).

Stöhr, Walter. 1985b. “Industrial Structural Change and Regional Development Strategies. Towards 
a Conceptual Framework.” Paper presented at the joint UNIDO/IGU Symposium on Regional 
Development Processes/Policies and the Changing International Division of Labour, Vienna, August 
20–24, 1984. Wien (=IIR Discussion 21).

Stöhr, Walter. 2001. “Subsidiarity: A Key Concept for Regional Development Policy.” In New Regional 
Development Paradigms. Vol. 3. Decentralization, Governance, and the New Planning for Local-level 
Development, edited by Walter Stöhr, Josefa Edralin and Devyani Mani, 35–51. Westport: Greenwood 
Press in cooperation with the United Nations Centre for Regional Development. (=Contributions in 
Economics and Economic History 225).

Stöhr, Walter, and Fraser Taylor, eds. 1981a. Development from above or below? The Dialectics of Regional 
Planning in Developing Countries. Chichester: Wiley.

Stöhr, Walter, and Fraser Taylor. 1981b. “Introduction.” In Development from above or below? The Dialectics 
of Regional Planning in Developing Countries, edited by Walter Stöhr and Fraser Taylor (1981a), 1–12. 
Chichester: Wiley.

Stöhr, Walter, and Franz Tödtling. 1979. “Spatial Equity: Some Anti-thesis to Current Regional 
Development Doctrine.” In Spatial Inequalities and Regional Development, edited by Hendrik Folmer 
and Jan Oosterhaven, 133–160. Boston, MA: Nijhoff.

Szentes, Tamás. 1983. “The TNC Issue: Naive Illusions or Exorcism and Lip-service.” In Emerging 
Development Patterns: European Contributions, Selected Papers of the 3rd General Conference of 
EADI, edited by István Dobozi and Péter Mándi, 97–118. Budapest. (=EADI Book Series 1).

Tsoukalis, Loukas. 1982. “Impact on the European Monetary System (EMS).” In The Second Enlargement 
of the EEC. The Integration of Unequal Partners, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos (with 
the assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 163–175. London: Macmillan. (=Studies in the Integration 
of Western Europe 2).

Tsoukalis, Loukas. 1997. The New European Economy Revisited. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Vaitsos, Constantine. 1980. “Corporate Integration in World Production and Trade.” Integration and 

Unequal Development. The Experience of the EEC, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine Vaitsos 
(with the assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen), 24–45. London: Macmillan. (=Studies in the Integration 
of Western Europe 1).

Vaitsos, Constantine. 1982a. “Transnational Corporate Behaviour and the Enlargement.” The Second 
Enlargement of the EEC. The Integration of Unequal Partners, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine 
Vaitsos with the assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen, 137–162. London: MacMillan. (=Studies in the 
Integration of Western Europe 2).

Vaitsos, Constantine. 1982b. “Conclusions: Economic Effects of the Second Enlargement.” In The Second 
Enlargement of the EEC. The Integration of Unequal Partners, edited by Dudley Seers and Constantine 
Vaitsos, Constantine with the assistance of Marja-Liisa Kiljunen, 243–268. London: Macmillan. 
(=Studies in the Integration of Western Europe 2).

Weissenbacher, Rudy. 2016. Integration and Disintegration of the Periphery: Perspectives from the 
‘European Dependency School. Unpublished manuscript.

Williams, Allan, ed. 1984a. Southern Europe Transformed. Political and economic change in Greece, Italy, 
Portugal and Spain. London: Harper & Row.

Williams, Allan, ed. 1984b. “Introduction.” Southern Europe Transformed. Political and Economic Change 
in Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain, 1–29. London: Harper & Row.

Woodward, Susan. 1985. “The Economic Crisis in Southern Europe: Origins and Political Responses.” 
In Europe at the Crossroads: Agendas of the Crisis, edited by Carl Pinkele and Stefan Musto, 103–132. 
New York: Praeger.


	Abstract
	Introduction
	Research networks of the ‘European dependency school’
	Old paradigms and new crises (since the 1970s)
	Impossible but inevitable? Peripheral Integration into the EC
	A new paradigm and a political plan B
	Concluding remarks
	Acknowledgement
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References



