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There exists no alternative to economic planning. There is, therefore, no case to be made for
or against economic planning, for or against free enterprise or free trade. Ever more State
intervention and economic planning is part of the historical trends. . . . In reality, it was

never, and is certainly not now, a choice. It is a destiny.² (Gunnar Myrdal)

The conclusion of Gunnar Myrdal’s Ludwig Mond lecture in Manchester in 1950
makes clear that the concept of economic planning was firmly impressed on the
mental maps of an influential segment of the European intellectual elite in the
early postwar years. The charismatic economist (a Nobel Prize laureate in
1974), sociologist, politician and international civil servant was part of a trans-
national milieu of publicly engaged academicians, mainly from Europe. As faith-
ful followers of the Enlightenment ethos, they believed in (social) science as the
key tool for the improvement of society. Myrdal and his wife Alva appropriated
the post-World War Two infrastructure of international organizations, consider-
ing it to be an excellent springboard for bringing their reformist ambitions closer
to reality. The husband and wife team became transnational symbols of this con-
viction and were portrayed as the “most popular Swedes, downright charged by
the United Nations with the task of saving the world.”³ The principle of rational
planning was a cornerstone of their thought and action.

Recent, and widely acclaimed, historical works have confirmed the extent of
the influence that leaders like the Myrdals (and their ideas on planning) had on
the continental and global level. Tony Judt described it in eloquent terms in his
magisterial Postwar: A History of Europe since 1945 where he labelled economic
planning as the “political religion” of European elites after 1945.⁴ Similarly, Marc
Mazower, in his Dark Continent (with reference to Karl Mannheim), elaborated on
the “striking fact” of the broad consensus among postwar European political
elites for whom “there [was] no longer any choice between planning and lais-
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sez-faire, but only between good planning and bad.”⁵ Eric Hobsbawm in his Age
of Extremes explored how plans and planning became “buzzwords” in European
politics in the interwar period. Economic planning was embraced by “the politi-
cians, officials and even many of the businessmen of the postwar West, who
were convinced that the return of laissez-faire and the unrestricted free market
was out of the question.”⁶ More recently, David Engerman, in his contribution
to The Cambridge History of the Second World War, emphasized the rise of “plan-
ning euphoria” and “planning phobia,” two sides of a postwar “planning
boom.”⁷ Engerman, however, convincingly argued that both its opponents and
proponents overestimated “the power of planning.”⁸

These works confirm the centrality of planning thought in the postwar peri-
od. However, the widespread appeal of faith in planning must not hide the fact
that there were many conceptions of planning and that the notion was and still is
both ambiguous and malleable. Planning had a long history and contained
many layers. Its earliest use dates to the eighteenth century and the building
of cities and roads. It expanded to bureaucratic settings, and the coordination
or control of individuals’ actions. “Planning authorities”, “planning committees”
and “planning consultants” became everyday expressions at the turn of the
twentieth century.⁹ Their emergence reflected a range of new practices, actors
and social relations, all subject to planning. Historians have now begun to ana-
lyze the many manifestations of planning, in studies of “social planning” and
various forms of “scientific” social engineering. For example, historians and so-
cial scientists have examined how, starting in the mid-nineteenth century, state
officials and experts, searched for instruments of social improvement in order to
prevent or contain social conflict. Researchers subsequently showed that be-
cause social planning depended on knowledge about how specific societies
functioned, this led to the professionalization of the production of such applica-
ble knowledge. Within a wider process known as the “scientification of the so-
cial,”¹⁰ social planning became the ultimate goal of the social sciences. Planning
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emerged as a way of dealing with changing political situations. Its intellectual
aspirations have usually included a desire to “contribute to making the social
world predictable in the face of modern uncertainties, or in the stronger version,
to reshape it according to a master plan for improvement.”¹¹ By the mid-1980s,
critical thinkers already saw planning as an endeavor aimed at controlling and
dominating individuals in society. They argued that the various forms of plan-
ning that blossomed in the twentieth century originated in a nineteenth century
matrix for which urban, industrialized Europe was the experimental ground.¹² In
recent years, the production of histories of social scientific knowledge (including
planning) from a European or trans-European perspective has gained momen-
tum.¹³ The focus has expanded to urban planning¹⁴ and to colonial and post-col-
onial fields of study.¹⁵

Economic planning represents a particularly important sub-field of this type
of research. It was in the 1930s when “planning” began to be widely used in re-
lation to national economic activity. By the early 1960s, the rise of economic
planning thought and practice in the economic field had been identified by
economists such as Myrdal and Jan Tinbergen as a secular trend, which had or-
iginated at the end of the nineteenth century and which was reinforced by spe-
cific historical circumstances like wars, crises, and revolutions.¹⁶ Economic plan-
ning brought new technical meanings to the initial notion of planning. It
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introduced distinctions between “planning” as a stage in policy process, as an
accounting and budgetary tool, and as a reflection on intended and unintended
consequences of the management of various decisions. In the latter case, it had a
feedback effect on social planning which mimicked a large range of practices
elaborated by economic planning.

Since the end of the Cold War, historians have interpreted the period stretch-
ing from the 1890s to the late 1970s as a distinct era in global history, character-
ized by a shared belief in the benefits of planned modernity and development.
Ulrich Herbert and the historians inspired by his insights into Europe in the
age of “High Modernity”¹⁷ started a debate that has continued ever since, partic-
ularly in the area of economic development.¹⁸ Nevertheless, the rise of various
historical forms of economic planning, as well as the making and circulation
of planning models, has not yet been the target of systematic research. From
state intervention during the World Wars One and Two, through Gosplan, the
New Deal and Nazi Zentralplanung, the different models of economic planning
have all been studied separately.

In our volume, we seek to do justice to the plasticity of the notion of plan-
ning. In order to historicize planning, our definition is necessarily broad. The
contributions to this work highlight and explain the economic, social, and intel-
lectual aspects of planning and approaches to planning and how these have
played out across time and space. Of course, this diversity of emphasis is the out-
come of the variety of geographical and chronological contexts in which ideas
about planning were formulated and implemented. Throughout the twentieth
century, times of crisis have been fertile moments for planning and there is a
well developed historiography on planning in moments of economic crisis and
global conflicts. The policy of the New Deal in the United States, implemented
in the 1930s, has been well-researched as a case study of planning used to over-
come a deep economic and social depression.¹⁹ Likewise, it was an economic cri-
sis that ended the New Economic Policy (NEP) in the Soviet Union and led to a
shift to central economic planning and to the idea of “building socialism in one
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country.”²⁰ The two world wars offered multiple occasions to think about plan-
ning and its implementation. During World War One and its aftermath, all the
states at war took on new, unprecedented economic prerogatives, especially in
industry, despite the prevailing laissez-faire ideology of this era.²¹ World War
Two sparked the development of large-scale “war economies” in the Soviet
Union, Nazi Germany, and the United States. International-level planning be-
tween the Allies took place in a Combined Production and Resources Board
and in the United Nation Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA).
UNRRA, a gigantic logistical system linked to US and British troops, functioned
from 1943 to 1949 and was deployed in various places in the world from Europe
to China in order to meet basic, immediate postwar economic needs for health
care, food, clothing and housing.²²

The aim of our volume is to show that the Cold War was also a time of active
planning at national and international levels. So far historians have studied Cold
War planning mainly as a manifestation of “technical internationalism,” which
was embodied in the international organizations established by the United Na-
tions after 1945.²³ Despite the fact that several historians have pointed out the
structural similarities between Marxist-inspired thought and Western theories
of modernization,²⁴ much of the scholarship on the development of planning
ideas and practices between 1945 and 1989 has concerned itself with only one
side or the other of the Iron Curtain.²⁵

Our collection will show that these two models and practices of planning
should be studied together. While competing against each other, the two blocs
shared many ideas about planning, a fact that did not go unnoticed even
while the Cold War was under way, and several scholars compared the plans
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and systems of the West²⁶ and the East,²⁷ usually focusing on UN international
organizations.²⁸ Those works gave rise to the “theory of convergence,” intro-
duced at the beginning of the 1960s by sociologists and economists, who argued
that industrial societies shared common economic and social characteristics.²⁹
Their interpretations underlined the fact that socialist and capitalist systems bor-
rowed solutions to similar problems from each other,³⁰ so that they were “con-
verging” toward an increasingly similar socio-economical model of developed
society. As we now know, instead of a “convergence,” one of the two competing
systems collapsed spectacularly. “Convergence” could never eliminate the polit-
ical, economic and social competition between the two blocs. However, that
should not prevent scholars from examining genuine circulations or exchanges
of knowledge or practices. Many of their recent studies have done this in the
technical,³¹ scientific,³² cultural³³ and economic fields,³⁴ particularly as regards
the role of specific actors.³⁵

With that in mind, our book has two objectives. On the one hand, in line
with the research trends outlined above, this volume will study planning as
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an expression of a widespread belief in modernity on both sides of the East-West
divide. On the other, ideas and practices of planning will be an entry point to
question the very notion of the “Cold War.” Such an approach is fully in tune
with new studies of the Cold War, which have recently emphasized the porosity
of the Iron Curtain and stressed convergence between the two blocs.³⁶ The con-
tributions in this volume will bring to light the shared inspirations and circula-
tions of models of planning in the context of the bipolar structure of Europe after
1945. The ideas and discussions surrounding planning reflected the East-West
competition between two models of economic and social organization, but
they also revealed specific commonalities and complementarities. This paradox,
which has been largely overlooked by the historiography of the Cold War and
planning alike, is at the core of this book. The volume brings together well-docu-
mented contributions based on new empirical research that approach the story
of planning from a variety of angles. They deal not only with traditional areas of
interest in economic and social planning, but also open the doors to lesser-
known (or simply unknown) fields in the planning of scientific research and en-
vironmental management.

They also take into account various levels of planning. The national level has
long been a research focus for the historiography of planning, (re)examining as-
pects of national histories, including the relationship between planning and pol-
itics in postwar Britain³⁷ and the peculiar form taken by statism in France.³⁸ Sev-
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eral contributions in this book deal with national planning and the circulation of
various planning models originating in countries such as France (Isabelle
Gouarné), Finland and the Soviet Union (Sari Autio-Sarasmo), Czechoslovakia
(Vítězslav Sommer), and Yugoslavia (Zaccharia Benedetto). However, other con-
tributors examine planning at the regional (Bloc) level, including the Council of
Economic Mutual Assistance (CMEA) (Simon Godard) and the Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (Jenny Andersson). Attention
is paid to the Pan-European level (Daniel Stinsky, Katja Naumann, Sandrine
Kott) and even to the global scale, as reflected in the careful analyzes of the ac-
tivities of international organizations with a global reach (Francine McKenzie,
Michel Christian, Ondřej Matějka).

The analysis of East-West circulations, conflicts, and competition lie at the
heart of each contribution. Taken as a whole, they document three fundamental
aspects of the transnational history of planning in postwar Europe: actors,
spaces and temporalities.

The actors of planning

Who were the people who formulated, preached, sustained and proselytized the
“religion” of planning in both the East and West? In what domains were they
principally engaged? Is it possible to identify common traits in their career tra-
jectories?

These questions are implicit in all the contributions. In several of them, we
encounter some of the “usual suspects,” well known from previous works on
planning: experts in various fields (most often relating to economic matters)
who were socialized at different stages of their lives within various international
organizations, and who, in some cases, held executive positions in the secretar-
iats of those international organizations. Daniel Stinsky (inspired by Wolfram
Kaiser and Johan Schot) links these actors’ trajectories to the emergence of
“technocratic internationalism,” mainly in UN agencies. Gunnar Myrdal is the
classic example of this phenomenon.

The focus on East-West exchanges in our volume allows us to identify lesser
known, yet not less important, actors in the history of planning. People whose
careers were linked to the rise of cybernetics and computer science emerge as

“La faute à 68? Le Plan et les institutions de la régulation économique et financière: une libér-
alisation contrariée ou différée?,” in Mai 68 entre libération et libéralisation. La grande bifurca-
tion, ed. Michel Margairaz and Danielle Tartakowsky (Rennes, PUR, 2010), 41–62. See also the
contributon of Isabelle Gouarné in this volume.
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a particularly interesting group. Since the mid-1960s at least, computers and
computer specialists have been key proponents of planning increasingly com-
plex approaches in the field of the environment and elsewhere. This is shown
in detail by Michael Hutter, who describes the case of the budworm pest and
the corresponding research project carried out at the International Institute for
Applied Studies Analysis (IIASA). It is also true of the contribution by Sandrine
Kott in relation to management strategies promoted by the International Labor
Organization (ILO). Due to an important East-West technological imbalance in
the field of informatics, computers and computer analysts played a role in con-
necting the East and the West, with repercussions that extended beyond the
sphere of planning. In fact, as Kott hypothesizes, one of the reasons that Eastern
countries enrolled in Western-led management training programs through the
ILO was that they gained access to otherwise almost unattainable computer tech-
nology. The interest was reciprocal.Western firms profited from trade openings in
the Eastern bloc linked to the transfer of high-tech goods. The case of Nokia, ex-
amined here by Sari Autio-Sarasmo, offers an interesting example in this regard.

Ondřej Matějka’s chapter further elucidates the importance of computer ex-
pertise and technology. He shows that anxieties about cybernetics constituted
common ground for Western and Eastern Marxist philosophers and Christian
theologians. In the mid-1960s, they entered into an improbable but intense dia-
logue in which they denounced the “dehumanizing effects” of ever more “tech-
nicized” planning and management strategies executed with computerized tools.
Hence, even in the theological sphere, seemingly distant from the new technol-
ogies being applied to planning and management, computers represented an im-
portant, connective East-West issue. The challenge of such technology was one of
the constitutive components of a particular Christian-Marxist “channel,” which
functioned without regard to the Iron Curtain.

Furthermore, attention to unexpected circulations through, across, under
and beyond the political divide on the European continent draws attention to im-
portant and so far little-explored features in the profiles of transnationally active
planners. First of all, several of our contributions reveal a certain marginality of
those actors on the national level: Katja Naumann introduces the Polish philos-
opher Adam Schaff, who embarked on an international career at the Vienna Cen-
ter of the International Social Sciences Council after he suffered the consequen-
ces of an anti-Semitic wave inside Polish academia. Daniel Stinsky argues that
Myrdal himself opted for the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
(UNECE) after he became the “target of popular dissatisfaction” in Sweden
due to his participation in the negotiation of ambitious trade deals with the So-
viet Union. Isabelle Gouarné highlights the domestic political marginality of
French leftists – often from Jewish or Protestant backgrounds – but who were
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the key figures in establishing a channel to economic planners in Hungary and,
to some extent, the Soviet Union. These French state economists (such as Étienne
Hirsch, Claude Gruson, and Jean Saint-Geours) were able to reconcile their leftist
preferences with the opportunities offered by De Gaulle statism.

The leftist leanings of postwar planners come as no surprise, but our East-
West analyzes offer enough material to highlight the importance of “reformisme”
and the social democratic international networks in which these ideas circulat-
ed. Both Myrdals, in the initial phase of this story, found a safe haven in Stock-
holm to plan the future of Europe. They were surrounded by members of the In-
ternationale Gruppe Demokratischer Sozialisten, which brought together socialist
emigrés from all corners of wartime Europe (including Bruno Kreisky and Willy
Brandt). The solidity of these networks was confirmed after the Iron Curtain div-
ided the continent. Benedetto Zaccaria makes an essential contribution to this
largely unknown story when he persuasively describes how Western social dem-
ocrats, from the 1960s on, were fascinated with the Yugoslav model of self-man-
agement. Zaccaria introduces personalities like Sicco Mansholt, a member of the
Dutch Labour Party who, as the President of the European Commission, praised
Yugoslav successes; the German Social Democrat leader Herbert Wehner, who
pointed to the achievements made by Yugoslav self-management in the Bundes-
tag; and the philosopher Alexander Marc, who called the attention of his French
followers to the Balkan country that had succeeded, according to him, in “replac-
ing the Soviet model of the almighty State with that of Society.”

In her analysis of the transfer of management ideas and practices between
West and East, Sandrine Kott confirms the existence of this stable social demo-
cratic internationalism. She underlines the continuous connections between
Czech social democrats in the ILO who had been exiled to the West and those
who had remained in Prague. The impact of these exchanges on the national
and local level would be a rich future research project. Kott points in this direc-
tion when she refers to thousands of local cadres in Romania, Bulgaria, Poland,
and Czechoslovakia who underwent training organized by the ILO. Western
(often British) experts in management led this training. Kott identifies the exis-
tence and influence of such a “transnationally minded technocratic milieu”
which played an important role not only during the Cold War but also in the
years of the post-1989 transition out of communism.

The spaces of planning

The second thematic cluster addressed by this volume concerns the spatiality of
planning.What were the spaces and the levels where planning was a subject for
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debate and an important social practice? Which spaces produced and inspired
planners from both East and West?

The domains of planning introduced by our contributors are expansive.
These domains existed on the national, continental and the global level. Only
within such a wide perspective can one conclude that the European continent
was central to the history of planning. As Daniel Stinsky explains in his contri-
bution, Myrdal believed that the rebuilding of postwar Europe should be based
on international planning. He also contended that national economies should be
coordinated across the growing East-West divide, and stressed the importance of
planning issues in UNECE. Isabelle Gouarné also emphasizes Europe’s centrality
and importance in her study of the exchanges between French planners and their
Eastern counterparts. She identifies a genuine “European pole” which developed
from the lively interactions between economic experts from both sides of the Iron
Curtain, and which produced a plethora of ideas and models for managing na-
tional economies. The most visible evidence of those interactions was the conver-
gence in the socio-economic debates inside the European space in the 1960s and
1970s, which in the 1980s were overshadowed by the rapid rise of neoliberal
thought connected to American hegemony. Katja Naumann makes a similar
case when she analyzes the activities of the Vienna Center, where East and
West European social scientists attempted to plan and to carry out large scale
research projects together. Among other things, those research projects aimed
to “Europeanize” comparative social research and overcome North American
“data imperialism”.

Not every corner of the Old Continent was equally welcoming to planners or
produced the remarkably lively planning thought and practices found elsewhere.
Our volume brings substantial nuance to the geography of planning initiatives
inside the “European pole.” In fact, several contributions in this book agree
on the particular importance of the European periphery and border zones as
seedbeds for the cultivation of planners, sites of lively intellectual debate on
planning, spaces for implementation of planning practices, and experimental
laboratories for planners coming from various backgrounds and places.

It is useful to distinguish the different scales of planning with nuanced ob-
servation and reflection. On the micro level, we can identify peripheral spaces
that proved to be especially welcoming for planning debates and research. Be-
sides the well-known internationalist center in Geneva (home to the UNECE,
the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the
World Council of Churches (WCC) and the GATT), Vienna seemed to play host
as a site of frequent encounters between planners. Vienna’s position on the bor-
derline between the Western and Eastern blocs made it attractive as another cen-
ter for the headquarters of international organizations, including the Interna-
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tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the United Nations Industrial Develop-
ment Organization (UNIDO). The city’s prestige grew during the Cold War be-
cause of its hospitality to East-West joint ventures of all kinds. Chapters on the
Vienna Center and the IIASA provide concrete details about this pragmatic di-
mension of the city’s international community.

Geneva and Vienna are central spaces in our story mainly for reasons related
to organization and infrastructure: they were an accessible and convenient lo-
cale for East-West encounters. Countries on the periphery of Europe played a
more complex role at the meso-level of interaction. Two examples in our volume
– Yugoslavia and Finland – reveal a multi-layered phenomenon. Benedetto Zac-
caria unpacks the reasons and conditions for the development of a genuine
Western fascination with Yugoslav self-management, which reached its apex in
the mid-1970s. In fact,Western observers’ attraction to Yugoslavia was only partly
attributable to the inspirational theories on economic management introduced
by its experts. Westerners were also enchanted by Yugoslavia’s promotion of it-
self as a “laboratory” for evaluating in real time the pros and cons of its planning
system, halfway between the highly centralized Soviet model and looser Western
planning measures. Similarly, Hungarian economists (as related in Isabelle
Gouarné’s chapter) and Czech philosophers and theologians (in Ondřej Matějka’s
account) understood that presenting their countries as “testing grounds” for var-
ious contemporary theories of economic models and socio-theological hypothe-
ses substantially improved their chances of attracting the attention of their coun-
terparts from capitalist countries. Yugoslavia’s special appeal in this regard
produced concrete results in terms of advantageous business deals with the
West, in particular Yugoslavia’s 1970 trade agreement with the European Eco-
nomic Community (EEC), which was the first to be signed between the EEC
and a socialist country.

Sari Autio-Sarasmo’s account of the benefits accruing to Finland from its po-
sition on the Eastern periphery of Western Europe, closely linked to the Soviet
Union, further enriches our understanding of the mutual instrumentalizations
related to planning. In fact, Finnish enterprises progressively learned to adjust
to the functioning of the centrally planned economy next door. They played
the role of privileged trade partner with the Soviet Union, in part because they
were forced to do so by the postwar constellation of power in Europe. In the
long run, the predictable rhythm of Soviet five-year plans, stable demand from
Moscow for high-tech goods, and persistent Soviet difficulties in implementing
innovative procedures domestically (as they sought to achieve self-sufficiency
in communications, for instance) all proved to be water of life for Finnish com-
panies such as Nokia. Nokia’s success in the capitalist world is undeniably relat-
ed to this exceptionally well-protected business environment. It existed on a sort
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of lee side that allowed it to invest extensively in modernization projects and
thus acquire a particularly advantageous position in the global arena.

If we mount one step higher on the scale of observation, Eastern Europe
after 1945 emerges as a special regional case in terms of both economic and so-
cial planning. The socialist regimes in power there established state-planned
economies and launched an in-depth transformation of their societies based
on the Soviet model. However, as Simon Godard stresses in his contribution,
the Eastern European model of economic planning was never monolithic. Not
only did the Eastern bloc’s internal diversity in this area increase as it imple-
mented a range of economic reforms beginning in the 1950s, but its member
countries failed to coordinate their national plans. Simon Godard argues that
this failure to coordinate did not result from economic inefficiency but from po-
litical processes emphasizing national identities. According to this interpreta-
tion, Eastern European countries used the Council of Mutual Economic Assis-
tance (CMEA) to shift the balance of power within the Eastern bloc.

Nor was the Eastern bloc itself a self-contained monolith, as official dis-
courses suggested. Before Eastern and Central European countries formed a
“bloc”, they constituted a “European first periphery,” as seen from the perspec-
tive of the Western “center” in the interwar years – as Sandrine Kott reminds us.
In her contribution, she argues that this perception of a peripheral position was
not completely abandoned after 1945. The Eastern part of the continent became a
site for testing new management strategies exported from Anglo-Saxon countries
through international organizations. Interest in opportunities for experimenta-
tion increased from the early 1960s against the background (or sometimes, the
specter) of a rapidly rising Third World, which became omnipresent in every ap-
proach to planning and development. Consequently, in certain fields the Europe-
an Eastern periphery was considered (at least in theory) to be a potential bridge
to the underdeveloped South, be it in management, in theological dialogue or in
trade agreements like those encouraged by UNCTAD.³⁹

Temporalities of planning

Interest in bridging the West-East-South divides, which was widespread in the
late 1960s and early 1970s, was overshadowed in the sphere of planning by a

 This aspect is further developed in Michel Christian, Sandrine Kott, Ondřej Matějka, “Inter-
national Organizations in the Cold War: the Circulation of Experts beyond the East-West Divide,”
Acta Universitatis Carolinae. Studia Territorialia 1 (2017): 35–60.
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more defensive type of thought aimed at preventing the demise of Western global
dominance, or at least slowing it down. This is one of the key points of Jenny
Andersson’s contribution to our volume. Her analysis substantially enriches un-
derstanding of the chronological milestones in the history of planning between
East and West,which is the third thematic cluster addressed by most of the chap-
ters in this volume. The importance of this chronology justifies our decision to
organize this volume along a time-line of the rise and fall of the influence of
the “political religion” of planning in East-West relations.

The early days of planning are relatively well covered, for example in the
studies of Judt or Engerman, who emphasized how the world wars accelerated
intellectuals’ enthusiasm for all kinds of non-conformist ideas that had been
popular in the interwar years.⁴⁰ Two contributions in our volume adopt an inter-
national perspective and deal with the first dreams of large-scale planning. Be-
sides an inescapable homage to Gunnar Myrdal and UNECE, we find it important
to remember one story of a planning failure on the macro level: the rise and fall
of the International Trade Organization (ITO), the most ambitious postwar proj-
ect aimed at regulating global trade movements, as detailed by Francine McKen-
zie. Although the ITO grew out of the experiences and hopes of the interwar and
war periods, it could not survive the mounting pressure of early Cold War real-
ities and the retreat of planning thought in the United States in the late 1940s.

References to pre-1945 planning initiatives and thought are certainly not lim-
ited to the two contributions that form the first part of our book. Our volume in
fact demonstrates the importance of the interwar roots of postwar developments
in East-West planning. Katja Naumann insists on that point when she explains
the genesis of Central European social scientists’ connections to the West. Sim-
ilarly, the influence of Czech actors inside the ILO and other management-orient-
ed assistance activities stemmed from networks first forged in the 1920s, as San-
drine Kott explains in her chapter.

The “classical planners” who grew up in, and were formed directly or indi-
rectly by the self-confident, goal-oriented ethos of European High Modernity,
lived their (last) moments of glory in the 1960s, as the, correspondingly extensive
Part Two of this volume illustrates. That European ethos was shaped by the con-
viction that people and societies could be improved through rationally planned
action. After Charles de Gaulle returned to power in France, planners held key
positions inside the institutional architecture of the state-run parts of the French
economy (see the contribution by Gouarné), social scientists from all corners of
Europe launched ambitious comparative research schemes through the Interna-

 Judt, Postwar, 67on.
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tional Social Science Council (Naumann), numerous Western modernizers be-
came hypnotized by Yugoslav self-management practices (Zaccaria), the ILO fi-
nanced impressive management development centers (Kott) and the founding
of UNCTAD in 1964 restored the regulation of world trade atop the international
agenda (Christian). The oil shock of the 1970s and the end of the Bretton Woods
system in 1973 did not automatically call into question the ability of planners to
master an economic crisis. As Jenny Andersson makes clear, the early 1970s was
characterized by the blossoming of “worldwide” analyzes and planning propos-
als in the spheres of trade, finance, industrialization and development. It was
only later in the decade that the planning approaches began to lose ground to
neoliberal ideas.

Michel Christian’s chapter on UNCTAD offers an interesting perspective on
the transitional years between the planning euphoria and the planning phobia
that became palpable in the 1970s and 1980s. Founded as a response to the ear-
lier failure of the ITO after the Havana Conference in 1948, UNCTAD raised the
profile of planning in relation to international trade and espoused new trade reg-
ulations more favorable to developing countries. UNCTAD’s strength was based
on the presumed legitimacy of state intervention and economic planning in
the economic field. The intellectual framework that supported the European
postwar consensus allowed a reconciliation of Keynesian economic regulation
and socialist state planning. But as Christian also explains, the progressive mar-
ginalization of UNCTAD owed much to the rise of neoliberal ideology after the
late 1970s and its global impact.

Several other contributions (assembled in the third part of this volume) fur-
ther explain the turn away from planning in the 1970s.⁴¹ Jenny Andersson uncov-
ers the anxieties of influential elites, mainly in North America, who reacted to
the challenge of global interdependence by trying to find tools that would pre-
serve Western dominance of the world economy. Her analysis describes signifi-
cant shifts on the conceptual level. “Planning,” which was narrowly linked to
the progressively outdated modernizing ethos of the postwar decades, gave
way to “scenarios” and “models” that better fit the worldviews of new managers
of an increasingly ungovernable global arena. Michael Hutter points in the same
direction when he presents the goals formulated by IIASA experts in the 1970s.
There were no more ambitious large-scale development projects. Instead, the
catchword of the moment was to “control and stabilize” through “modules”

 The 1970s are undoubtedly one of the main areas of current historiographical research, for
recent developments in this field see, among many other works, Elke Seefried, “Politics and
Time from the 1960s to the 1980s,” The Journal of Modern European History 13 (2015), special
issue 3.
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and “packages of techniques.” In that particular field, experts ceased to promote
change and began to focus on stopping, or at least limiting, some of the disas-
trous consequences of previous large-scale “modern” projects such as the exten-
sive use of DDT. Both Hutter and Christian justifiably link their reflections on the
debates of the 1970s and 1980s to present-day discussions of climate change and
the continuing problematic effects of global imbalances in trade. In that way our
volume lends historical consciousness to the issues burning in our contemporary
public space.

Conclusion

Dealing with planning models and their circulation in international thought and
practices offers new insight into the European dimension of the Cold War. First,
it calls into question the master narrative of the clash between two superpowers.
The history of the Cold War in Europe, as seen from the planning angle, does not
focus on the Berlin blockade, the smashing of the Prague Spring, and the Euro-
missiles crisis. Instead it reveals that even though the European continent was
divided into two blocs, in buffer states such as Finland, Austria and, in its
own way, Yugoslavia there were numerous and varied contacts above, below, be-
yond and through the Iron Curtain. The contributions to this volume also show
that social-democratic parties and organizations have remained a stable part of
political life in Europe, in sharp contrast to the United States. This social-demo-
cratic milieu was instrumental in creating bridges between West and East, espe-
cially in fields like planning. Our collective volume also underlines the deep his-
tory of contacts between the two halves of Europe (dating back to before World
War Two), which stretched from trade and industry to culture and education. Be-
cause of those past ties, the Cold War could not be waged in Europe simply as a
confrontation between two superpowers. Last but not least, from French planism
to Hungarian market-based reforms of its centrally managed economy, planning
thought and practices highlighted the internal diversity of the two blocs, which
was in many ways the result of the circulation of planning models between East
and West. Dealing with planning in this way raises substantial questions about
contacts, exchanges, and circulations, which can and should be more widely
taken into account in new histories of the Cold War.

Second, this transnational history of the Cold War leads to a reevaluation of
the role of Eastern Europe in the conventional narrative of European history,
which has all too often been reduced to the history of the Western part of the
continent. The contributions in this volume show that Eastern Europe was
more than an extension of the West in the interwar years or a lost or kidnapped
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part of it during the Cold War. Already in the interwar years in most of these
countries, political elites, both conservative and social democratic, developed
state-led economic and social projects to overcome what they saw as structural
underdevelopment. Many of the postwar international planners came from East-
ern Europe. Communist politicians built on prewar know-how; meanwhile cen-
tral planning became one of the main tools to enforce the socialist development
project. Up to the 1970s, Eastern European countries thus constituted genuine
laboratories for planning; in that sense they remained a source of inspiration
for some planners in Western Europe. Moreover, their own history of relative un-
derdevelopment, made these countries suitable exporters of planning expertise
to newly decolonized countries, putting them in a central mediating position be-
tween West and South.⁴²

Finally, the various contributions highlight the fluidity of the notion of plan-
ning. As seen at the beginning of this Introduction “planning” as an analytical
category has been used in various intellectual contexts: economy, political sci-
ence, sociology, history, yet always in connection with modernity. Most of the
contributions in this volume use the term in relation to those various analytical
dimensions. There is more to be done in producing a micro-history of planning in
a pan-European context, to confront those analytical categories that we as schol-
ars are using with the language of the above-mentioned actors on the ground.
Did they know or claim that they were “planning”? How did the use of the
term change and evolve over time? Which kinds of practical tools did the various
actors use to “plan”? We hope that this volume will provide a useful analytical
framework for future research in this direction.

 For more on this aspect, see Christian, Kott, Matějka, “International Organizations”, 53–58.
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