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It is one of the ironies of this strange century that the most lasting results of the October
revolution, whose object was the global overthrow of capitalism, was to save its antagonist,
both in war and in peace – that is to say, by providing it with the incentive, fear, to reform
itself after the Second World War, and by establishing the popularity of economic planning,

furnishing it with some of the procedures for its reform.
Eric J. Hobsbawm, Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914– 1991

(London, Abacus, 1995 [1994]), 7–8

In his famous book The Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, Eric Hobs-
bawm invited readers to challenge the distinction made by economic historians
between “mandatory planning” (i.e. the Soviet mode of organization of economy
based on a strong hierarchical top-down decision process and a strict state con-
trol) and “indicative planning” (i.e. a “flexible” administrative mode of regula-
tion, set up in a few capitalist countries after the Second World War in order
to correct imperfections of the market). Instead, Hobsbawm examined the effects
of “real socialism” on the political and economic structures of Western states.
Through the fears and borrowings it elicited, he argued, the Soviet regime was
a powerful accelerator of structural reforms in Western economies, thereby con-
tributing to their “golden age”. By contrast, the collapse of the socialist “bloc”
precipitated the rise of neoliberalism by discrediting the project of a planned
economy. Hobsbawm’s argument was an invitation to study how the fate of East-
ern societies influenced the trajectory of the welfare state in the West. This chap-
ter takes up the challenge by looking into the case of France.

Sometimes presented as the only Western state with a genuinely planned
economy, France opted for a centrally managed economy to rebuild and modern-
ize the country in the wake of World War Two. A “culture of regulation and eco-
nomic and social protection,” initiated during the Popular Front, prevailed
among French political and administrative elites, who supported the setting
up of a “mixed economy” combining planning and market.¹ Based on the

 See the works of Michel Margairaz, in particular: L’État, les finances et l’économie (1932–
1952). Histoire d’une conversion (Paris: Comité d’histoire économique et financière de la France,
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model of a large company and supported by a comprehensive statistical informa-
tion system, French planning was meant to ensure the coherence and feasibility
of the country’s projects. It relied on a process of negotiation and consultation
(the commissions du plan included “social partners”) to anticipate social con-
flicts. This socio-technical innovation was conceived as an original solution to
the crisis of political representation that had led to the war.²

To what extent can the French system be considered as an “adaptation of So-
viet ideas to a capitalist mixed economy,” as Hobsbawm argued?³ What type of
dialogue did French planners engage in with the East, and for what purposes?
What were the social uses and impact of these exchanges, in the East and in
the West, during decades of crisis? To tackle these questions, I rely on an ap-
proach that highlights transnational circulations of ideas as well as their under-
lying social networks and discursive practices. The renewal of Cold War studies
has indeed been based on the deconstruction of political categories such as
“blocs,” “iron curtain” and opposition between systems,⁴ paving the way for
the analysis of East-West circulations in the cultural, scientific and technological
realms, and more recently regarding the very structures and forms of government
of states.⁵

The Cold War’s “mental map” effectively shifted substantially, being alterna-
tively based on the idea of an irreducible “opposition” and “competition” be-

1991, 2 vol.); “Rénovation,” in Dictionnaire De Gaulle, ed. Claire Andrieu, Philippe Braud, Guil-
laume Piketty (Paris: Laffont, 2006), 1000–1005; “La faute à 68? Le Plan et les institutions de la
régulation économique et financière: une libéralisation contrariée ou différée?”, in Mai 68 entre
libération et libéralisation. La grande bifurcation, ed. Michel Margairaz and Danielle Tartakowsky
(Rennes: PUR, 2010), 41–62.
 Alain Desrosières, “La commission et l’équation: une comparaison des plans français et néer-
landais entre 1945 et 1980”, Genèses 34 (March 1999): 28–52.
 Eric J. Hobsbawm, Age of Extremes, 274.
 See György Péteri, “Across and Beyond the East West Devide,” Slavonica 10 no. 2 (November
2004); Sandrine Kott and Justine Faure (ed.), “Le bloc de l’Est en question,” Vingtième siècle 109
(2011/2); Sari Autio-Sarasmo and Katalin Miklóssy (ed.), Reassessing Cold War Europe (London/
New York: Routledge, 2011); Paul Boulland and Isabelle Gouarné (ed.), “Communismes et circu-
lations transnationales,” Critique internationale 66 (January-March 2015).
 See recent research on East-West circulations in the area of planning and forecasting, includ-
ing: Gil Eyal and Johanna Bockman (ed.), “Eastern Europe as a Laboratory for Economic Knowl-
edge: The Transnational Roots of Neoliberalism,” American Journal of Sociology 108–2 (Septem-
ber 2002): 310–352; Johanna Bockman, Markets in the Name of Socialism. The Left-Wing Origins
of Neoliberalism (Stanford: Stanford Univeristy Press, 2011); Jenny Andersson and Eglė Rindze-
vičiūtė (ed.), The Struggle for the Long-Term in Transnational Science and Politics: Forging the Fu-
ture (London/New York: Routledge, 2015); Eglė Rindzevičiūtė, The Power of Systems. How Policy
Sciences Opened up the Cold War World (Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press, 2016).
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tween political systems on the one hand and of a “convergence” on the other. Its
definition was a constant subject of tension in the East and West alike, among
intellectual and political elites whose internationalization strategies are never
unrelated to national concerns, as Yves Dezalay has noted.While the internation-
al space of state expertise was structured on the basis of “resources acquired
and accredited in national fields of power”, the “mobilization of an international
capital of competencies and relations” is also an “important asset in strategies of
power in the national field”.⁶

This chapter pursues this approach by studying an oft-neglected component
of the internationalization of political and administrative elites – namely, the ac-
tual and symbolic relations between the French modernizing fractions and the
Soviet Union and some Eastern European socialist countries, during a historical
period (late 1950s-1970s) dominated by the idea of a “convergence of systems.”⁷ It
examines how this conception informed strategies of internationalization toward
the East, which admittedly differed depending on the countries and their respec-
tive ongoing structural reforms, but enabled the emergence of economic exper-
tise networks. Ultimately, a forgotten stage in the development of an internation-
al field of expertise will be documented – before neoliberalism became the new
orthodoxy along with the US hegemony, when Europe and the Soviet Union
formed a hub around the idea of a state-controlled economy.

 Yves Dezalay, “Les courtiers de l’international. Héritiers cosmopolites, mercenaires de l’impér-
ialisme et missionnaires de l’universel,” Actes de la Recherche en sciences sociales 151– 152
(2004/1): 4–35. See also Marion Fourcade, “The Construction of a Global Profession: The Trans-
nationalization of Economics,” American Journal of Sociology 112, no. 1 (July 2006): 145–194.
 This article draws on a study of archival documents from the French and Soviet state institu-
tions in charge of planning and from research centers in economics: in Russia, the Archive of the
Academy of Sciences (ARAN) and the State Archive of the Economy (RGAE); in France, the Na-
tional Financial and Economic Archive (CAEF) and the archives of scientific organizations such
as the National Center for scientific research (CNRS) and the School of Advanced Studies in the
Social Sciences (EHESS). This study of archival materials was complemented by memoir litera-
ture and also by a dozen face-to-face semi-structured interviews with French economists who
took part in the exchanges with Eastern countries in 1960s-1970s. The interviews were focused
on their professional trajectory (the successive positions held in the political-administrative
and economic fields), on the different phases of their cooperation with Eastern economists,
the conditions of work and dialogue, and on their visions and representations of Eastern social-
ist system.
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Thinking beyond Cold War oppositions

Developed since the late 1930s, the convergence theory supported, with a num-
ber of variations,⁸ the idea of a rapprochement between the “capitalist” “West-
ern” systems and the Soviet Union’s and Eastern Europe’s “socialist” systems.
Their respective evolutions, it argued, led to the same type of “industrial societ-
ies” (or “post-industrial”) whose goals and operating methods were similar. This
idea was largely popularized with de-Stalinization and the subsequent thaw, es-
pecially in US social science, where Soviet studies scholars fueled general con-
siderations on modern society (Inkeles, Sorokin, Parsons, Rostow, Bell et al.).⁹
According to David Engerman, however, it had limited interest to the US govern-
ment.¹⁰ In France, on the other hand, it resonated far beyond academic circles
and into the political and administrative field itself, especially among its mod-
ernizing elements who had gathered within the “triangle” formed by the
INSEE (National institute of statistic and economic studies), the national plan-
ning board (Commissariat au Plan) and the Ministry of Finance’s economic
and financial studies department (Service des études économiques et finan-
cières), later renamed Directorate of forecasting (Direction de la prévision).¹¹

Between interest and sympathy:
French economists and the Soviet “model”

At a time when the French political and administrative field was experiencing
sweeping changes, the outlines of this new institutional space were traced in
the immediate postwar period by a group of senior officials with atypical back-
grounds. Senior public service was rarely a family tradition for them. Many of

 For discussion of different formulations of this thesis, see Théofil I. Kis, “État des travaux sur
la problématique de la convergence: théories et hypothèses,” Études internationales 2, no. 3
(1971): 443–487. See also in this volume the contributions by Sandrine Kott, “The social engi-
neering project,” and Ondřej Matějka, “Social engineering and alienation.”
 David C. Engerman, “To Moscow and Back: American Social Scientists and the Concept of
Convergence,” in American Capitalism. Social Thought and Political Economy in the Twentieth
Century, ed. Nelson Lichtenstein (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2006), 47–68.
 David C. Engerman, Know Your Enemy. The Rise and Fall of America’s Soviet Experts (Oxford/
New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), chap. 7.
 Alain Desrosières, La Politique des nombres. Histoire de la raison statistique (Paris: La Décou-
verte, 1993); Gouverner par les nombres. L’argument statistique (Paris: Presses de l’École des
Mines, 2008, 2 vol.).
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them came from religious minorities (Jewish – for instance, François Bloch-
Lainé, Étienne Hirsch, Simon Nora or Pierre Uri; or Protestant – as Claude Gru-
son and Jean Saint-Geours) or had modest social backgrounds (Claude Gruson,
Robert Marjolin, Jean Serisé). At odds with the posture of apoliticism tradition-
ally prevailing in the field, their trajectories had often been marked by intense
political commitments, in the Resistance (Jean Serisé, for instance) or in left-
wing parties – the Socialist Party (Pierre Uri, Jean Saint-Geours) and even the
Communist Party (Claude Alphandéry, Jean Bénard, Jean Denizet, Jacques le
Noane, Jacques Mayer, André Nataf; in the next generation: Philippe Herzog,
Gaston Olive and others).¹² While their training (Polytechnique, École des
Ponts et Chaussées, École des Mines) put them within the tradition of state en-
gineers who are the bearers of economic knowledge,¹³ they had also been deeply
impressed by the crisis of democracy in the 1930s and 1940s and were eager to
restore social bonds by implementing a political modernization project. This
group of state economists thus brought forward an original response to the chal-
lenge of postwar reconstruction based on national planning and accounting.

United by the same ambitions for modernization, this community of senior
officials was however divided as to the definition of the type of planning that
should be implemented.¹⁴ There had been heated debates on the subject at
the time of the country’s liberation. Under the helm of Jean Monnet, a soft, in-
dicative and consultative form of planning had eventually prevailed against
the more controlling approach envisioned by some, who considered the Soviet
Union as a “model” from which France could draw inspiration (Pierre Mendès
France and his adviser Georges Boris, and also Claude Gruson, Alfred Sauvy
and other planners of the postwar period).¹⁵

 Brigitte Gaïti, “Les modernisateurs dans l’administration d’après-guerre. L’écriture d’une
histoire héroïque,” Revue française d’administration publique 102 (2002/2): 295–306; De Gaulle,
prophète de la Cinquième République (1946– 1962) (Paris: Presses de Science Po, 1998), chap. 7.
See also François Fourquet, Les Comptes de la puissance. Histoire de la comptabilité nationale et
du plan (Paris: Encres, 1980).
 Marion Fourcade, Economists and Societies: Discipline and Profession in the United States,
Britain & France, 1890s to 1990s (Princeton/Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2009), especially
chap. 4.
 On this topic, see Vincent Spenlauher, L’évaluation des politiques publiques, avatar de la pla-
nification (Grenoble: Thèse de l’Université Pierre-Mendès France, 1998), chap. 1.
 Philippe Mioche, “La planification comme ‘réforme de structure’. L’action de Pierre Mendès
France de 1943 à 1945,” Histoire, économie et société 1, no. 3 (1982): 471–488; Le Plan Monnet.
Genèse et élaboration, 1941– 1947 (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1987). See also Jean-
Louis Crémieux-Brilhac, Georges Boris. Trente ans d’influence. Blum, De Gaulle, Mendès France
(Paris: Gallimard, 2010).
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Claude Gruson (1910–2000)

Often presented as the “father” of French national accounting, Claude Gruson
was a long-time admirer of Soviet and East German planning. In the biographical
interviews he published under the title Programmer l’espérance [Programming
Hope] in 1976, he noted:

The first reason for my admiration,which indeed I am not trying to hide, is that this system,
which is completely different from capitalism, exists: it is capable of evolving and meeting
complex goals. . . . From a political standpoint, the Soviet system has visible flaws. On the
other hand, the Eastern system is arguably much more egalitarian than ours.” Later, he
adds: “We need to look for another model of society, as it is in Western Europe that this
problem whose responsibility is ours arises. . . . Still, I don’t want to completely rule out
any form of application of the Soviet model in the future. Europe will certainly be threat-
ened by a deep crisis within a few years. . . . Under that assumption, the only way out might
be a system inspired by Eastern socialisms: a deeply troubled and disorganized Europe
would find its salvation in the implementation of a simple and robust system, based on
a centralism that wouldn’t necessarily be Stalinist, being on the opposite capable of moving
toward decentralization and democracy. But it all depends on how deep and lasting the cri-
sis is.¹⁶

Gruson’s interest in Soviet planning and Marxism was anchored in his vocation
as a state engineer and a Protestant intellectual concerned with “programming
hope” and bringing about the “future of brotherhood, justice and love” to
which the world was “promised.” An alumnus of the Ecole Polytechnique and
a “self-taught” economist, he was one of the key actors of postwar French plan-
ning in the Ministry of Finance and as Director-General at the INSEE (1961–
1967). Upon the liberation of France, he was tasked with setting up the Depart-
ment for economic and financial studies at the Treasury and with coming up
with information and analysis tools to guide the reconstruction’s economic
and social policy.¹⁷ He viewed economic power as “oppressive” and “dictatori-
al,” and remained a steadfast supporter of planning even after the 1960s,
when state regulation of the economy in all forms was heavily criticized. He con-
ceived planning not simply as a means to “reduce uncertainty,” to use Pierre
Massé’s phrase, but as a “political support tool for policy-making” and an instru-
ment of democratization.

 Claude Gruson, Programmer l’espérance (Paris: Stock, 1976), 162–163 and 177– 178.
 Aude Terray, Des Francs-tireurs aux experts. L’organisation de la prévision économique au
ministère des Finances, 1948– 1968 (Paris: Comité pour l’Histoire économique et financière de
la France, 2002).
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While the Khrushchev Thaw introduced a “peaceful coexistence” policy and
allowed Soviet scientists to open up to the world, he actively participated in the
first exchanges between French and Soviet planners and economists. In 1958, he
was part of the delegation of French planners and economists sent to the Soviet
Union to learn about the methods of Socialist planning. After leaving his post at
the INSEE in 1967, he went on to work in the banking sector and drifted away
from the East-West state expertise networks. Yet, he continued to carefully mon-
itor attempts at reforming Socialist economic systems; during the “transition”
years, he strongly opposed the economic orientations that were adopted. In
his view, introducing a market economy in the former Socialist countries re-
quired an “adaptation effort” that demanded “not a centralized planning that
would stifle initiative, but at least a powerful central apparatus of strategic reg-
ulation, capable of providing strong insights on economic activity and of correct-
ing its inconsistencies”.¹⁸

As we can see with Claude Gruson’ case, communists were far from the only
ones with an interest in Soviet planning. In the postwar period, it was very wide-
ly shared among this circle of state economists, characterized by a left-wing sen-
sibility.¹⁹ It had much to do with the engineer-state (or expert-state) model that
the Soviet Union had managed to embody, especially after the trials of World
War Two and the fight against Nazi Germany, as several French economists
noted in interviews:

It is necessary to understand the moment well. Russia is one of the great victors of the War,
but maybe, seen from France, with a specific orientation, because the fight against the Ger-
mans was horrendous.Well, Stalingrad and so on. The Communist Party is the first party in
France. Maybe it wasn’t anymore at that time, but it had been until recently. Thus Russia
has a special aura. And in particular, we are very impressed by its success in the area of
planning. (Interview with Jean Serisé, 28 November 2012)

We faced a planned economy, which had won the War.Well, they [the Soviets] were saying
it, but it is true that they had a certain prestige. Soviet Russia had prestige, not only for
having won the War against the Germans, but for having won with an economic base
that they sort of managed to embellish enough, if you will, and so on. (Interview with
Jean Saint-Geours, 19 November 2012).

 Claude Gruson, Propos d’un opposant obstiné au libéralisme mondial (Paris: Éditions MSH,
2001), 73–81 and 79.
 Aude Terray, Des Francs-tireurs aux experts.
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French interpretations of the convergence theory

Having lost momentum in the early stages of the Cold War, the postwar interest
in planning in the East was revived in the post-Stalinist period as the Soviet
Union achieved a series of technological feats (including the launch of Sputnik,
the first artificial satellite, in 1957, of the first man in space in 1961, etc.) and en-
gaged in a set of structural economic reforms alongside other Eastern European
countries.²⁰ Edmond Malinvaud (1923–2015), who embodied a model of success
for French state economists, despite his great political restraint,²¹ recalled:

According to my tentative assessment, however, we overestimated the real performance in
the USSR in 1960, and we also had for long a too favourable image of the changes since
then. . . . I shall venture into giving two reasons explaining why propaganda achieved
its aim to some extent. First, we were too much impressed by some Soviet successes: in
Word War II, hence, we thought, by its war economy; and on the technological front, par-
ticularly in the nuclear and aerospace fields. Those successes were too easily accepted as
such (we did not know their cost) and as more widely significant. Second, looking at the
social problems in our part of the world we fell too much into mistake of the believing
that “the grass was greener” in the other part. . . . Without accepting the Communist polit-
ical project, whose political features were found by most to be too undemocratic, many
were ready to concede that the Soviet system was performing better on the social front.²²

From the late 1950s on, multiple initiatives were taken in France and in the other
Western countries to get information not only on the content of those reforms
and their political orientations, but also on the technical innovations they
could bring in terms of planning and “economic information.” That period
also saw the rise of a generation of French academics who specialized in the So-
viet economy (Charles Bettelheim, whose first works were already well known,
but also Marie Lavigne, Basile Kerblay, Jean Marczewski, Henri Chambre, Georg-
es Sokoloff and others), which reflected that wider interest.

 For an overview, see Bernard Chavance, Les réformes économiques à l’Est, de 1950 à 1990
(Paris: Nathan, 2000).
 On his career path, see Frédéric Lebaron, La Croyance économique. Les économistes entre sci-
ence et politique (Paris: Seuil, 2000), and especially 67–71. His election to the Collège de France
in 1987 marks the culmination of his career as an economist, at the junction of research and high
administration.
 Edmond Malinvaud, “Introduction: Some Notes on Assessments about Economic Systems,”
in Planning, Shortage, and Transformation. Essays in Honor of János Kornai, ed. Eric Maskin and
András Simonovits (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2000), 1– 14, 4–5.
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The renewal of economic thinking in the East²³ was attentively followed by
the “modernizers,” who then faced “the experience of relegation,” in the words
of Brigitte Gaïti. The March 1952 appointment of Antoine Pinay as Prime Minister
and the end of the Marshall Plan aid in 1953 had led them to be politically margi-
nalized. Pierre Mendès France’s political return allowed them to remobilize, but
this was short-lived. Only by rallying to the support of General de Gaulle in 1958
did they manage to genuinely get back into the political and administrative
game; this was the golden age of the French Plan.²⁴ The idea of a “convergence
of systems” found a lasting echo in France during that political juncture. The call
to move beyond the “outdated stereotype” of an opposition between socialism
and capitalism became a leitmotiv in the discourse of these economists:

First, let’s give up on the all too common distinction between ‘centrally planned economy’
and ‘market economy’. The image suggested by that distinction might be convenient for the
sake of an argument, but it gives us a false view of reality. . . . It is trivial to note that the
variety of regimes that exist in the world match neither of those two images [that of a cen-
tral body determining an optimal program; that of the market]. Decision-making processes
are actually far more complex. They require the effects of decentralized actions and of de-
cisions taken at the highest national level to be combined everywhere.²⁵

Conceived in really different circumstances, for different, if not opposed, purposes, Soviet-
type planning and Western-type planning, very dissimilar in the beginning, are slowly
evolving toward a common model. . . . The most advanced socialist and capitalist countries
have reached a very similar, if not identical, stage of development. They are consciously
seeking the forms of economic management allowing to make the best use of resources,
which are not fundamentally different, and with methods which are, indeed, practically
the same. Is it surprising that they are gradually finding similar solutions?²⁶

Such a comparative approach to the Eastern and Western systems may appear
surprising. It was a departure first from the dominant discourse during the
Cold War, which held that communism and capitalism were radically at odds;
also, it clearly strayed from the idea of a “third way,” which had been influential

 Bernard Chavance, “La théorie de l’économie socialiste dans les pays de l’Est entre 1917 et
1989,” in Nouvelle histoire de la pensée économique, ed. Alain Béraud and Gilbert Faccarello
(Paris: La Découverte, 1993), vol. 2, chap. 19.
 Brigitte Gaïti, De Gaulle, prophète de la Cinquième République.
 Edmond Malinvaud, “Réflexions pour l’étude de la planification dans les sociétés occiden-
tales,” Presentation at the conference on long-term planning organized by the International Eco-
nomic Association (Moscow, December 1972). INSEE Papers, Centre des archives économiques et
financières (CAEF), France (B55.512).
 Jean Marczewski, “Planification et convergence des systèmes,” Revue de l’Est 2/4 (1971):
5– 19.
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to that generation of senior civil servants when they were young, in the 1930s.²⁷
In fact, even if it received the intellectual backing of French economists who
were specialists of Eastern countries, its diffusion elicited strong criticisms, com-
ing primarily from Marxist communist intellectuals, who faulted the convergence
thesis for neglecting the fundamental differences between the two systems when
it came to their “economic and social basis.”²⁸

The success of the convergence thesis among the “modernizers” is actually
owed to the fact that it could be used as a tool in the legitimation struggles in
which they were engaged, rekindled by the “uncertain configuration of the po-
litical game” opened with General de Gaulle’s return to power (1958). Against the
traditional powers of parliament and the political parties, these senior civil serv-
ants then sought to “diffuse a new representation of politics, in which technical
management skills countered political representation, economic efficiency coun-
tered legal regularity, planning countered law, and the executive countered the
legislative.”²⁹ In these political rivalries, the convergence thesis offered a theoret-
ical rationalization to the political interests supported by state economists. As it
defined the most advanced societies as “mixed economies,” it made planning a
key feature of the social and political modernization process and even a back-
bone of the “French grandeur” that was so dear to de Gaulle: France, thanks
to its original experience of planning, could play a prominent role in the field
of international economic expertise.³⁰ The idea of convergence thus gave the
“modernizers” a theoretical foundation for their alliance with Gaullism.

 Antonin Cohen, “Du corporatisme au keynésianisme. Continuités pratiques et ruptures sym-
boliques dans le sillage de François Perroux,” Revue française de science politique 56 (2006/4):
555–592.
 See, for example, the review written by the Marxist historian Jean Bouvier of Choix et effi-
cience des investissements (Paris: École Pratique des Hautes Études, 1963) in Annales. Histoire,
sciences sociales (January-February 1970, 144– 145). On the positions of economists in the French
Communist Party, see Nicolas Azam, Le PCF confronté à “l’Europe”. Une étude socio-historique
des prises de position et des recompositions partisanes (Paris : Dalloz, 2017).
 Delphine Dulong, Moderniser la politique. Aux origines de la Ve République (Paris: L’Harmat-
tan, 1997), 287.
 It was this specificity, which, for instance, justified the organization in France of the IEA (In-
ternational Economic Association) conference on public economics. In the introduction to the
conference proceedings, Julius Margolis (Professor at Stanford University) noted: “It was fitting
that the Conference on the Analysis of the Public Sector be held in France where there existed a
tradition of economic analysis for public works planning and a remarkable renaissance of anal-
ysis in many branches of the public services. The French experiences are being duplicated in
many nations of the world as increasing recognition has been given to the value of economic
concepts and models to guide the operations of government.” Introduction to Julius Margolis
and Henri Guitton, Public economics: an analysis of public production and consumption and
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Turning to the East

In the late 1950s, French planners and economists turned to the East, targeting
the socialist countries that seemed to have made the most progress in reforming
their planning systems and that were accordingly thought to be the most ad-
vanced in the “convergence” process. This worldview had thus a performative ef-
fect,³¹ effectively shaping a space of East-West circulations that remains to be
precisely mapped. Now eager to identify “common concerns” between “indica-
tive planning” and “mandatory planning,” the French economists seized every
opportunity they could to engage in a dialogue with the East. This international-
ization effort was primarily but not exclusively aimed at the Soviet Union. It in-
cluded other socialist countries such as Poland and Hungary, where structural
reforms had been attempted since the 1960s. However, these East-West networks
were defined not only by the opportunities for exchange created by the reforms
underway in socialist countries, but also by the degree to which political author-
ities in those states made opening up to the West possible and the ways in which
they allowed it to happen.

Soviet economic science and the West: a negotiated opening

The development of these networks of expertise was in no way an easy process.
Admittedly, the Thaw had marked a turn in East/West relations, starting with
France and the Soviet Union,³² but exchanges remained limited, including in
the field of social science, where tensions still ran high in the East between
the “defenders of the dogma” and “scholars concerned with studying ‘real’ soci-
ety.”³³

their relations to the private sectors. Proceedings of a conference (New York: MacMillan/St Mar-
tin’s Press, 1969), xi–xii, x. On this international conference, see Mathieu Hauchecorne,
“L’État des économistes au ‘miroir transatlantique.’ Circulations et hybridation de l’économie
publique française et états-unienne,” in Comparaisons franco-américaines, ed. Daniel Sabbagh
and Maud Simonet (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes, 2016).
 Pierre Bourdieu, “Décrire et prescrire. Les conditions de possibilité et les limites de l’effica-
cité politique (1980),” in Langage et pouvoir symbolique (Paris: Seuil, 2001), 186– 198.
 Marie-Pierre Rey, La Tentation du rapprochement. France et URSS à l’heure de la détente
(1964– 1974) (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1991).
 Martine Mespoulet, “La ‘renaissance’ de la sociologie en URSS (1958– 1972). Une voie étroite
entre matérialisme historique et ‘recherches sociologiques concrètes,’” Revue d’histoire des sci-
ences humaines 16 (2007): 57–86.
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This applied to economics in particular. In the Soviet Union, the discipline
was constructed as a detailed defense of socialism against capitalism (including
in the form of political economics, “politèkonómiâ”). It had managed to gain
more autonomy by turning to applied methods and mathematics.While debates
remained heated, at the time of Khrushchev’s reforms, a division of labor
emerged between theory, which was assigned to the Marxist-Leninist ideologues,
and practice (intersectoral and sectoral economies), which fell to the mathemat-
ical economists. This dividing line was sometimes challenged, in particular dur-
ing political crises, as in 1968, when the entire discipline was again subjected to
greater political control. Still, as Natalia Chmatko notes, “the adoption of that
structure gave free rein to the economists: in theory they no longer contested
the superior role of Marxism-Leninism and did not assert their autonomy from
that ideology; but on the other hand they claimed to take interest in special dis-
ciplines, inferior levels.”³⁴ Often originally trained in mathematics or engineer-
ing, the mathematical economists rarely took part in general theoretical debates,
which were monopolized by the Marxist-Leninist political economists. Mathe-
matical economics was reduced to applied mathematics, disconnected from the-
oretical generalizations. All references to the neoclassical school remained polit-
ically suspect, as Ivan Boldyrev and Olessia Kirtchik have shown.³⁵ The
mathematical economists were mostly found in the research institutes created
during the 1960s mainly by the Academy of Sciences and the Central Institute
of Mathematical Economics [CEMI : Central’nyj ėkonomiko-matematičeskij insti-
tut], as well as in the Siberian branch of the Academy,³⁶ the Institute of Econom-
ics and Industrial Engineering [Institut èkonomiki i organizacii promyšlennogo
proizvodstva] and the research centers affiliated with the Gosplan, such as the
Institute for Economic Research [Naučno-issledovatelʹskij èkonomičeskij insti-
tut].

 Natalia Chmatko, “Les usages des sciences économiques en Russie entre les années 1960 et
1990,” Histoire Économie et Société 4 (2002): 583–603, 586.
 See Ivan Boldyrev and Olessia Kirtchik, “The Culture of Mathematical Economics in the Post
War Soviet Union,” WP6 (Moscow: High School of Economics Publication, May 2015); “General
Equilibrium Theory behind the Iron Curtain: The Case of Victor Polterovich,” History of Political
Economy 46/3 (2014): 435–461. On the uses of cybernetics in Soviet economy, see Slava Gero-
vitch, From Newspeak to Cyberspeak. A History of Soviet Cybernetics (Cambridge,Mass./London:
MIT Press, 2002), chap. 6; Adam E. Leeds, “Dreams in Cybernetic Fugue: Cold War Technos-
cience, the Intelligentsia, and the Birth of Soviet Mathematical Economics,” Historical Studies
in the Natural Sciences 46, no. 5 (2016): 633–668.
 On the Siberian branch of the Soviet Academy of Science, see Paul R. Josephson, New Atlan-
tis Revisited. Akademgorodok, the Siberian City of Science (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1997).
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Even though it was limited to specific applications, the international open-
ing up of Soviet economic science required constant negotiations to counter the
political and ideological reluctances it elicited, but also to circumvent the regime
of secrecy surrounding economic information. Much of the data on the Soviet
economy indeed remained classified, and research centers such as the Gosplan’s
Institute for Economic Research fell under a special scheme that strongly limited
opportunities for receiving foreign colleagues.

An argumentative strategy was however devised to justify the expansion of
such exchanges. It used the discourse on the “scientific and technical revolu-
tion” led in the post-Stalin period by the “reformist” Soviet elites, taking up
the idea of a “convergence of systems.”³⁷ In this sense, the reports drafted by
the mathematical economists following their first contacts with Western collea-
gues are a revealing read. Two arguments were systematically put forward: the
East/West dialogue could meet the objectives of Soviet authorities concerning
their political influence abroad and economic modernization. For instance, in
the 1971– 1972 memo of the CEMI research institute, the “great interest” of
these exchanges was emphasized, first in terms of “propaganda for Soviet ach-
ievements abroad” and also of the “practical application of foreign experience.”
In a number of cases, these contacts would allow the Soviet Union “not to waste
time and resources” in replicating the management and policy-making systems
discovered abroad that could “successfully be applied in our country.”³⁸

Building a network of state expertise

These closely monitored international exchanges began gaining momentum in
the late 1950s. Although France was not the only Western country to open a dia-
logue with Eastern economists, it probably acted as a driving force³⁹ due to the
Gaullist policy of opening up to the Soviet Union and the planning community’s

 Eglė Rindzevičiūtė, The Power of Systems, chap. 1. On the Soviet planners’ interest in the
Western (and especially French) experience of economic governance, see also Eglė Rindze-
vičiūtė, “A Struggle for the Soviet Future: The Birth of Scientific Forecasting in the Soviet
Union,” Slavic Review 75/1 (2016): 52–76.
 “Spravka ob èffektivnosti meždunarodnyh naučnyh sviazej CEMI AN SSSR za 1971– 1972 g.”
Central Mathematics and Economics Institute Papers, Russian Academy of Sciences Archives,
Moscow (F. 1959, Op. 1, D. 384, L. 2– 11).
 See, for instance, Vladímir Alekseevič Vinogradov’s memoirs: Moj XX vek. Vosponimaniia
(Moscow: Izdatelʹskij dom kalan, 2003), 132 on.
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keen interest in Eastern reform attempts based on mathematical economics and
computer science.

The mathematical economists were particularly sought after by the French
economists who exchanged with the East. Jean Marczewski, a French economist
of Polish origin, was for instance bitterly disappointed in the fifth international
economic history conference held in Leningrad in August 1970, where he moder-
ated a session on the history of planning: not only was the convergence thesis, of
which he was one of the leading French theoreticians, officially disputed by the
Soviets, but he was also unable to pursue the dialogue he had engaged a few
years before with Soviet economists/planners:

Defended by the author of this report, the thesis of the necessary convergence between So-
viet and Western management systems provoked clearly negative reactions from the Soviet
participants and also from some Romanian and East German colleagues. In contrast, it was
received favorably by most Westerners as well as by Yugoslavian, Hungarian and Polish col-
leagues.[…]

Conclusion:
Contrary to their compatriots directly involved in planning action – with whom I had had
long discussions during my three-month stay in the USSR, the Soviet economical historians
seem not to have yet understood the significance of the evolution of the Eastern and West-
ern economic systems under the pressure of technical progress.

This difference may result partly from the fact that Soviet historians have much less contact
with the contemporary reality than the economists involved in action.

It may also come from a certain doctrinal hardening of the regime, whose instructions in
the domain of intellectual relations with capitalist countries are currently stricter than in
1966, the year of my previous trip [to the USSR].⁴⁰

To clear these ideological and political hurdles, forms of exchange other than
large-scale international conferences were favored. These included workshops
and seminars with small numbers of participants, focused on applied economics
and avoiding ideological questions as much as possible, drawing on the support
of international organizations and academic institutions. On the French side, the
École pratique des Hautes études (EPHE) worked on developing regular institu-
tional exchanges with the Soviet Union and Eastern European countries in the
economic field, primarily through joint workshops. A director of studies at the
EPHE since 1948, Charles Bettelheim, whose ties with the Soviet Union dated

 Jean Marczewski, “Rapport sur les résultats de la mission à Leningrad, Paris, 27 octobre
1970”. CNRS Papers (National Center for scientific research)/French National Archives
(19860367/16).
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back to his years as a Communist activist (1933– 1937),⁴¹ played a key mediation
role in the 1950–1960s. During several trips to the East, he made multiple con-
tacts with Soviet Union economists – in the Central Institute for Mathematical
Economics (CEMI) with N. P. Fedorenko and V. S. Nemčinov, at the Gosplan’s In-
stitute for Economic Research with A. N. Efimov, and at the Institute for Global
Economics and International Relations (IMEMO) –, and more broadly with East-
ern European economists, particularly in Poland.⁴² In May 1960, for instance, he
coordinated a Franco-Polish workshop at the EPHE in Paris, on the theme
“Choice and efficiency of investments,” featuring French academic economists
and representatives of the Institute of Statistics-national planning board-Ministry
of Finance triangle (Claude Gruson, Edmond Malinvaud, Jean Bénard, Joseph
Klatzman, André Platier, Charles Prou).⁴³ The workshop offered not to revisit the-
oretical debates, but instead to adopt an “operational outlook” by focusing on
concrete problems: how should the volume and distribution of investments be
determined? How should the efficiency of investments be calculated? How
should the discount rate be set? etc. In doing so, French economists were
keen to highlight common ground between “indicative planning” and “manda-
tory planning” and overcome the reluctance that had been voiced on the subject.

After having presented the methods applied in France for the choice of pub-
lic investments, Edmond Malinvaud noted:

The above could suggest that the criteria adopted in France differ fundamentally from the
criteria recommended in Eastern countries. That is not my opinion. I have already indicated
that we deal with the problem in the same way that the economists working in the coun-
tries of mandatory planning. I will now try to show that in practice, in the simple situa-
tions, we arrive at formulas similar to some of those proposed by Polish and Russian au-
thors.⁴⁴

Charles Bettelheim stated also:

The presentations of Gruson and Fedorowicz are complementary. Since in both cases fun-
damental financial problems of indicative planning and mandatory planning appeared, we

 In 1936, he spent five months in Soviet Russia. On his life and career, see Fabien Denord and
Xavier Zunigo, “‘Révolutionnairement vôtre’. Économie marxiste, militantisme intellectuel et ex-
pertise politique chez Charles Bettelheim,” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales 158 (June
2005): 8–29.
 See the manuscript of his memoirs filed in his archives: Charles Bettleheim Papers, EHESS
Archives (École des Hautes études en sciences sociales).
 Charles Bettelheim, Choix et efficience des investissements (Paris: Mouton & Co, 1963). The
Polish delegation included H. Dunajewski, Z. Fedorovicz, K. Laski, B. Minc and K. Romaniuk.
 Ibidem, 78.
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could point to the common and the specific data and questions for both planning sys-
tems.⁴⁵

Another favored means of establishing dialogue between Eastern and Western
experts consisted in organizing fact-finding missions. In 1958, a delegation of
French economists, led by the Commissioner General of the national planning
board Étienne Hirsch, went to the Soviet Union for a nearly three-week-long mis-
sion (11–30 May 1958). Put together with the assistance of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, the team included planning administrators (François Bloch-Lainé,
Claude Gruson, Simon Nora, Jean Sérisé, Jean Bénard), and academic econo-
mists who worked in relation with the political and administrative field (Jean
Marchal, Jean-Marcel Jeanneney, Robert Goetz-Girey, Raymond Barre et Basile
Kerblay). Its objective was to initiate in-depth talks on Soviet planning – not
so much its results as its methods, institutions and mechanisms.

A report over 100 pages long was drafted after the mission.⁴⁶ Diplomatic pre-
cautions were obviously taken in the report’s wording, since it was circulated to
the Soviets, and it adopted a rather measured tone. It presented the successes
and failures of Soviet planning, the challenges it encountered and the solutions
envisioned. Mostly it showed how seriously the French delegation took these ex-
changes. An in-depth questionnaire had been developed and submitted to the
Soviets before the mission. It included very specific questions on planning tech-
niques – on the “logic” of planning (the consistency and balance of the objec-
tives, the choice of objectives and optimums), economic calculation issues (rela-
tions between the plans, price-setting, evaluation of the investments,
consumption studies, etc.) as well as the methods used to implement and mon-
itor planning.Work sessions were organized to disseminate concrete information
on Soviet planning at various levels: the Gosplan, the research institutes of the
Academy of Sciences, the Republics,⁴⁷ the factories and the kolkhozes.

The impressions of the French delegation were probably rather lukewarm. In
an interview, Jean Sérisé reported observing numerous discrepancies between
the Soviet reality and the logic of the planning in the course of his mission: fac-
tory work stopped between noon and 2pm, the black market was expanding, ac-
cess to consumer goods was difficult, etc. His account mostly conveys disillu-
sion:

 Ibidem, 121.
 The report was written mostly by Jean Bénard, the youngest member of the delegation, but it
was reviewed collectively. Interview with Jean Serisé, 28 November 2012.
 The French delegation was divided in three groups for tours in Leningrad, Kiev and Tbilisi.
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That vision of planning was rather different from the one we had at the start. That is, it was
much more pragmatic; and essentially, they did not proceed the way we thought they pro-
ceeded. . . . My colleagues were quite sad. They sympathized. But finally, there was a little
something that was beginning. (Interview with Jean Serisé, 28 November 2012)

Although this first-hand experience of the Soviet reality was a disappointment
for some, the report’s conclusions remained inconclusive:

A problem remains.We can glimpse paths toward a solution.We can be assured that Soviet
economists are actually committed to exploring these paths with very powerful resources
and a great deal of flexibility and inventiveness. But obviously, we have no right to predict
the results of a research that is still in the realm of creative imagination. . . . All we can say
is that if the Soviet planners follow through on their current research – even they manage to
put the huge core production apparatus developed during the Stalinian period to work for a
continuous and free improvement of living standards as well as the achievement of great
collective objectives – the achievements of the Soviet economy will far exceed the remark-
able ones we can already observe today.⁴⁸

Lastly, in the 1960s, these exchanges of experts were boosted by De Gaulle’s in-
ternational policy of rapprochement with the East. They were institutionalized
with the intergovernmental agreement on technical and scientific cooperation
signed by France and the Soviet Union in 1966. The nuclear and spatial sectors
were pilot areas in that cooperation, but it concerned numerous scientific fields,
and included exchanges on planning and forecasting methods.

A “working group on economic information” was created in June 1967 within
that framework.⁴⁹ On the French side, it mainly involved the Institute of Statis-
tics-national planning board-Ministry of Finance triangle. On the Soviet side, it
included participants from the Gosplan and its research institutes,⁵⁰ the central
directorate for statistics,⁵¹ as well as research institutes of the Academy of Scien-

 Report on May 1958 mission to the USSR. Direction du Trésor Papers, CAEF (B 594). See also
the paper that Basile Kerblay published after this mission: “Entretiens sur la planification avec
des économistes soviétiques,” Cahiers du monde russe et soviétique 1/1 (1959): 174– 179.
 Groupe de travail mixte franco-soviétique sur l’information économique réciproque, “PV de
la première session, Moscou, 20–23 juin 1967”. Direction générale de la Recherche scientifique
et technique Papers/French National Archives (19770321/411).
 Especially the Council for Study of Productive Forces (Sovet po izučeniju prouzvoditel‘nyh
sil) and the Institute for economic research (Haučho-issledovatel‘ckij ėkonomičeckij institut).
 On the history of the Soviet Institute for Statistics in the Stalinist period, see Alain Blum and
Martine Mespoulet, L’Anarchie bureaucratique. Statistique et pouvoir sous Staline (Paris: La Dé-
couverte, 2003).
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ces.⁵² Bringing together “high-level executives in planning and in economic and
technical bodies,” it was aimed at initiating a dialogue “in the fields of mathe-
matics and of the information processing methods used for economic research,
planning and management.” Five themes were initially selected: the use of math-
ematical economics and computer science in corporate management; the prep-
aration of the state’s economic decisions; the issues relating to the processing
of useful information for corporations and the state; the issues relating to the
training of executives; the application of computer science to planning and man-
agement issues. In the 1970s, these themes were included in the “computer sci-
ence” section of the cooperation. The signature of the intergovernmental scien-
tific cooperation agreement enabled the intensification and diversification of
forms of exchanges (seminars and workshops; exchanges of documents; long-
term missions or internships) between French and Soviet planners, economists
and statisticians.

Transnational circulations and planning reforms

Beginning in the late 1950s, a network of experts on economics and state was
formed between France and Eastern countries, based on the participants’ shared
belief that they were working on “similar problems” and could identify “com-
mon solutions.” In an interview, the French economist Jean-Michel Charpin
stressed this sense of belonging to the same professional community:

In the 1970s, well, during much of the 1970s, we considered them [Eastern economists] as
colleagues. We considered them as colleagues, who were working in a very different coun-
try, of course, in an authoritarian regime, really different lifestyles . . . . However, funda-
mentally, we considered them as colleagues, who used methods of quantitative economics,
at the service of their government. Besides, they were not so bad. Generally they had good
training in mathematics. (Interview with Jean-Michel Charpin, 5 September 2016)

Should this be seen as a genuine circulation of ideas between East and West?
What were the effects of these exchanges on planning practices in the East
and in the West? These questions pave new avenues of research – I will only pro-
vide a few pointers for further research here, as taking comprehensive stock of
the crisscrossing uses of these relationships remains to be done.

 In particular, the Central Mathematics and Economics Institute (CEMI) and the Institute of
economics and industrial engineering (Siberian branch of Soviet Academy of Sciences).
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“Common solutions” to “similar problems”

One particular example is worth looking at – the discussions initiated with So-
viet and Hungarian economists around the French macro-economic modeling ex-
periment prepared for the Sixth Plan. Contacts had been made for that project
within the framework of the Matheco program launched by the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe⁵³ with the assistance of the United Nations De-
velopment Programme. The project aimed at promoting cooperation on the ap-
plication of computer science and mathematical methods in economics. A first
cycle of study was held in Varna (Bulgaria) in September-October 1970 on the
use of macroeconomic planning models. It brought together planners and econ-
omists from France (Seibel, Courbis), Norway (Spurkland, Sevaldson), the Neth-
erlands (Van de Pas), as well as Hungary (Kornai, Norva & Bager), Bulgaria (Ni-
kiforov), Czechoslovakia (Cerny) and the Soviet Union (Isaiev).

The Hungarian presentations particularly caught the French participants’ at-
tention; the decision was made to further pursue these talks in the form of Fran-
co-Hungarian meetings held alternatively in Paris and Budapest in the early
1970s (a French delegation was in Hungary on 25–29 October 1971;⁵⁴ a Hungarian
delegation was in Paris in June 1972; etc.):

While friendly relationships have existed for many years between Hungarian and French
planners, the starting point of the mission lies more precisely in the contacts that were es-
tablished between the French and Hungarian delegations at the international seminar in
Varna (October 1970) and results from the interest that the representatives of each of the
two countries manifested for the economic research carried out in the other country. The
current mission aimed to allow each partner to be informed of the most recent develop-
ments in each other’s research (research, which in the Hungarian case seems promising
and very instructive for French planning), and, on the basis of the experience gained in
each country, to have an exchange of views on common problems.⁵⁵

Regarding the French expectations of these exchanges with Hungarian planners,
the initial goal was to find “lessons to draw” from the Hungarian experience,
and more precisely to study how Hungarian techniques could be used to over-

 On the role of the Economic Commission for Europe, see the contribution of Daniel Stinsky
in this volume.
 The French delegation included: Claude Seibel, Henri Guillaume, Bernard Ullmo (INSEE);
Pierre Malgrange (CEPREMAP); Jean-Pierre Pagé and Alain Bernard (Division des études et syn-
thèses quantitatives, Commissariat au Plan).
 Report of Commissariat au Plan, INSEE (Institute for Statistics), CEPREMAP (Center for the
Economical Research and its Applications), “Mission in Hungary,” 25–29 October 1971. Commis-
sariat au Plan Papers/ French National Archives (1992 0270/1).
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come difficulties encountered in models for planning, especially the FIFI (Phys-
ico-Financial) model devised by the directorate for programs at the French na-
tional institute of statistics (INSEE).⁵⁶ FIFI was introduced as a model for “sim-
ulating” economic policy. It proposed a description of “‘spontaneous’
economic developments” and possible variants based on the objectives “consid-
ered desirable.” It was referred to as “physico-financial” because one of the tech-
nical innovations it attempted to introduce consisted in taking into account the
interdependence between physical variables and value variables (based on the
treatment of firms, prices and wages), an approach it shared with the Hungarian
forecasting model:

For our part, we were particularly interested in the way in which a very detailed and fully
formalized model, such as the “mathematical model of the IVth Hungarian plan”, could be
inserted in the real planning process and also in the possibilities of using “dual price sys-
tem” (or a system of implicit valuations) as reference indicators for sectoral studies. The at-
tempts made in France in this domain revealed a number of difficulties that related to the
double nature (financial and physical) of the FIFI model, a characteristic that we also find
in the Hungarian model.⁵⁷

The French had proposed three themes for discussion: establishing a function
for state preference; the relations between micro- and macro-economics; the
search for sector-specific optimization criteria.⁵⁸ It appears, however, that French
planners mostly focused on the then crucial question of the integration of the
international dimension and the development of an “international specialization
model.” By the late 1960s, the growing internationalization of the economy re-
quired coming up with forecasting models (such as FIFI) that distinguished be-
tween production sectors subject to international competition, “exposed sec-
tors,” and so-called “sheltered sectors.” The Hungarian innovations were
perceived as a potential source of inspiration in that respect, even though that
appropriation required adjustments to be relevant to a “liberal economy”:

We need to examine how relations describing production costs . . . can be adapted to the
accounting practices of French sectors and if necessary, to include on a sector-by-sector
basis in the international specialization model relations of that nature (possibly by adding
a supplementary constraint for the industry as a whole, which could be extracted from FIFI

 Michel Aglietta and Raymond Courbis, “Un outil pour le Plan: le modèle FIFI,” Économie et
statistique 1/1 (1969): 45–65.
 Commissariat au Plan, INSEE, CEPREMAP, “Mission en Hongrie, 25–29 octobre 1971”. Com-
missariat au Plan Papers/French National Archives (1992 0270/1).
 Letter from Claude Seibel to T. Norva, 27 May 1971. CAEF (H 1931).
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results and would translate in indirect form the hypothesis of an economy affected by com-
petition).⁵⁹

However, another form of circulation quickly developed, consisting in the trans-
fer of the FIFI model to the East. As the minutes of the Franco-Hungarian meet-
ing held in Paris in May-June 1972 report:

It was suggested that one country might use a model built in the other country; in this case
the [French] model FIFI would be tested for the Hungarian economy. The [French] Institute
for Statistics would transfer the computer program and provide technical assistance for the
transcription, either by sending someone to Budapest or by receiving a Hungarian intern in
Paris.⁶⁰

The FIFI model was of interest to Hungarian planners in that it allowed them to
conceive the volume-price relation in various production sectors. The underlying
planning rationales in the French and Hungarian models were different, but in
this respect complementary, as Claude Seibel explains:

The Gosplan was ultimately a regulator in the Marxist sense. That is also why they took an
interest in our business: in fact, we were trying to monitor movements in prices, whereas
they had instructions in terms of quantity and quality, but not at all in terms of prices.
So for Kornai and the Gosplan guys . . ., having a volume-price balance was a guide: prices
were administered, so making a forecast, a projection on prices that would be closer to the
company’s economic reality was what interested them, because it was a sectoral model.
There were only eight sectors, which wasn’t a lot, but it allowed them to think: ‘We’ve
got planning on volume; but if we set too low a price, we’re going to run into big problems
in a number of companies’. That’s what they were interested in: the volume-price verifica-
tion. ⁶¹

Mutual legitimizations of state expertise

Similar exchanges were developed with Soviet economists, who also took an in-
terest in the macro-economic models built in France. Several Franco-Soviet meet-
ings were held in the early 1970s within the framework of a cooperation agree-
ment on “the problem of the elaboration and practical utilization of

 “Rapport sur la rencontre des planificateurs hongrois et français,” 7 December 1971. CAEF (H
1931).
 Commissariat au Plan, Service économique, “Conclusion de la visite de la délégation hon-
groise,” 20 June 1972. CAEF (H 1931).
 Interview with Claude Seibel, 13 April 2016.
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macroeconomic models in planning”. On the Soviet side, they involved econo-
mists from the Central Institute of Mathematical Economics (CEMI), who were
then engaged in efforts to optimize and decentralize the Plan. The cooperation
in France on that issue was considered “very effective,” especially given that
this country was “visibly the only one of the capitalist countries where this re-
search [on the elaboration and practical utilization of interbranch and macroeco-
nomic models in planning and forecasting] is a state endeavor.” The report draft-
ed following the French mission (6–27 January 1971) of CEMI deputy director
Stanislav S. Šatalin and his aides states that the methods, models and proce-
dures used in France can be “applied with great usefulness in the research con-
ducted in our country.”⁶²

This recourse to foreign experience may have been legitimized by the Soviet
discourse of the time on the “scientific and technical revolution” and the idea of
a “convergence of systems” but was challenged by the “conservative” factions of
Soviet economic science.⁶³ In 1973– 1974, for instance, mathematical economists
were the targets of harsh attacks, being accused of using “the formulas of bour-
geois economists,” particularly regarding the then central question of price-set-
ting, an underlying issue in the appropriation of the French model FIFI for the
purposes of Socialist planning.

These attacks had an impact on the uses of Western experience by Soviet
mathematical economists. Their reforming efforts, aimed at decentralizing eco-
nomic management and giving firms increased autonomy, met with much resist-
ance at the time, not only among the ideologue economists who defended the
Marxist dogma, but also among the bureaucrats whose role in the “top-down”
control of the economy was challenged in the process. The mathematical econ-
omists had a narrow path for reform, as all references to “market socialism” had
become politically suspect after the repression of the Prague Spring in 1968. The
dialogue with the French was subject to limitations. It continued, but was refo-
cused on economic quantification tools (modeling, operational research,⁶⁴ etc.).
It happened for the most part within the framework of the “computer science”
cooperation sector and primarily involved the research institutes of the Academy
of Sciences on the Soviet side, beginning with the Central Institute of Mathemat-

 Report on the scientific mission in France (6–27 January 1971). Central Mathematics and
Economics Institute Papers, Russian Academy of Sciences Archives, Moscow (F. 1959, Op. 1, D.
333).
 On the debates in Soviet economics in 1950s-1970s, see Sergei Alymov, “‘This is profitable for
all’: Agrarian Economists and the Soviet Plan-Market Debate in the post-Stalinist period,” Jahr-
bücher fur Geschichte Osteuropa 65/3 (2017): 445–474.
 Eglė Rindzevičiūtė, The Power of Systems.
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ical Economics (CEMI), which had been appointed as the Soviet organization of
reference for these collaborations in 1967. Under the umbrella theme “Automa-
tization of information processing and application of mathematical and comput-
er science methods in research on economics, planning and management,” the
exchanges of the Soviet economists with the French were structured in the 1970s
and 1980s around two main clusters: “scientific methods for corporate manage-
ment” and “the use of mathematical methods in macroeconomics.” Like other
East-West exchange networks, this cooperation became a means to acquire West-
ern computer science technology and circumvent the embargo imposed by the
CoCom (Coordinating Committe for Multilateral Export Controls).⁶⁵

The refocusing of the exchanges on quantification and computer science is-
sues was arguably a means to leave a space for dialogue open in the West in the
context of the ideological and political tightening of the Brezhnev years, once the
debates on future structural reforms had been closed.⁶⁶ Drawing on a long tra-
dition of state engineering, the French tradition remained of interest to Soviet
economists. However, only during the so-called “transition” years were some
Russian economists able to cite “indicative” French planning as a model and
a source of inspiration for pursuing a moderate, progressive reform agenda.⁶⁷
The Franco-Soviet dialogue, which since the late 1950s had revolved around a
reflection on combining planning and market mechanisms, took on a new rele-
vance then, even though the networks that had also for several decades brought
together US and Eastern economists enabled a quick and enthusiastic embrace
of neoliberal economic policies.⁶⁸

Indeed, by the 1960s, Eastern socialist countries had become testing grounds
for French planners, allowing them to validate and perfect the models they were
elaborating, such as the strategy devised by Wassily Leontief, a US economist
with Russian roots, to promote his input-output model.⁶⁹ In doing so French
planners were legitimizing their economic expertise and more broadly their
role at a time when they were being increasingly marginalized in the French
state apparatus. As Claude Seibel noted in an interview on the subject of the dif-
fusion of French macroeconomic models in the East, the point of these exchang-
es was “to validate our work from a scientific standpoint: it was a form of vali-
dation.”⁷⁰

 See the contribution by Sandrine Kott in this volume.
 Gil Eyal and Johanna Bockman, “Eastern Europe as a Laboratory.”
 Interview with Dmitrij B. Kuvalin, 20 February 2017.
 Gil Eyal and Johanna Bockman, “Eastern Europe as a Laboratory.”
 Ibid.
 Interview with Claude Seibel, 13 April 2016.
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Introduced after World War Two, the “sociopolitical consensus” across the
aisle on the need for an “administered mode of regulation” using a planning
board started to fall apart by the mid 1960s. Reports of a “disenchantment” or
“disaffection” with the Plan became routine. French planning then faced a dou-
ble challenge.⁷¹ First, within the political field, mounting criticism against the
culture of economic regulation came from both right and left.⁷² Then, within
the political and administrative apparatus, after an income policy was aban-
doned in 1965, the Plan was increasingly conceived as a management tool and
no longer as a political project.⁷³ Additionally, the importation in France of
PPBS (Program, Planning, Budgeting System), a US technology for rationalizing
public policy, resulted in a loss of power for the planners, as the Ministry of Fi-
nance took this opportunity to reassert its control over the planning board.⁷⁴
These criticisms intensified in the 1970s, as the oil crisis called into question
the balance between short-term and long-term approaches, and led to a growing
gap between a management logic (focused on managing economic crises as they
arise) and a planning logic (focused on long-term control).

In response to these intensifying challenges, state economists developed an
intense reflection on the planning board, its methods, models and political role
for the advent of an “economic democracy,” documented in multiple books, ar-
ticles and leaflets on the subject. Following the reform momentum in the East
was a response to expectations in terms both of technical upgrading and polit-
ical legitimization. Each sign of disinterest manifested by Soviet economists to-
ward these exchanges was therefore bitterly disappointing, despite the asymme-
tries that characterized them. In 1973, for instance, the French delegation’s report
following the Moscow meeting of the French-Soviet group on economic informa-
tion read:

According to the French participants present at previous meetings, and in particular the
President of the delegation, a number of small facts suggest that [the French-Soviet eco-
nomic information group] would be losing its value in the eyes of GOSPLAN. A slight bitter-
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ness appeared in the concluding remarks made by President Huet during the signature of
the memorandum.⁷⁵

Conclusion

This research on the relations between French planners and economists with
their Eastern counterparts offers some insights into the broader and as of yet
still very much incomplete study of East-West economic science networks during
the Cold War. It shows at least that alliances were set up during the 1960s in Eu-
rope to redefine the role of economic expertise in the state apparatus.

This dialogue served different national strategies. For the French state econ-
omists, the chief objective was to reformulate and legitimize the role of the coun-
try’s planning board and to validate its methods, as the postwar consensus on
the need for a regulated form of economic management was breaking down.
For the Eastern economists, the goal was to propose a new expertise based on
a “neutral” economic science and acquire some degrees of autonomy from the
political and ideological communist authorities. For some time, an alignment
of interests was possible. Faced with the rise of neoliberal discourse,⁷⁶ these
East-West networks conveyed another definition of economic science, open to so-
cial science, in favor of combining planning and the market, and attentive to
mechanisms of decentralization and democratization of economic power.

The intensity of this dialogue has been largely forgotten today. The history of
French economic science largely reflects the scope of the exchanges with the
United States, but entirely neglects those with the East. This relates to what
can be described as the “failed” internationalization of French economic sci-
ence, which did not succeed in asserting its state expertise on the long term de-
spite having forged ties with the East at a very early stage. While the East was
becoming a field for experimenting and a key stake in struggles over the defini-
tion of economic science, the economists who opposed any form of state inter-
ventionism were the ones who managed to rally East European and Soviet econ-
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omists to their cause and impose an authoritarian interpretation of neoclassical
economics.⁷⁷

Translated from the original French by Jean-Yves Bart
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