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The production of applicable social knowledge by a professionalized body of re-
searchers developed in tandem with the idea of planning research itself. Interna-
tional research coordination became a field of action and policy because its de-
velopment coincided with the emergence of multiple international organisations
at the end of the nineteenth century. Planning is, therefore, not only an outcome
of social science research but also its prerequisite.² It is the planning of social
science research, much more than research for the sake of social planning,
that I will unpack.

This chapter addresses cross-border cooperation in the social sciences, fo-
cusing on two organizations set up by the United Nations Educational, Scientific,
and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO): the International Social Science Council
(ISSC) – which was a coordinating body for international disciplinary organisa-
tions, such as the International Sociological Association – and the European Co-
ordination Centre for Research and Documentation in Social Sciences (Vienna
Centre) – which was created as one (of many) regional centers whose aim was
to coordinate collaborative work of research institutes, in this case from both
sides of Cold War-divided Europe, and to develop what has been called compa-
rative social science studies.

The two organizations were spaces of encounter, of cooperation and compe-
tition across the Iron Curtain, and they were spaces in which East-Central Euro-
peans proactively participated – contrary to the popular belief that Soviet (USSR)
domination of the overall geopolitical constellation left hardly any room for self-
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directed action, effectively generating a self-contained Eastern bloc.³ Scholars
from that region could enter the ISSC as individuals by invitation, or via their
countries’ official membership. This “double ticket” strengthened their position,
and Polish scholars, in particular, made use of this opportunity. As a result,
membership in the ISSC and its executive committee (EC) broadened from
1954 onwards,⁴ and this led to innovations in the agenda. In a similar vein,
scholars from the Eastern part of Europe proactively engaged in the Vienna Cen-
tre, by suggesting and co-directing large research projects with collaborators
from all over the continent. The fact that they made intensive use of these insti-
tutionally provided spaces of participation are signs and evidence that the two
institutions were not completely captured by the Cold War constellation.⁵

Therefore, histories of these two institutions demonstrate (once again) that
international organizations during the Cold War were much more than instru-
ments for and under complete control of the two superpowers; they were used
as platforms to connect and exchange, and became spaces where it was possible
to move beyond nominal participation and marginality, resulting from the dy-
namics of the confrontation between the two superpowers. Scholars from
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throughout East-Central Europe engaged in these institutions with their own aca-
demic and political agendas, and helped the harboring and advancement of in-
tentions that extended beyond the rationale of the belligerent hegemonic pow-
ers. The Vienna Centre’s raison d’être, for example, was to bridge the East-
West divide, and in the way it was used even thwarted the bipolar logic.

Among the reasons that enabled East-Central European experts to partici-
pate in their own right is a long tradition of transnationally connected social sci-
ence research and the institutional opportunities offered by international organ-
izations in the field, after the end of World War Two (WWII). Substantively, the
professional exchange despite (much more than across) the East-West divide in-
troduced innovations in the design and conduct of comparative social science
research, and it consequently contributed to the transcendence of the bloc-di-
vide.

To substantiate this argument, this chapter will sketch two dimensions of the
development of the ISSC and Vienna Centre respectively: First, the institutional
possibilities and structural framing of the participation of East-Central European
actors will be explored, by describing the politics of membership and internal
modes of operation. Second, based on biographical and other evidence of indi-
vidual experiences and interests – which included engaging as experts and
being on equal footing with their colleagues from other parts of Europe – I
will highlight the scope and direction of East-Central European scholars’ involve-
ment in the research planning of these institutions.⁶

Addressing infrastructure and research, planning means several things in
this context: It involved setting up an institutional platform to increase contact
and exchanges between scholars from countries all over Europe; coordinating
the joint work of different research institutions, which includes developing
guidelines for collective work (i.e. regulations for the composition of teams,
workflows, or joint meetings); organizing funding from governments and foun-
dations; building infrastructure for large-scale social science research, such as
databases, and supporting the development of common research designs,
which involves provisions to secure the comparability of the collected data
and the possibility for coherent interpretations of the results. At the heart of

 This chapter is based on published materials (progress reports, evaluations, etc.), and it is
supplemented by literature on key actors. These sources do not allow for an in-depth evaluation
of the connections between the internal politics of these bodies and the course of the program-
matic work. They also do not display the direction of the actual research undertaken, for exam-
ple the decision to opt for certain types of methods, and they are rather silent about conflicts
and confrontations. They are, however, a valuable source for reconstructing the institutionally
provided spaces for participation and demonstrating that Eastern European scholars filled them.
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the endeavor was the advancement of social science methods towards a compa-
rative social science studies methodology, which could explain the differences in
the ideologies and socio-economic systems in Europe (and beyond); in addition,
its ultimate goal was to establish a general theory of development.⁷ However, in-
itially and for quite some time thereafter, the idea and concept of international
comparative research remained vague, and its planning headed in different di-
rections.

The last section of this chapter will briefly address the place of Cold War en-
tanglements between Eastern and Western social scientists, in the longer history
of transnational scientific relations.WWII and the onset of the Cold War are still
understood as introducing a marked rupture in continuities and legacies from
the pre-war era. However, the postwar activities of East-Central European schol-
ars, who participated in the ISSC and the Vienna Centre, clearly relied on con-
tacts, networks, and experiences that originated in the 1920s and 1930s. The rap-
idly developing cooperation across Europe, also globally, in social science
research planning since the mid twentieth century is, in my view, closely con-
nected to entangled European scientific relations of the previous period.

Through this essay, it should become clear that the international production
of social knowledge from the 1960s through the 1980s had a strong Polish and
East-Central European imprint, and that this imprint resulted as much from
new institutional settings emerging after the onset of the Cold War as from intel-
lectual traditions and networks from the pre-war period. Both dimensions under-
cut the idea that the East-West divide was the prime and all-encompassing logic
of the time. Recognising this may help to contextualize the period of the Cold
War confrontation between the United States (US) and the USSR in longer trajec-
tories, and to understand the Cold War not as a bipolar confrontation but as a
plural and layered constellation.

 See, among other things, the report on the inspection of the Vienna Centre by UNESCO in 1971:
Lucio Garcia del Solar, European Coordination Centre for Research and Documentation in the
Social Sciences, JIU/HBP/71/13, GE.72– 1890; see also the Statutes of the Centre, and: Pierre Feld-
heim, introduction to International Cooperation in the Social Sciences. 25 Years of Vienna Expe-
rience, ed. František Charvát,Willem Stamation, Christiane Villain-Gandossi (Vienna: European
Co-ordination Centre for Research and Documentation in Social Sciences, 1988), 9– 16.
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The ISSC: Spaces of participation and Polish
organizational power

During the Cold War, international research planning increased; older institu-
tions were reorganized and new ones were founded, such as the World Federa-
tion of Scientific Workers. Research coordination expanded, too, especially
through UNESCO and its institution-building. A double structure emerged, con-
sisting of self-organized scholarly bodies, based on individual membership, and
bodies that represented national research institutions (often government spon-
sored), in which relations were at times close and at other times strained.

By incorporating “Science” into UNESCO’s name, the founders sought to
promote their understanding of an open society, in a time of sharpening ideolog-
ical competition over the best form of social organization.⁸ The competing uni-
versalisms of the two blocs, for which international organizations were prime
sites of cooperation and competition,⁹ were a driving factor behind scientific in-
ternationalism from the 1950s to the 1980s; decolonization processes and the re-
sulting demands for representation by newly independent nations were another.
Therefore, UNESCO’s written agenda specified the planning of social science re-
search, which would become an ongoing issue of negotiation and contestation
by policymakers and scholars from Europe, the US, and, later, other world re-
gions.

The division of social sciences (DSS) was one of eight divisions of UNESCO’s
secretariat. Admittedly, the social science program had always been one of the
smallest in the organization.¹⁰ However, until at least the early 1970s, the DSS
was effective, especially in terms of building a network of institutions that
would broaden, anchor, and shape international social science research plan-
ning. It initiated disciplinary international organizations for economics, sociolo-
gy, and political science in which respective national associations would collab-
orate. It helped establish permanent regional coordination centres: The first was
the Vienna Centre (in 1963); later followed by CODESRIA (Council for the Devel-
opment of Economic and Social Research in Africa), UNAPDI (UN Asian and Pa-

 Aant Elzinga, “Unesco and the Politics of International Cooperation in the Realm of Science,”
in Les Sciences Coloniales: Figures et Institutions, ed. Patrick Petitjean (Paris: Orstom, 1996), 163–
202.
 Sandrine Kott, “Cold War Internationalism,” in Internationalisms: A Twentieth-Century History,
ed. Glenda Sluga and Patricia Clavin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016), 340–362.
 Peter Lengyel, International Social Science: The UNESCO Experience (New Brunswick: Trans-
action Books, 1986), 2.
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cific Development Institute), CLACSO (Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias So-
ciales), and FASRC (Federation of Arab Scientific Research Councils).

The secretariat also established two bodies: the International Committee for
Social Science Documentation (in 1950), which aimed at bringing together tech-
nicians to prepare international bibliographies and catalogues of periodicals,
journals, and other reference works, and the International Social Science Council
(in 1952).¹¹ The activities and publications of the ISSC triggered the founding of
national counterparts; for instance, the Polish Academy of Science, beginning in
1958, published the Quarterly Review of Scientific Publications in English, in
order to make Polish research available to a broader audience. These develop-
ments indicate the emergence of an infrastructure for mutual observation and
exchange, which in its scope and technical sophistication did not exist in the
first half of the twentieth century.

UNESCO was by no means the only actor operating in this domain. By the
mid 1950s, more than a dozen international organizations played an active
role in shaping the social sciences.¹² However, it played a substantial role in cat-
alyzing institutional expansion for the planning, coordination, and exercise of
social science research. These efforts evolved into a globally connected network
of national, regional, and international organizations.

The idea of creating a (new) international social science institute was first
voiced in 1948 by a United Nations (UN) committee of experts, who were charged
with designing research institutes for wings of the UN. Two years later, the World
Congress of Sociologists supported the initiative, and in 1952, the ISSC was estab-
lished through a resolution by UNESCO’s Sixth General Conference. It was as-
signed three tasks: (1) to advance “the social sciences throughout the world”;
(2) to promote the application of social sciences “to the major problems of the
present day,” and (3) to facilitate internationalization of the social sciences
through policies oriented towards organizing comparative research and the inter-
pretation of data. The hope was that it could be achieved by establishing con-
tacts and collaboration between existing organizations in the field, creating
new international structures for subjects not yet institutionally anchored, and
by disseminating publication information, making recommendations to funding
agencies, as well as by designing and conducting research. In summary, the ISSC

 The establishment of national centres, schools, or institutes, and the linking of local institu-
tions with UNESCO spurred the worldwide spread of social sciences (in particular the US-in-
spired method of social theory building). See S.P. Agrawal and J.C. Aggarwal, UNESCO and Social
Sciences: Retrospect and Prospect (New Delhi: Concept, 1988), 52–54.
 See T.H. Marshall, International Organizations in the Social Sciences, revised edition (Paris:
UNESCO, 1965),
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was founded as an instrument for coordinating social science research planning
and policy.¹³

In 1953, it began operating as an autonomous body funded by UNESCO. The
membership procedure specified that two-thirds of the members would consist
of recommended representatives from the six professional associations that con-
stituted its council.¹⁴ The remaining third would be individuals chosen based on
their professional standing, rather than their affiliation with any association.

These specifications came out of an intensive debate on what form the new
institution should take: a federation of the major social science organizations, or
a consultative body of individual members acting in their personal capacity. This
seemingly technical discussion was in fact crucial, as it would affect the relation-
ship between disciplines in the ISSC, the nature of authority, and the balance of
power between different actors – i.e. alliances of scholars, professional associ-
ations, and international organizations, such as UNESCO’s DSS – engaged in
field research. Broad international involvement was also crucial, including par-
ticipation by Eastern European scholars. The final decision gave the ISSC limited
powers, in relation to international disciplinary associations, but the member-
ship criteria also allowed the council to involve experts on subjects not yet insti-
tutionalized, and people who, for interdisciplinary or political reasons, could not
otherwise participate.

Given the six-year limit on membership, and the requirement that half of all
council members must retire every three years, the ISSC was constructed as a dy-
namic body. At the same time, its structure allowed for continuity in personnel,
since terms of office for the EC were not limited. For example, Jean Piaget, the
first president of the council, remained in office until 1961. Conversely, the EC,
which consisted of roughly 10 researchers, saw an influx of new people from
both sides of the Iron Curtain from 1957 onwards; before this time, members ex-
clusively came from France, Britain, and the US, sparking criticism. Scholars

 Statutes in Marshall, International, 79. See also Jennifer Platt, Fifty Years of the International
Social Science Council (Paris: International Social Science Council, 2002), 7– 10. In parallel with
the ISSC, the General Conference provided for an “International Social Science Research Centre
for the study of the implications of technological change”; it was established by the ISSC and, in
1960, incorporated into it.
 Report on the Constituent Assembly of the Provisional International Social Science Council,
October 1952, International Social Science Bulletin V, no. 1 (1953): 143– 148. Founding members
were the International Sociological Association, International Economic Association, Interna-
tional Political Science Association, International Union of Psychology, International Associa-
tion of Legal Sciences, and the International Union of Anthropological and Ethnological Scien-
ces.
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from East-Central Europe began taking part in 1959, when Józef Chałasińky (Po-
land) was appointed to the council.¹⁵

Chałasińky (1904– 1979) was one of the foremost internationally recognized
Polish sociologists of the second half of the twentieth century. His international
profile, relations, and skills dating back to the interwar period shaped the role he
played in the ISSC. Born in Lublin into a rural civil-servant family, he studied
sociology in Poznań with Florian Znaniecki, one of the founders of the field in
Poland following World War One. In 1931, after completing his first and second
thesis, he received a grant from the Rockefeller Foundation, and went to the Uni-
versity of Chicago where he worked with Ernest W. Burgess on a study that ad-
dressed living conditions of a Polish workers’ colony in South Chicago. In 1936,
he accepted both a position at the University of Warsaw and the chairmanship of
the National Institute of Rural Culture, a recently established extra-university re-
search unit. He used the institute to unite and further institutionalize sociolog-
ical research in Poland, by, among other things, organizing and leading a collec-
tive study on the Polish countryside. The study was still under way when war
broke out, and some research was destroyed during warfare. However, four vol-
umes of Young Generation of Peasants written by Chałasińky had already been
published in 1936. The volumes were later criticized for offering a mythical nar-
rative of Polish peasantry, and Chałasińky’s aim had indeed been to mobilize
Poles in rural areas to take part in the development of the Polish nation. The col-
lective study, however, had another agenda, namely a critical move away from
the main concern of contemporary sociologists in Western Europe and the US.
Unlike Western sociologists, whose studies focused on workers and the function-
ing of industrialized societies, Chałasińky wanted to better understand and ad-
vance rural society. Although industrialized production had emerged in certain
regions of Poland, agriculture remained the primary occupation. Thus, Chałasiń-
ky wanted to broaden the narrow focus of established sociological research. Fol-
lowing WWII, he moved to the University of Łódź, where he continued to insti-
tutionalize his discipline, while also maintaining his international connections
through, among other things, his engagement with the ISSC. In 1961, he was
made a full member.¹⁶

 Platt, Fifty Years, 11– 12.
 Late in his career, he lost his right to teach for criticizing the influence of Stalinism on Polish
sociology at the 1959 World Sociological Congress. He also lost his strong academic standing
when a new style of sociology, based on the neo-positivist turn in American sociology, gained
momentum. See Wlodzimierz Winclawski, “Józef Chalasińky: A Classic of Polish Sociology,”
Eastern European Countryside 13 (2007): 169–178.
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The programmatic principle that Chałasińky used to advance sociology in
Poland also guided his international work. Postwar Polish sociology, as prac-
ticed by Chałasińky, aimed at understanding societal development in agrarian
societies. Other Polish sociologists studied the mobility of peoples, and these
studies appear to have been prompted by the need to understand and deal
with people, living in areas of East Poland, who were gained after WWII.
These two lines of inquiry met and found expression in the research the ISSC
planned and coordinated.

Thus, the exemplary case of Chałasińky instructively shows how the ISSC be-
came a platform for people whose ideas thwarted the opposing official discours-
es of the time. The presence of “Polish”-minted academic interests in interna-
tional research planning hints at academic logic outweighing geopolitical logic
(which does not exclude competition over who produces the most convincing so-
ciological explanations and social theories).

In 1961, the council was enlarged and statutes were changed so that no more
than two members of the EC could be of the same nationality; the council also
had to consist of “scholars representing the principal cultural regions of the
world”.¹⁷ The change in statutes resulted in substantial changes in personnel:
Sjoerd Groenman, a Dutch sociologist, was elected president; E. Pendleton Her-
ring, a US political scientist, became vice president, and Kazimierz Szczerba-Li-
kiernik became the new secretary general. (Szczerba-Likiernik was of Polish ori-
gin and had just retired as head of UNESCO’s DSS, where he had worked with
Alva Myrdal to found the ISSC.) In addition, Adam Schaff (Poland), René
König (West Germany), and Stein Rokkan (Norwegian-born residing in the US)
became members of the council. This pluralization, as well as the share of schol-
ars from Eastern Europe is also clearly indicated in Jennifer Platt’s data.¹⁸ As
Table 1 indicates, the number of council members from North America (mostly
from the US) and from Western Europe had declined considerably by the early
1980s. The 1960s witnessed an influx of Eastern European scholars, whose num-
bers remained stable until 1989–1990, while the 1970s saw an expansion in
scholars from the global South. Regarding the composition of ISSC officers, a
similar trend is visible in Table 2. Until the end of the Cold War, officers from
Eastern and Central Europe increased, becoming the largest represented group.

 Statutes, in Marshall, International Organizations, 81.
 Platt, Fifty Years.
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Table 1: Representation by region in the executive committee¹⁹

s s s s s

North America     

Western Europe     

Eastern Europe (incl. GDR)     

Asia     

Latin America – –   

Africa – –   

N     

Table 2: Representation by region among ISSC officers²⁰

s s s s s

North America     

Western Europe     

Eastern Europe (incl. GDR) –    

Asia – –   

Latin America – –   

Africa – – –  

N     

With the addition of Szczerba-Likiernik and Schaff, the council had two highly
committed members from Poland within its ranks. Together with Rokkan, they
immediately began pushing the organization in new directions, especially to-
wards cross-national comparative research.

Schaff and Rokkan, in particular, made use of the opportunity within the
ISSC to develop both the infrastructure for comparative studies and a policy
for internationalizing comparative social science research.²¹ Two major strategies
were agreed upon: (1) the creation of a long-term program of meetings, work-
shops, and training to develop skills and resources for comparative research,

 Ibid, 55.
 Ibid.
 Stein Rokkan, “Cross-Cultural, Cross-Societal and Cross-National Research,” Historical Social
Research 18 (1993): 6–54, here 7 (originally published in Main Trends of Research in the Human
and the Social Sciences, Paris: UNESCO/Mouton 1970, 645–689). For an overview of the activities
until 1972, and reflections on how the program was received in the different social science dis-
ciplines, see Stein Rokkan, AQuarter Century of International Social Sciences: Papers and Reports
on Developments, 1952– 1977 (New Delhi: Concept Publishing, 1979).
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and (2) the establishment of an organization to promote systematic research
across cultural and political boundaries. In short, ISSC activities were directed
towards the development of infrastructure services (for the social sciences at
large and for comparative studies), which, in the first place, targeted existing
data, materials, and expertize. The Vienna Centre, then, was conceived as the in-
strument and space for creating new comparable data and knowledge.

When, in 1965, the ISSC evaluated its program, it confirmed the double struc-
ture but expanded its own work. On the one hand, it continued to focus on the
institutional and infrastructural foundations of research, namely the develop-
ment of data archives in different countries, especially of statistical data that
could be processed using computers; on the other hand, it decided to engage
more directly in stirring the direction of research. It entered three new fields to
facilitate systematic comparisons: work on qualitative cross-cultural methods,
analyzes of historical change, and analyzes of processes of modernization.

Historical investigations, jointly conducted by historians and sociologists,
addressed nation-building, urbanization, industrialization, and demographic
transformation in Europe and the East. These themes were specifically chosen
in view of pressing social and political challenges. The hope was that knowledge
could make the social world more predictable and could improve it. Research for
the sake of social planning and the planning of social science research are often
interrelated. In a similar vein, the analysis of contemporary changes focused on
regional disparities in development in South Asia,Western Europe, and Eastern
Europe. Here, insights into general patterns of social and political change were
hoped for.

Notions of development, directional change, and modernization had already
been discussed extensively within the ISSC, but mainly based on quantifiable
data that could be coded and processed (levels of growth, spread of innovations,
and the speed of economic, social, and political mobilization). The work was
guided by the belief that the developmental course of societies could and should
be directed, which emerged within the wider process of the “scientification of the
social.”²² They wanted to organize research that analyzed such data in a broader
historical context, considering chronology and other variables. As Rokkan ex-
plained, “The social sciences can only become ‘developmental’ through close

 Lutz Raphael, “Embedding the Human and Social Sciences in Western Societies, 1880– 1980:
Reflections on Trends and Methods of Current Research,” in Engineering Society: The Role of the
Human and Social Sciences in Modern Societies, 1880– 1980, ed. Kerstin Brückweh, Dirk Schu-
mann, Richard F. Wetzell, and Benjamin Ziemann (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2012), 41–58.
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co-operation with the students of the time dimensions of social life, the histor-
ians.”²³

Additionally, the ISSC supported projects that allowed for the participation
of Polish scholars not involved in the council, and who fostered concrete ties
in divided Europe. For example, it supported research projects, such as the inter-
action between social values and the responsibilities of local political authori-
ties, which entailed fieldwork in Poland, Yugoslavia, the US, and India, and
which was planned and conducted by teams from all four countries.²⁴

The strong involvement of Polish sociologists faltered at the end of the
1960s. Following the death of Szczerba-Likiernik (in 1969) and the departure
of Chałasińky out of the EC, fewer Polish scholars participated in the council. Al-
though Chałasińky had taken steps to ensure continued Polish influence, con-
vincing his colleague Jan Szczepański to replace him, Szczepański left the EC
after four years, abiding by new rules that limited EC participation to four
years. There were also structural and political reasons for declining Polish par-
ticipation: In 1968, the Polish government partly blocked collaboration with
UNESCO. In 1972, the council became a federation of international disciplinary
associations, ending individual membership based on expertize. From then
on, participation in the ISSC depended upon having a strong international posi-
tion within one’s discipline, and to be delegated to the ISSC by one of the inter-
national disciplinary associations.²⁵

The Vienna Centre: An infrastructure for
planning and cooperation in social science
research across the blocs

After the ISSC had voiced the need for a new institution devoted to planning com-
parative studies by scholars from both blocs, expert talks and political negotia-
tions began immediately. In 1962, UNESCO’s general assembly adopted a resolu-

 Stein Rokkan and Kazimierz Szczerba-Likiernik, introduction to Comparative Research across
Cultures and Nations, ed. Rokkan Stein (Paris: Hague Mouton), 1–13, 6.
 See the description in Alexander Szalai and Riccardo Petrella, in collaboration with S. Rok-
kan and E.K. Scheuch, Cross-National Comparative Survey Research: Theory and Practice (Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977), 231–278.
 It was not until the mid-1980s that there was another Pole, Leszek Kosinki, in the executive
committee. Kosinki had previously served as secretary general of the International Geographical
Union, and it was his involvement in this organization that qualified him for the ISSC.
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tion, presented by delegations from Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Po-
land, and Yugoslavia, that gave the ISSC responsibility for setting it up. In May
1963, the council implemented the resolution, and in early 1964, the Austrian gov-
ernment and UNESCO reached an agreement that it would be based in Vienna; it
was motivated by the country’s neutrality. Co-funded by the ISSC and UNESCO,
the non-governmental organization (NGO) would operate autonomously.

The Vienna Centre’s primary function was that of a platform for cooperation
of scholars from leading European institutions, which have (in UN terminology)
“different social and economic structures”²⁶ in the field of comparative studies;
its purpose was to devise respective methodologies and research techniques. The
Vienna Centre was a coordinating agency – not a research institute; it was con-
cerned with research planning, selecting general themes for projects that would
be carried out by multinational teams, nominating scientific directors and partic-
ipants for these projects, and directing the teamwork.²⁷

Another motive of the initiators (Schaff, Stein, and others) was to European-
ize the cross-national survey research of the time. Until the early 1960s, US schol-
ars had dominated the field. Their superior access to funding had given them
control over field operations and coding in each country. In Europe it was per-
ceived as “American data imperialism,” leading to “a variety of distortions:
too many of the questions were phrased and too much of the analysis was car-
ried out in ignorance of the cultural intricacies and socio-political realities of
each of the systems covered.”²⁸ The Vienna Centre also clearly came into
being as a joint effort of East-Central and Northwestern Europeans to counter
the American hegemony in the field. Here, again, one can grasp that the confron-
tation and geography of the Cold War was more complex than the bipolar axis of
East-West suggests.

In a larger sense, the Vienna Centre was set up in the spirit of détente and
the policy of peaceful coexistence of the early 1960s; it was premised on the idea
that rapprochement between the East and the West could be supported by un-
derstanding the social problems and challenges on each side. The effort to ap-

 European Coordination Centre for Research and Documentation in the Social Sciences, JIU/
HBP/71/13, GE.72– 1890, 5; Ricchardo Petrella and Adam Schaff, Une expérience de coopération
européenne dans les sciences sociales: Dix ans d’activités du Centre de Vienne, 1963– 1973 (Vien-
na: Centre européen de coordination de recherche et de documentation en sciences sociales,
1973), 7– 11 and the Statutes.
 Adam Schaff, “The Foundations of the Vienna Centre: Their Development and Prospects,” in
International Cooperation in the Social Sciences. 25 Years of Vienna Experience, eds. František
Charvát, Willem Stamation, Christiane Villain-Gandossi (Vienna: ECCRDSS, 1988), 17–33.
 Szalai and Petrella, Cross-National Comparative Survey Research, ix.
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prehend the social structures and conditions that existed in countries with differ-
ent ideologies and sociopolitical systems would also help each country to reflect
inwardly. This enhanced knowledge would allow more informed contributions to
social theory-building. In essence, the Vienna Centre was a manifestation of the
belief in progress and social engineering, and in the capacity of social science
expertize to transcend the antagonism of the Cold War. To achieve this, an
NGO seemed to yield better results than UNESCO’s DSS or the ISSC.

Finally, the Vienna Centre’s founding was motivated by professional compe-
tition. Demographers and economists, it was believed, had already organized in-
ternationally through their work in organizations like the UN, World Bank, and
the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). In con-
trast, sociologists, anthropologists, and political scientists, despite their exten-
sive work interpreting data from a large number of countries and producing mod-
els of the socio-economic order, did not yet have any infrastructure for cross-
national studies and large-scale theories.²⁹

Cooperation across the East-West divide brought together different and, in
fact, rival values, research orientations, and practices, sparking confrontations
and challenging ideological ambitions. Competing agendas, vocabularies, and
geopolitical rationales clashed, tensions arose, and efforts at concrete collabora-
tive research projects were derailed.³⁰ Nevertheless, within the Vienna Centre,
scholars observed and learnt about one another, and this triggered the circula-
tion of knowledge.³¹ The main domain was the development of comparative
methodologies and research designs, which would substantiate theory-building.
Although much of the debate was about how to count, these debates were, in
fact, about how to interpret and, thus, about prognosis and social planning.

The Vienna Centre’s ability to present itself as a space for conceptualizing a
kind of European social science arose from the fact that it did not openly contra-
dict Cold War rationales. Governments, for example, had a stake in the Centre’s
agenda. The research it initiated was done at the involved research institutes,
which were financed by their states; several countries also supported the centre

 Rokkan and Szczerba-Likiernik, 8.
 Ricchardo Petrella and Adam Schaff, Une experience, 100– 105.
 For a similar incident at UNESCO in which the trajectory went from confrontation to common
learning, see Katja Naumann, “Avenues and Confines of Globalizing the Past: UNESCO’s Inter-
national Commission for a “Scientific and Cultural History of Mankind” (1952– 1969),” in Net-
working the International System: Global Histories of International Organizations, ed. Madeleine
Herren (Heidelberg: Springer, 2014), 187–200.
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directly.³² However, political concerns seemed not to have outweighed the idio-
syncrasies of the leading figures at the centre. Additionally, the institutionalized
spaces for exchange and collaboration prevented and prohibited politically mo-
tivated interventions.

In what follows, I outline the substantial spaces of manoeuvre that existed
within the Vienna Centre for East-Central European scholars and experts, which
are visible in their level of involvement in the director’s committee, work proce-
dures, and programs. To repeat, I understand their positioning and contributions
as expressions of the Centre’s power to cut through the already porous Iron Cur-
tain.

The Vienna Centre’s organizational chart was simple, consisting of the direc-
tor’s committee and a fairly small administrative and technical staff. Scientific
collaborators were involved only for the duration of a project, and the director’s
committee was the nucleus of decision-making; at the beginning, it consisted of
10 members, and by the 1980s it increased to 20.

In 1978, six of the director’s committee of 18 members came from East-Cen-
tral or Southeast Europe.³³ Crucial for the influence of scholars from that region
was the presidency of Adam Schaff, which lasted almost 20 years (1964–82) and
encompassed the entire initial stage, the program’s evaluation c. 1972–73, and its
restructuring in the early 1980s. After his retirement in 1982, Pierre Feldheim
(Belgium) took over.³⁴

Adam Schaff (1913–2006) was a controversial academic figure, whose career
path was shaped by the changing ability of the Communist Party to control the
social sciences, and by a generational shift in Polish sociology that ushered in an
American-inspired form of empirical research. Schaff had studied law and eco-
nomics at the École Libre des Sciences Politiques in Paris, and philosophy in
Warsaw and Moscow, where he received a doctorate. In 1948, he was awarded
the first chair in Marxist philosophy at the University of Warsaw, after which
his academic stature, as well as his standing in the Communist Party climbed

 In the period from 1964–1972, Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, the USSR, and Yugoslavia
covered 14.9% of the Vienna Centre’s expenses; Western European countries paid 34.4%, while
Austria as the host country covered 15.5%. UNESCO had the largest share with 34.4% (Petrella
and Schaff, Une expérience, 71). Things changed in 1973 when UNESCO terminated its subven-
tion, resulting in its share having to be shouldered by member states or other funding sources.
 Petrella and Schaff, Une Une expérience, 8, and Marshall, International Organizations, 77. See
also the entry for the Vienna Centre, in International Directory of Social Science Research Councils
and Analogous Bodies, 1978–79, 134–5.
 The president was assisted by a director; the post was filled, among others, by Oskar Vogel
(German Democratic Republic) from 1982–86, who was followed by František Charvát (Czecho-
slovakia/Canada).
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steadily. He quickly gained influence and received political support for his efforts
at establishing a Marxist perspective on Polish history.³⁵ In his writings from the
1960s, he demonstrated openness to less orthodox positions.³⁶ In 1968, however,
he was dismissed from his teaching post and removed from his leading positions
in the Communist Party (he was later also excluded). However, because of his
international standing, he was able to leave Warsaw for Vienna, where in 1971
he was given an honorary position as professor of social philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Vienna.³⁷

The choice of location for international-organization meetings is not an in-
significant matter; when a nation is chosen as host, it signals and recognizes
that nation’s stature. By looking at the cities where the directorate met, one
can observe a shift to the East: In 1964, the first board meeting was held in Vien-
na, followed by Paris (1965), Constance (1966), Moscow (1968), Budapest (1969),
and Ljubljana (1970). Between 1964– 1972, the Vienna Centre organized approx-
imately 130 official meetings for project directors and participants; a total of
1,600 people attended. Austria hosted the most meetings (25), followed by
France (22), Poland (18), Czechoslovakia (13), Hungary (10), and Yugoslavia (9).³⁸

East-Central Europe’s presence in the directorate and in the symbolic politics
of the Vienna Centre can be attributed to policies during the early years aimed at
maintaining a strict equilibrium between East and West, both in terms of the
composition of the board and of the multinational research teams. As difficult
as it must have been to uphold, the Centre remained committed to balanced par-
ticipation; the principle was also a “protective shield” against accusations of po-
litical misuse.

The director’s committee was charged with maintaining that balance in the
research projects sponsored by the Vienna Centre; it reviewed, selected, and re-
vised proposals for joint research projects submitted by scientific institutions
and by individual researchers. Once approved, research secretaries established
contacts with potential partners, so that international working groups could

 Maciej Górny, Die Wahrheit ist auf unserer Seite: Nation, Marxismus und Geschichte im Ost-
block, (Cologne: Böhlau 2011), 177. See also Marcin Kula,Mimo wszystko bliżej Paryża niżMoskwy.
Książka o Francji, PRL i o nas, historykach [Closer to Paris than to Moscow. About France, the
Polish People’s Republic and about us, historians] (Warsaw: Wydawnictwa Uniwersytetu Wars-
zawskiego 2010).
 He even participated in Christian-Marxist dialogical enterprises, see Ondřej Matějka, “Social
Engineering and Alienation between East and West,” in this volume.
 On Schaff, see Armando Montanari, “Social sciences and comparative research in Europe:
Cross-national and multi-disciplinary projects for urban development. The role of geography,”
Revue belge de géographie 1–2 (2012), http://belgeo.revues.org/6085 (accessed 19 June 2017).
 Petrella and Schaff, Une expérience, 18– 19.
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be formed. The working groups, then, determined the methodological approach
and identified the reference concept. Concomitantly, the chair nominated two re-
search directors for the project, one from each of the blocs. The chair also ap-
proved the project’s budget, which could only be used for the “international
part” of the work (group meetings and publications). Data collection, fieldwork
in the participating countries, and the comparative analysis of results then fol-
lowed.³⁹

The scope of the collaboration is noteworthy: During the first decade, schol-
ars from 25 European countries, including researchers from eight Eastern Euro-
pean academies, were involved in the program; 11 non-European countries also
participated.⁴⁰ Typically, 4–7 experts collaborated on a project; the number
could exceed a dozen in larger projects. Participation was, however, not evenly
distributed: In the 80 projects and conferences directed by the Vienna Centre in
its first 25 years (until 1988), six countries from the East (Bulgaria, Czechoslova-
kia, Hungary, Poland, the USSR, and Yugoslavia) and five countries from the
West (France, West Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom)
had the highest levels of involvement. Researchers from these countries took
part on 26 or more occasions. Poland was involved the most (46, see also
Table 3).⁴¹ Looking at the number of participating institutions in the period
1964–69, Poland is also at the top (14 institutions), followed by Czechoslovakia
(13), and France and the USSR (9 each).⁴² Thus, it is no surprise that Warsaw was
chosen to host the First International Seminar on Cross-national Comparative Re-
view (in 1980), and that Polish researchers would utilize the occasion to high-
light their role in the field.⁴³ Overall, the Vienna Centre’s research network up
to 1972 was far-reaching and dense, including 216 institutes in Europe and 22
outside of Europe, with 165 Eastern European research institutions involved.⁴⁴

 Chantal Kourilsky, Armando Montanari and G. Vyskovsky, Vienna Centre Report of Activity
1979–80, no.10–11 (Vienna: ECCRDSS, 1980): 1–44.
 Petrella and Schaff, Une expérience, 16.
 Willem Stamatiou, “International Cooperation in the Social Science: The Vienna Centre,” In-
ternational Social Science Journal 118 (1988): 597–603.
 European Coordination Centre for Research and Documentation in the Social Sciences, JIU/
HBP/71/13, GE.72– 1890, 10.
 Manfred Niessen and Jules Peschar, International Comparative Research Problems of Theory,
Methodology and Organisation in Eastern and Western Europe (Oxford: Pergamon, 1982).
 Petrella and Schaff, Une expérience, 16.
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Table 3: Vienna Centre, Past and Current Projects, 1972⁴⁵

Title Directors Participation
(countries/
institutes)

Duration

 Comparative forms of aid to de-
veloping countries

V. Kollontai
E.A.G. Robinson

  –

 Absorptive capacity for foreign
aid of developing countries and
problems of transference of
techniques

E. Boserup
I. Sachs

  –

 Automation and industrial work-
ers

F. Adler   –

 Time-budgets and industrialisa-
tion

A. Szalai   –

 The costs of urban growth R. Drewett
M. Metelka

  -

 Juvenile delinquency and eco-
nomic development

H. Michard
P. Wierzbicki
(later S. Walczak)

  –

 Comparative study of legislation
concerning fertility

M. Livi Bacci
E. Szabady

  –

 Training of students from devel-
oping countries

R.V. Kerschagl
O. Klineberg

  –

 University graduates: Their
training and conception of life

H. Peisert
W. Markiewicz

  –

 Effects of organisational hierar-
chy

A. Tannenbaum
K. Dóktor
(later T. Rozgonyi)

  –

 Images of a disarmed world J. Stoetzel   –
 Images of the world in the year



J. Galtung   –

 Criteria for choosing between
market and non-market (public)
ways of satisfying population
needs

V. Cao-Pinna
S. Chataline

  –

 Location of new industries V. Raskovic
M. Penouil

  –

 Petrella and Schaff, Une expérience, 15. I have added information from later progress reports.
The figures are taken from reports produced by the Vienna Centre, which undoubtedly assem-
bled them to highlight their achievements. Thus, some institutes included in these figures
most likely collaborated only on paper, or for a brief period. Nevertheless, the figures indicate
that the contacts and connections that the Vienna Centre developed across Cold War Europe
were extensive.

114 Katja Naumann



Table : Vienna Centre, Past and Current Projects,  (Continued)

Title Directors Participation
(countries/
institutes)

Duration

 Backward areas in industrialized
countries

S. Groenman
P. Turčan

  –

 Diffusion of innovation in agri-
culture

B. Galeski
(Poland)
H. Mendras
(France)

  –

 The future of rural communities
in industrial societies

B. Galeski
O. Grande
H. Mendras
H.H. Stahl

  –

 Sources of law: Variety and evo-
lution

E. Melichar
I. Szabo

  –

 Economic and social problems of
tourism in Europe

P. Barucci
R. Galecki
B. Jansson
D. Prielozny

  –

The research projects initiated and led by Czechoslovakian, Polish, and Hungar-
ian scholars also display that they played a significant role in planning the sub-
stantive direction of comparative social science research. They had the coordinat-
ing power needed to negotiate and conduct projects involving scholars from up
to 20 institutions, half from each side of the Cold War, who had to synchronize
their data, adjust their methodologies for data production to obtain comparable
data, and debated their interpretations.

In selecting its program of research, the Vienna Centre, at first chose topics
based on existing research, and decided to pursue long-term comparative studies
on three broadly defined fields of inquiry: “planning in global comparison,”
“basic concepts of aid to developing countries”, and the “economic and social
consequences of disarmament.”⁴⁶

The second field listed above (internally described as “backward areas”)
opened with the project “Backward regions in industrialised countries,” co-di-
rected by Sjoerd Groenman and Pavel Turčan (Czechoslovakia). In its third
year, researchers collaborating on the project decided to organize a conference,
in order to promote dialogue with economists who had studied the subject in

 Petrella and Schaff, 12– 13.

International Research Planning across the Iron Curtain 115



other European countries and other parts of the world. In partnership with the
International Economic Association, approximately 40 scholars were invited to
the 1967 conference in Varenna, including Ota Šik (Prague), B. Winiarski (Wro-
cław), and Imre Vajda and L. Koszegi (Budapest). Conference discussions
prompted the project members to develop a new research line focusing on prob-
lems of urbanization. Based on a proposal by Gaston Gaudard and Jean Valarché
(Switzerland), the new research line “The Costs of Urban Growth” began in
1973.⁴⁷

In 1964, two of the main and best-known projects of the Vienna Centre start-
ed: The first, “Time-Budgets and Industrialization,” was conceived and directed
by Alexander Szalai (Budapest).⁴⁸ The second, “Images of a disarmed world,” or-
iginated in Polish studies of the future, in particular on public opinion concern-
ing the consequences of disarmament and the future course of foreign policy. In-
volved in this research was Julian Hochfeld, who later became director of
UNESCO’s DSS, and who in that role encouraged an international study on the
topic. It began with a pilot project and fieldwork in France, Poland, and Norway,
under the direction of Jean Stoetzel (Paris). Shortly thereafter, in 1966, a follow-
up investigation led by Johan Galtung (Oslo) was approved, which involved 10
countries.⁴⁹

Many projects in the initial years dealt with social change under conditions
and consequences of industrialization and modernization; once again, the nexus
between planning social science research and social science-based social plan-
ning is at hand. It included a study of juvenile delinquency in France, Hungary,
Poland, and Yugoslavia, which was led by Stanislaw Walczak (Warsaw); it was
prepared at a meeting in Warsaw in 1964, with sociologists from 11 countries.⁵⁰
In parallel, comparisons on agricultural settings and developments were organ-

 See the list of participants and introduction in E.A.G. Robinson, Backward Areas in Advanced
countries: Proceedings of a Conference held the International Economics Association at Varenna
(London: Melbourne MacMillan, 1969); Petrella and Schaff, Une expérience, 52–5; Montanari,
9– 10.
 See the description in Szalai and Petrella, Cross-National Comparative Survey Research, 201–
231.
 Helmut Ornauer and Johan Galtung, Images of the World in the Year 2000: A Comparative
Ten Nation Study (Atlantic Highlands: Humanities Press, 1976); see also, Jenny Andersson and
Eglė Rindzevičiūtė, The Struggle for the Long-Term in Transnational Science and Politics (Rout-
ledge: New York, 2015).
 See the description in Szalai and Petrella, Cross-National Comparative Survey Research, 131–
168; ECCRDSS, La délinquance juvénile en Europe. Actes du Colloque de Varsovie, octobre 1964
(Université libre de Bruxelles: Brussels, 1968).
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ized. Based on a joint initiative by Schaff (for the Vienna Centre), Bogusław Ga-
łęski, and Henri Mendras, the “Diffusion of innovation in agriculture” became a
subject of investigation in 1965. The origins in this collaboration were regular
meetings of Polish and French sociologists from about 1960s onwards.⁵¹ In the
program line “planning in global comparison” the project initiated by Włodzi-
mierz Brus (Warsaw) started working on “Criteria for choosing between market
and non-market (public) ways of satisfying population needs.” Brus, who was
also involved in the UNESCO study “Main trends of research in the Social and
Human Sciences,” had to cancel his participation in both projects in 1968,
after he and other colleagues were not permitted to continue their engagement
with UNESCO.

Several other topics for which the Vienna Centre organized collaborative re-
search had been co-directed by scholars from East-Central Europe: Comparisons
of university graduates, suggested by Helmut Peisert (Constance) and conducted
with Władysław Markiewicz (Poznań); comparisons of legislation concerning fer-
tility, directed by Massimo Livi Bacci (Florence) and Egon Szabady (Budapest),
involved the International Union for the Scientific Study of Population, and com-
parisons of the effects of organizational hierarchy, which was developed by Ar-
nold S. Tannenbaum (Ann Arbor) and co-directed with Kazimierz Dóktor (War-
saw). In 1970, the first project based in the region, namely in Bratislava, dealt
with problems of tourism in Europe.

Upon the suggestion of Imre Szabó, the Vienna Centre prepared an interna-
tional round-table discussion on the methodology of international comparative
research, which evaluated the Centre’s activities and decided on its future
course. As a consequence, the policy shifted strongly away from planning
large collective projects towards more shorter projects, as well as topical confer-
ences; furthermore, the training of young researchers was added.⁵²

New subjects came in and non-European colleagues were invited.⁵³ With this
new orientation, the Vienna Centre sought to address the internal criticism that
the national framework had hardly been transcended, and that the applicability

 Bogusław Gałęski,Wacław Makarczyk, Lili M. Szwengrub, Cross-national European Research
Project on the Diffusion of Technical Innovations in Agriculture (Vienna: International Social Sci-
ence Council, 1969).
 Training was offered in a series of International Seminars on Cross-national Comparative Re-
search, see among others the documentation in Manfred Niessen, Jules Peschar, Chantal Kour-
ilsky, International Comparative Research: Social Structures and Public Institutions in Eastern and
Western Europe (Oxford: Pregamon Press, 1984).
 Jan Berting, Felix Geyer, Ray Jurkovich, Problems in International Comparative Research in
the Social Sciences (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1979).
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of the results had been higher than the explanatory value of the studies.⁵⁴ Plan-
ning the research was valued more than the research of planning. The output
should not be underrated: Over 70 books, published on both sides of the Iron
Curtain, and several periodicals through which research circulated throughout
Cold War Europe, were written.⁵⁵

Situating the post-WWII period within longer
transnational scientific relations

Polish sociologists and philosophers, who together with colleagues from other
parts of the socialist bloc proactively participated and indelibly influenced the
ISSC and Vienna Centre, were not the only scholars from the region involved
in international scientific institutions. From the mid 1950s onwards, and espe-
cially in the 1960s, a large number of intellectuals from East-Central Europe
took part in such organizations. Hochfeld (1911–66), another key figure in the
establishment of Polish sociology, was elected deputy director of the UNESCO
DSS. Oskar Lange, a prominent Polish economist, participated in the study
“Main trends of research in the Social and Human Sciences,” coordinated by
the DSS. Witold Kula, a seminal figure in Polish historiography, was on the
board of the International Commission for a Scientific and Cultural History of
Mankind, which was contracted by UNESCO to produce a six-volume world his-
tory, and also presided over the International Economic History Association. Erik
Molnár, a prominent Hungarian historian, served with Kula on the board of the
world-history project. To this list, one could add the Polish sociologist Stanisław
Ossowski, one of the founders of the International Sociological Association.⁵⁶ As
more studies on this topic are undertaken, it is likely that this list is only the tip
of the iceberg.

The scope of East-Central European engagement raises the question: How
was this high level of participation possible? Two processes, I believe, were es-
sential: the extensive institutionalization of research coordination in the second
half of the twentieth century, which I sketched before, and East-Central Europe-
ans’ previous experience with international cooperation. To this second aspect, I
will now turn briefly.

 Willem Stamatiou, Vienna Centre, 600; Charvát, International Cooperation.
 Stamatiou, International Cooperation, 601.
 Maxine Berg, “East-West Dialogues: Economic Historians, the Cold War, and Détente,” Jour-
nal of Modern History 87 (2015): 36–71.
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The rapidly developing European-wide, and later global, cooperation in the
mid twentieth century was closely connected with scientific entanglements from
the 1920s and 1930s. The speed with which the institutional expansion took
place later makes it unlikely that it emerged from scratch; rather, it was made
by people who were experienced with international cooperation from before
WWII, people who had been well connected with colleagues working on similar
topics at other places, and who as academic teachers had introduced their stu-
dents to practices of transnational scientific exchanges.

Acting confidently and successfully on the international stage is demanding
and requires specific skills and expertize. It also, often, requires permission from
the state, which presupposes that the ruling powers recognize the value of inter-
national participation – an attitude that forms over time, as a society learns to
see itself as part of a connected world. Instead of seeing the war as marking a
rupture in scientific relations across Europe, I argue that earlier connections
were channelled and found expression in the postwar institutional setting, albeit
in indirect ways. The trajectories of East-Central European social scientists and
historians are instructive here. If one looks closer at the academic biographies
of those involved in the ISSC, the Vienna Centre, and related undertakings,
one detects few newcomers to the international scene and many whose careers
began in the first half of the twentieth century. For example, Chałasińky and
Szczepański studied under the founding fathers of Polish sociology, Znaniecki
and Stefan Czarnowski (1879– 1937). The extensive scientific networks of their
mentors, which spanned across Leipzig, Paris, Geneva, and Chicago, left a last-
ing impression on the two men.

The interwar years had been a time in which academic disciplines were con-
solidated as part of nation-building efforts. During the 1920s, Polish sociologists
tackled contemporary challenges, writing commentaries on modern ideologies,
mass movements, sudden social dislocations, economic depressions, as well
the question of how to modernize Poland’s predominantly peasant society.
One of the major issues of the day was the Minority Treaty, which Poland had
signed at the Paris Peace Conference. The treaty sparked a nationwide debate
on how, or even if, national minorities could be integrated into the Polish
state. This issue gave the social sciences increased stature in Poland and facili-
tated its institutionalization.⁵⁷

 Stephan Stach, “The Institute for Nationality Research (1921– 1939): A Think Tank for Minor-
ity Politics in Poland?,” in Religion in the Mirror of Law: Eastern European Perspectives from the
Early Modern Period to 1939, ed.Yvonne Kleinmann (Frankfurt am Main: Klosterman, 2015), 149–
179; Olga Linkiewicz, “Scientific Ideals and Political Engagement: Polish Ethnology and the ‘Eth-
nic Question’ Between the Wars,” Acta Poloniae Historica 114 (2016): 5–27; Martin Kohlrausch,
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However, parallel to the nexus of scientism, professionalization, and nation-
building, intensifying movements across disciplinary and national borders also
shaped the social sciences in interwar East-Central Europe. Intellectual exchang-
es at conferences, fellowships, and visiting appointments, some of which were
supported by American philanthropic foundations, were taking place across Eu-
rope. Emigration resumed in the 1920s, taking scholars across Europe and the
Atlantic. Over the next decade, hundreds of social scientists emigrated from Cen-
tral Europe, in the process accessing and building scientific networks. Others
took advantage of access to international organizations made possible by the
(re‐)establishment of nation states in the region. For example, Marceli Handels-
man, one of the doyens of Polish historiography, built extensive personal con-
tacts across Europe. More importantly, he utilized them to help convince the In-
ternational Committee of Historical Sciences to hold its seventh congress in
Warsaw (in 1933).⁵⁸

Consequently, the entangled processes of nationalization and international-
ization turned out to be good preparation for the postwar constellation. One had
the intellectual background needed to engage proactively with postwar studies
on processes of nationalism and modernization, and one knew how to institu-
tionalize new fields of studies and participate in existing international struc-
tures.

The pre-war transnational contacts and experiences that East-Central Euro-
pean scholars had cultivated were certainly altered by WWII, diminishing them
in number and, in some cases, altering their influence. Some protagonists lost
their lives, such as Handelsman who died in a German concentration camp.
Wars, however, also produce new transnational dynamics. Znaniecki left Poland
for the US in 1939, and many others fled, or chose to leave their homelands dur-
ing WWII, which also redrew national boundaries, and, thus, shifted people
nominally and practically to new national contexts. Against the backdrop of
this upheaval, resettling and integrating into new surroundings took precedence,
at least, temporarily over previous intertwinements.Within East-Central Europe,
the situation was particularly complex, in part because the new ruling powers

Katrin Steffen, and Stefan Wiederkehr, Expert Cultures in Central Eastern Europe:The Internation-
alization of Knowledge and the Transformation of Nation States since World War I (Osnabrück:
Fibre, 2010).
 Dorothy Ross, “Changing Contours of the Social Science Disciplines,” in Cambridge History
of Science, vol. 7: The Modern Social Sciences, ed. Theodore M. Porter and Dorothy Ross (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 205–237, 224–237; Helke Rausch, “Akademische Ver-
netzung als politische Intervention in Europa. Internationalismus-Strategien US-amerikanischer
Stiftungen in den 1920er Jahren,” Jahrbuch für Universitätsgeschichte 18 (2015): 165–188.
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pushed for radical new beginnings. There were other dynamics of change, for ex-
ample the pre-war practice of studying abroad for an extended period of time in
multiple countries, popular from roughly the turn of the century to the 1930s,
which became less common. Postwar international institutions and expanded
networks made shorter research trips more practical and enhanced long-distance
communication. International periodicals and bibliographies achieved wide-
spread circulation, making it possible for scholars to keep abreast of internation-
al research developments without leaving home; they also allowed authors to
publish abroad more easily. When, in the 1950s, the political and institutional
context in Eastern Europe created new possibilities for connecting, the skill
sets required for developing international connections and the general attitude
of valuing cross-border exchange already existed. It seems in many cases,
East-Central Europeans were able to swiftly reactivate their scholarly connec-
tions and networks.

Conclusion

This chapter dealt with the planning of social science research as a particular
domain of social planning. Contributing to social reform was not the predomi-
nant aim; often, however, it was closely related to it, either by dealing with
the same social and political topics, and/or by being used at some stage for gov-
ernment and policy purposes. The ISSC and the Vienna Centre have been inves-
tigated as institutions, which developed European-wide research planning that
was not limited by the East-West divide. The East-Central European experts,
who made use of the institutionally given spaces of participation, testify that
the Vienna Centre not only provided nominal cooperation but was perceived
and used as a space in which they could follow their professional calling – to
design and to conduct social science research in scholarly competition with col-
leagues from other places. Even more so, as part of the governing and adminis-
trative structure, they had organizational power and could co-determine the pro-
grammatic direction and the further institutionalization of international
collaboration from the 1950s onwards.

Situating the post-WWII developments within a larger history of European
scientific cooperation has shown that the 1950s introduced a massive process
of institutionalization at the national and international level, aimed at providing
the means for cross-border exchange and competition across the Cold War divide
(while the institutionalization of cross-border exchange had begun at least half a
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century earlier).⁵⁹ The fact that institutionalization was not new meant that it
could draw upon previous international experiences that facilitated the success-
ful expansion of international scientific institutions and the participation of
East-Central European experts. International planning activities multiplied,
and older mechanisms of connectivity were gradually replaced. One finds in
the 1950s, I want to argue, a complex constellation in which remnants of an in-
terwar internationalism based on personal contacts, networks, and experiences
have been transferred to a new setting created by the expansion of institutions of
international research coordination
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