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In their important book The New Spirit of Capitalism Luc Boltansky and Eve Chia-
pello describe management as a set of prescriptive indications which give direct
access to the real spirit of capitalism.¹ In the same perspective, scholars have
often studied management as a means to produce or reproduce a social order
in which labor is treated and used as a commodity.² Therefore, the story of the
“exportation” of the management culture from the US to Western Europe has
been widely studied as a triumph of US capitalism and one feature of the Amer-
icanization of Europe.³ This point of view has been recently challenged by schol-
ars who have studied the exportation of this management culture to European
peripheries and countries where the economic, social and ideological context
differed drastically from that in the US and Western Europe. The question of
the reception and above all the translation of this US management culture has
thus become a central question.⁴

This chapter seeks to address this issue although from a different point of
view by studying the rather counter-intuitive circulation of Western managerial
knowledge to Eastern Europe during the Cold War. In order to grasp the deep
meaning of this exchange we first have to look at management as part of a broad-
er social engineering or social planning project. In that broader meaning, man-
agement is a set of prescriptions aiming to organize and rationalize human be-
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havior and conduct in order to make human activity and more specifically
human work more effective.⁵ By forging predictions and strengthening coherence
in human activity, management can certainly be interpreted as a social planning
tool even if the actors themselves do not use the language of planning.With that
in mind, management cannot be reduced to a mere product of capitalism.⁶ As a
social engineering project, management should be dated back to the end of the
nineteenth century but became a field of study in its own right during the First
World War. Already in the interwar years, social planners crossed the boundaries
between political and economic systems, as in the case of the sociologist and so-
cial worker Mary Van Kleeck, executive director of the Russel Sage foundation.⁷
While conceptualizing management both as a social and economic project she
turned her attention to the Soviet Union to find new inspiration.

Two conclusions should be drawn from this example. First, as already ar-
gued by the recent historiography of the Cold War, in the interwar years circula-
tions and convergence between both economic and social systems were taking
place and models of economic and social planning were exchanged.⁸ That
leads to my second point: in order to understand these exchanges, we should
be aware of the longer continuities. This chapter will show that the circulation
of knowledge in the field of social planning was deeply rooted in the longer his-
tory of the relationships between Western and Eastern European countries, be-
tween the center of Europe and its (at first) less developed periphery.

To that purpose, I will use the sources produced by the International Labour
Organization (ILO), which was set up in 1919 and has been both an actor in and a
platform for these exchanges from the 1920s onward. For the post- World War
Two period I will mainly analyze the documents produced by the management
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projects set up by the ILO in the framework of the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP).⁹

I will first present how management became an important development proj-
ect in the ILO and how it was exported to the Eastern part of Europe as a mod-
ernizing tool. Second, I will try to understand who were the players and stake-
holders of this story, who was implementing and receiving this managerial
culture. Third, we need to ask to which extent these players formed a “transbloc”
new technocratic class, which has produced and used a common global lan-
guage based on the same values.

Management as a development project from
West to East

Management has been an important aspect of the activity and philosophy of the
ILO since the 1920s, this led to the creation of the International Scientific Man-
agement Institute in 1926.¹⁰ During the interwar years the organization encour-
aged management training in Western Europe as part of a larger ideal of social
engineering seen as “scientifically” guided social planning.¹¹ Management
would foster an increase in labor productivity and open the road to welfare cap-
italism.¹² During the 1950s, in the framework of the Expanded Programme of
Technical Assistance, the ILO began to extend its management activities to Euro-
pean peripheries, first to Israel in 1952, then to Yugoslavia in 1955.¹³
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In 1962, ILO Director General David Morse emphasized the relationship be-
tween economic modernization and social management: “Successful industrial-
isation implies a social revolution. To set up industry . . . is not only acquiring
capital and a knowledge of new techniques. Modern industry calls into being
its own kind of society. It requires attitudes towards work different from those
of traditional rural communities.”¹⁴ In 1958, in his opening speech to the Inter-
national Labour Conference, he had already insisted on making “the ILO a real
clearing house for information in the labour management field : a world centre
for the exchange of information and research techniques and results and for the
dissemination of labour management experiences to employers, workers and
governments in all countries.”¹⁵ In the same year, the International Labour Con-
ference voted for a resolution to set up a programme on management develop-
ment, “more especially in the industrially less advanced country.”¹⁶ This task
was taken over by the Management Development Branch of the ILO in 1960. Be-
tween 1960 and 1965, the number of professionals employed in this branch rose
from one to 12. These professionals were engaged in special research projects
and nine worked full time on the supervision and administration of field projects
including recruitment and briefing of management experts.¹⁷ One of the most
visible results of this politics was the setting up in 1964 of the ILO Training Cen-
ter in Turin. Its objective was to provide vocational training for future economic
and social elites from newly decolonized countries. With the Turin Center, the
ILO could really globalize its approach and become the vehicle of a broader ex-
portation of this management culture. The first survey mission of the new ILO
Management Programme was sent to Poland in 1958¹⁸; it later served as an inspi-
ration for other undertakings of this kind in Eastern Europe and then in newly
decolonized countries. The development of the ILO’s management activities in
Eastern Europe was an attempt to diffuse management tools in the first periph-
ery of the Western World as part of a larger development programme, which was
launched in Eastern Europe during the 1960s.
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At the end of the 1950s and during the 1960s, all Eastern European countries
except the GDR received development aid through international development
programmes, a reality which cannot be understood without taking into account
the longer economic history of these countries. As part of the European first pe-
riphery, Eastern European countries had already been the target of ‘develop-
ment’ projects during the interwar period. In the 1930s, the League of Nations
had commissioned a study on peasants and nutrition with regard to agricultural
development.¹⁹ Under the guidance of the Polish medical Doctor Ludwik Rajch-
man and with the help of the Rockefeller Foundation, the League of Nation’s
Health Organization got involved in sanitation and rural hygiene projects.²⁰
The ILO carried out technical assistance to various southeastern countries in
the field of social insurance and labor law. The Second World War left a tragic
imprint on this already less developed part of Europe with some countries losing
from one third to 40% of their national wealth. With the end of the United Na-
tions Relief and Rehabilitation Administration and the launching of the Marshall
Plan in 1947, Eastern European actors felt threatened by the rapid reconstruction
of Western Germany, and they turned to UN agencies for help. Already in 1947
the Polish government requested that the Food and Agriculture Organization
send a mission to Poland “to investigate the economic and technical problems
linked to the reconstruction of Poland’s agriculture and related industries.”²¹
In the wake of destalinization, the Polish government applied for a training pro-
gramme for disabled people²² and between 1957 and 1960 several Polish Fellows
went to West Germany, France, Great Britain and Sweden to study rehabilitation
programmes for disabled people and invalids.²³ Following the Polish example
Hungarian, Romanian and Bulgarian officials requested assistance in developing
their agriculture (in the case of Bulgaria) or their tourist industry. During the
1960s and the early 1970s, almost all state socialist countries in Europe (apart
from the Soviet Union and the GDR) applied for development programmes to var-
ious UN agencies. Unlike newly decolonized countries, Eastern European govern-
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ments did not request important financial support but they did call for Western
expertise and technology.

This request for expertise increased in the 1960s in the dual context of the
détente and the economic reforms implemented throughout the Eastern Bloc.
The communist countries had to face labor shortage and needed to increase
labor productivity. Throughout the Bloc, reforms were implemented to introduce
more flexibility into central planning,while giving more autonomy to the top and
middle management. This required new training for these managers who beside
political loyalty had to develop economic and managerial skills.²⁴ As Zdenĕk
Mošna, a Czechoslovak economist put it very clearly in 1967: “One of the most
difficult problems which the socialist countries are now facing is that the new
models of management are being applied to managers formed under the central-
ised economic system. This is why there is a certain discrepancy between the
content and objectives of the new economic systems and the present qualifica-
tions of managers. . . . The level of education of Czechoslovak industrial directors
compares very unfavorably with that of directors in industrially developed coun-
tries in the West.”²⁵

It is in this context that the ILO began testing its new management pro-
gramme in Poland. As it would be the case in the other socialist countries during
the 1960s, the Polish project combined a fellowships programme and the setup
of a management center. Forty-three fellowships for a total cost of $100,000, on
the basis of 18 long-term periods of six months and 25 short term periods of two
months were granted over three years. The host countries were all situated in the
Capitalist West: primarily the United Kingdom, France and Sweden, secondly the
Federal Republic of Germany and Belgium; three fellows went to Australia and
one to Japan. Twelve fellowships were also awarded to members of the new Cen-
tre’s staff, which had already been established in 1960 with the help of ILO ex-
perts. The national Management Development Centre (CODKK), the first of this
kind in Eastern Europe was installed in a proper Building at the end of 1960.
In 1962, more than a thousand people could attend the courses including senior
executives from ministries and leading industries. In 1965, a computer was pur-
chased through the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and was
installed after a long negotiation under the supervision of a British team.²⁶
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This undertaking was, as David Morse had recommended in his 1958 report, a
joint project between the ILO and local agencies. At the end of the 1960s, the
last ILO experts left and the Centre became completely independent²⁷.

Drawing from the Polish experience, emphatically celebrated as a successful
model, ILO officials developed programmes of this kind in other Eastern Europe-
an and later on in newly decolonized countries. The setup of the UNDP in 1965,
while allowing governments to contribute in their national currency, facilitated
applications from socialist countries.²⁸ The same year the Bulgarian and Roma-
nian Government requested the newly founded UNDP /Special Fund (UNDP/S) to
provide technical assistance in establishing management training centers in
Sofia and Bucarest. Both projects started in 1967, and both were very large in
scope: Four hundred and 57 expert’s man-months were allocated to Bulgaria
and 202 man-month fellowships were distributed. The Romanian Management
Center (CEPECA) was set up in 1967 thanks to a UNDP allocation of 1,985,900
USD and a government contribution of 4,307,867 USD.²⁹ The Hungarian govern-
ment applied for the same kind of programme in February 1966 and – in antici-
pation – a management development center (OVK) was set up in April 1966
under the direction of Imre Laszlo and the supervision of the Minister of Labour.
The UNDP Governing Council approved the project in June 1967 and provided
228 man-month experts and 195 man-month fellowships. The ILO was responsi-
ble for the recruitment of the international experts teaching in the center and or-
ganized the fellowships programme, which was mostly reserved for the centre’s
staff. For the ILO, “the creation of the Management Development Centre in Hun-
gary was an essential factor for the development of the country’s economy,” and
instrumental to prepare the economic reforms of 1968.³⁰ Unlike the other coun-
tries already mentioned, Czechoslovakia, the most developed Eastern Bloc coun-
try (alongside with the GDR) could build on a long tradition of scientific manage-

executing agency for the Special Fund Sector of the United Nations Development Programme (Gen-
eva: International Labour Office,1966).
 National Management Development Centre Poland, Report for the government of Poland (Gen-
eva: International Labour Office, 1966): 29.
 For the larger context of “bridge building” in the mid-1960s and the exchange of know how
in the field of cybernetic and management, see Leena Riska-Campbell, Bridging East and West:
The Establishment of the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) in the United
States Foreign Policy of Bridge Building, 1964– 1972 (Finnish Society of Science and Letters, 2011),
Eglė Rindzevičiūtė, The Power of Systems: How Policy Sciences Opened up the Cold War World
(Ithaca, London: Cornell University Press, 2016), and Michael Hutter’s chapter in this volume.
 ILOA UNDP ROM/67/502. Report on project results, conclusions and recommendations, Gen-
eva, Sept. 1972.
 ILOA UNDP 7/B09/256 Report in Project results conclusions and recommendations, July 1971.

The Social Engineering Project 129



ment.³¹ The first international congress of scientific management of work had
been held in Prague in 1924, under the supervision of the newly founded Masar-
yk Academy of Labour.³² During the 1930s, the Shoe factory Bata was regarded
among experts of labor management as an exemplary place where the combina-
tion of scientific organization of labor and democratic management in small
teams had been successfully implemented. The reformist communist regime in-
herited this expertise and could establish its own Institute of management with-
out asking for international support.³³ Faculties of Management were set up at
the Schools of Economics in both Prague and Bratislava.³⁴ Nevertheless, intellec-
tual exchanges with the West were still vital for the Czechoslovak experts and
strongly encouraged by the political authorities during the 1960s. In this period,
there was a marked interest in two issues: the teaching of the workforce to adapt
to automation and the training of top managers. In 1965, the Czechoslovak au-
thorities applied for fellowships to send their top managers to the newly opened
Turin center. By 1969 they could already participate in high-level management
courses.³⁵ These exchanges were not stopped by ‘Normalisation’: in 1972– 1974
seminars for top managers on rationalization in industrial enterprises were or-
ganized in Prague, Bratislava and Ostrava under the supervision of the ILO.³⁶
Conversely, with the financial and logistic support of the UNDP, in 1970 Czecho-
slovak authorities were able to organize a seminar on management in Jiloviste
(close to Prague), in which 45 top managers and academics, mainly from devel-
oping countries participated. In a nutshell, in the 1960s Eastern European coun-
tries became involved in a larger and global circulation of management knowl-
edge.

Moreover, even after the communist elites put an end to the economic re-
forms initiated in the 1960s and reinforced central planning (at least in Czecho-
slovakia, Romania, Bulgaria and the GDR) these management centers remained
active, but functioned in closer association with the party and state apparatus. In
1971, the Romanian CEPECA was absorbed by the Stefan Gheorghiu academy led
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 http://www.mua.cas.cz/en/masaryk-academy-of-labour-masarykova-akademie-prace-685
(accessed January 2017).
 See also the contribution of Vítězslav Sommer in this volume.
 Report on the Seminar Management Development in Practice, Jiloviste, Czecholsovakia, Janu-
ary, ILO, Management Development Series, 9, 1970 (Geneva: International Labour Office, 1970).
 ILOA TAP 0– 17
 ILOA UNDP 17–2-B-1–1

130 Sandrine Kott



by the Communist party³⁷ and “brought under the control of the political ma-
chine.”³⁸ The same holds true for the Bulgarian management center which
was included in the Academy of Social Science and Social Management³⁹ as
early as 1969.

These institutions were used as training centers for the new generation of ca-
dres. During the second phase of economic development in all socialist coun-
tries, political loyalty was no longer sufficient to attain leading economic posi-
tions; technical and managerial competencies were bitterly needed. The new
cadres of the socialist regimes were thus largely trained in these institutes,
which functioned in close symbiosis with Western managerial culture. In Bulga-
ria the management training center was supervised by Mr Tsankov, first deputy
minister of the ministry of labor and social welfare, and became an Institute for
training administrative cadres.⁴⁰ The Romanian CEPECA became one of three
centers forming the Central Institute for Management Development for the Eco-
nomic and State administration.⁴¹ As a result, in all Eastern European countries
a new class of internationalized technocrats began to emerge and could build a
bridge between both Blocs.

A trans-bloc epistemic community?

The ILO Programme of Management launched in 1958 was drafted by Donald K.
David, former Dean of the Harvard school of Business Administration and, at the
time, Chairman of the Ford foundation. This clearly underlines the role played by
two major actors: Harvard Business School and the Ford Foundation. They dis-
seminated a particular US/Western managerial culture and continued to promote
the scientific organization of work inherited from Ford.⁴² Nevertheless, the Man-
agement Development Branch at the ILO was not directly linked to the powerful
US management expert sphere, but was set up and led by the British expert Rhys
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Wynne-Roberts.⁴³ Under his leadership, the ILO developed a model largely in-
spired by the relatively new-born British management culture.⁴⁴ Wynne-Roberts’
Manual of Management used by the ILO experts and republished in 1969, was
“based on the British Standard Glossary of Terms in Work Study published in
1959.”⁴⁵ The people acknowledged in the introduction all belonged to the
same circle⁴⁶.

Moreover, experts sent to Eastern European countries to set up the manage-
ment centers or organize seminars largely (but not exclusively) came from the UK
and only secondarily from the US. Among the seven experts invited to give a lec-
ture in the seminar held in Jilovitse (near Prague) in 1970, four came from the UK
and one from the US. As for the remaining two, one was programme manager of
the IBM International School in the Netherlands, and the other one the sales
training manager of Caterpillar in Geneva. Between 1972 and 1975, the famous
British Cranfield School of Management in Bedford subcontracted the three sem-
inars on the rationalization of industrial enterprises in Czechoslovakia.⁴⁷ In the
Hungarian case, even if the experts originated from 12 countries (including
USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria) the three successive project direc-
tors as well as the computer specialists were British.

This centrality of British management in the ILO is astonishing considering
that management education was comparatively underdeveloped in the UK. Be-
side the personal role played by Wynne-Robert himself and the linguistic re-
quirements imposed by the programme, which gave an immense advantage to
the English-speaking experts, three structural reasons can explain this situation.
First, in the interwar years,with Lyndall Urwick⁴⁸ as a director of the Internation-
al Scientific Management Institute between 1929 and 1933, the British manage-
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ment culture and networks had already played an important role in the ILO. Sec-
ond, the Glossary, to which Wynne-Roberts referred to justify the exclusive use of
British terminology, was established by a tripartite committee in which employ-
ers and the British Trades Union Congress (TUC) had a seat and “represent[ed]
the outcome of their collective thinking.” ⁴⁹ This tripartite collaboration was in
line with the ILO culture and in tune with the way scientific management had
been conceived by its officials. From the 1920s onward, the French first Director
of the ILO, Albert Thomas, and his British deputy director Harold Butler tried to
find ways to involve the trade unions in the management process. Unlike some of
the members of the American Management Association close to Rockefeller and
US big business, Thomas and Butler did not limit management to a technical tool
in the hands of engineers or salaried managers. In close cooperation with Mary
van Kleeck and the International Industrial Relations Institute, they approached
management as intrinsically linked to industrial relations, a field that, since the
pioneering work of Beatrice and Sidney Webbs at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, had a long tradition in the UK.⁵⁰ Inside the ILO machinery, this approach of
management through industrial relations could set the basis of a consensus be-
tween workers and employers, a consensus which was even more necessary, as
there was a long tradition of hostility toward scientific management in a large
part of the trades union movement, in particular in Southern Europe. ⁵¹ By con-
trast, British trade unionists viewed themselves and their mode of action as a
necessary condition for the achievement of industrial democracy, which relied
on well-managed industrial relations. In the management development pro-
gramme presented in 1958, the articulation between organization of work, the
training of managers, and industrial relations was again mentioned, but the in-
dustrial relation dimension of the project became clearly marginalized and the
emphasis was put on the training of managers.⁵² Moreover, that is the third rea-
son which has to be mentioned, employers were deeply involved and interested
in the development and spread of a new management culture. For their part,
British employers and managers stressed the importance of using the new tech-
nology of computers to implement a scientific management programme. Since
the end of World War Two operational research which had been widely devel-

 International Labour Office, Work study, (Geneva: International Labour Office, 1969), viii.
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oped by the British Army during the war,⁵³ made its entry into the business sec-
tor, and the British Operation Research Quarterly launched in 1950 was the first
journal in this emerging research field⁵⁴. The new computational industry was
heavily involved in and was pushing for the recognition of “management sci-
ence,” as it was called.⁵⁵ Thus, it does not come as a surprise that most of the
management training centers set up in Eastern Europe by the ILO received com-
puters financed and installed through the UNDP by British firms, beginning with
the Poles, which purchased computer equipment from the International Comput-
ers and Tabulators, Ltd. in London (later ICL) for $209,000. The same company
installed the computer of the Hungarian management-training center. As stated
in the report, the use of the computer was modelled after the British example.⁵⁶
In Bulgaria the Manpower Development Programme was managed by John Mc
Donald, a US civil servant. McDonald was working with a local team consisting
of eight people, among them five experts from the UK.⁵⁷ He entertained very good
relationships with the local representative of the British International Computers
limited (ICL) which was also in charge of the computerization of the hotel book-
ing system.⁵⁸

On the other side, there was a consensus among the experts sent by the ILO
that the success of the project was tightly linked to the possibility of developing
good contacts with local experts and the possibility of working together as a
team.⁵⁹ In Eastern European countries, a group of people already internationally
connected established the first contacts. In the 1950s and at the beginning of the
1960s experts who hade developped a close relationship with international or-
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ganizations in the interwar years, like the Polish ergonomist Jan Rosner, played
an important intermediary role. In this regard, a common socialization within
the ranks of social democratic parties seems to have helped to maintain the
links since socialist exiles in the West could easily reconnect with former
party members who had been forced to join the communist parties after 1947.
Anton Zelenka was one of these figures; as an ILO official he declined the invi-
tation to go back to Czechoslovakia after 1947 but was able to maintain links to
his home country through his relations with Evzen Erban. A former member of
the social democratic party, Erban had joined the Communist Party and become
a minister for social affairs in the new Czechoslovakia. ⁶⁰

In general, in the 1960s, the reformers who could also have been former so-
cial democrats were crucial for the start of negotiations with the international
organizations and the setting up of these management programmes. This was
the case of what ILO experts labelled the “Men of October” in Poland. In Czecho-
slovakia, Karel Padevĕt, member of the State Committee for Technical Develop-
ment, professor Pernica from the Prague School of Economics, or Zdenĕk Mošna,
dean of the faculty of management, Prague School of Economics, all reformers,
played crucial roles. ⁶¹ The same holds true for Romania, where the mathemati-
cian and philosopher Mircea Maliţa¸ at that time deputy of the Foreign Ministry,
was instrumental in the launching of CEPECA.⁶²

However, the number of people who got involved in these programmes went
well beyond this narrow group. As stated in a report for Bulgaria,

Shortly after the project was approved by the UNDP, the Government established a scheme
for management training for virtually everyone in a responsible position in the country in-
cluding party, trade union, Komsomol managing staffs, local leaders, managers of state and
cooperative farms, heads of functional divisions of ministries, district people’s councils.
The management Development Centre was designated to carry out courses at the first
three levels of management, namely Ministers,Vice-Ministers and Director-general of trusts
and state enterprises.⁶³.

 See ILOA SI-0–17 correspondence about social security between Zelenka and Erban.
 Zdenĕk Mošna, “The New Economic System and Management Development in Czechoslova-
kia,” International Labour Review 3 (1967): 61–81.
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Between 1967 and 1972, 16,000 managers participated in training programmes
run by the Romanian CEPECA.⁶⁴ In Hungary, between 1969 and 1971, 1,454 indi-
viduals – company directors, chiefs of section in ministries as well as chief en-
gineers and assistant company directors – attended courses offered by the Man-
agement Centre in Budapest. Taking into account the fact that experts who wrote
the reports were not bound by the use of “diplomatic” language,which prevailed
among international civil servants, it is worth mentioning that the relations be-
tween foreign experts and the trainees were generally defined as “excellent.”

A global language for planning
economic progress

In fact Western experts and Eastern trainees shared a common “modern” belief
in the possibility of planning and engineering the economy and society. Apart
from some remarks concerning Bulgaria,⁶⁵ Western experts barely mentioned
the fact that they were acting in a different economic system. In 1977, ILO offi-
cials even played with the idea of transforming the Bulgarian center into a Re-
gional institute for the Balkans that they could use to train managers from
Greece, Turkey, Romania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, regardless of their country
of origin.⁶⁶

This common language was based on two assumptions. First, the increase of
productivity was a non-questioned prerequisite and was regarded as a precondi-
tion for the general increase of wealth. In socialist countries in which the Com-
munist Party was supposed to represent the workers and to lead the country in
their interest, the increase of wealth generated by the productivity gains was
supposed to be redistributed by the state; it was a technical and not a social
issue. Second, all social discontent and conflicts were to be solved within the ex-
isting economic and social framework by applying good management tools with-
out really questioning the verticality of the power relations within the enterpris-
es.⁶⁷ In that respect, socialist countries in which the trade unions played the role
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of transmission belts – in the Leninist language – of the party and the state were
very convenient partners for the ILO experts.

In general terms, from the experts’ point of view, there was no doubt that the
Western expertise should be exported to countries,which were not primarely per-
ceived as socialist but as less developed. Wynnes Roberts made it clear in 1971
during a stay in Hungary: “There are a lot of things they [the leadership] still
do not understand. In two years’ time, I hope, they will have come to grip
with reality and have understood better the sort of recommendations which
the ILO experts including myself have been making to them and which they
have tended to reject largely from sheer ignorance”⁶⁸.

In return, precisely because Eastern European countries were seen as being
in a position of relative backwardness, their newly trained experts were consid-
ered particularly well suited to re-export the newly acquired knowledge to the
decolonized and underdeveloped countries, and thus to become bridge builders
between the First and the Third World. In 1964 the medical adviser, Dr. J. Now-
acki of the Polish CODKK in Warsaw was already seconded as an adviser to the
Ghanaian government.⁶⁹ This function became institutionalized during the 1970s
in the framework of the UNDP; Bulgaria and Romania played the role of go-be-
tween, a role that the communist leadership endorsed easily.⁷⁰ The Romanian
CEPECA developed as an international center in 1973 and managers coming
from developing countries could follow the programme free of charge. In 1974,
53 participants from 19 African and Asian countries attended courses at the CE-
PECA; ILO experts stressed that the Romanians were in a better position to un-
derstand the problems that developing countries had to face when acquiring and
implementing new management methods.⁷¹ When the ILO expert George Boul-
den taught management courses in the Bulgarian city of Varna in 1983, ILO offi-
cials encouraged the Bulgarian authorities to export this knowledge to Cuba.

However, the existence and circulation of a common language on manage-
ment did not mean that the various stakeholders used it for the same purposes.
When the Ford Foundation developed a programme of fellowships in 1968– 1969
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to train Hungarian⁷² as well as Czechoslovak⁷³ top managers in the US,⁷⁴ it was
clearly a way to subvert socialist values. This led to tense discussions among the
Eastern European countries at the beginning of the 70s. The GDR, which was the
most developed country in the Bloc and the most identified with “socialism,”
heavily criticized the use of these training management centers, which for its
leaders were just a way to spread capitalist management culture in a socialist
economy.⁷⁵

Meanwhile communist managers knew how to use this international man-
agement-culture for their own needs. After having taken advantage of manage-
ment development programmes to train their cadres in the context of the eco-
nomic reforms, the communist leadership began to pursue other objectives, as
made clear by the Hungarian authorities. In 1972, with the beginning of the
new Five Year Plan, they decided to put an end to the training course programme
but remained interested in computerization. More generally, it seems that one
main objective of the communist leadership was to acquire computers. If the So-
viet Union as well as the GDR did produce computers, they never mastered this
technology at the level of the capitalist West. The UNDP offered a relatively easy
way for both Eastern European regimes and Western businessmen to bypass the
embargo on Western technology imposed by the Coordinating Committee for
Multilateral Export Controls (CoCom).⁷⁶ This was facilitated by the fact that, un-
like the Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance, all countries could con-
tribute to UNDP in their own currencies this solved the difficult problem of pay-
ing for technology in very scarce hard currencies. Thus, through UNDP, Eastern
European countries could get access to computers, which, for their communist
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leadership, were a crucial tool to make the central planned economy run prop-
erly. As clearly stated in the Bulgarian case in 1982 : “The task of analysing and
collecting the mass of information required in a planned economy would be
enormously facilitated by the use of electronic data processing methods. State
ownership and control of industry produce conditions which are particularly
susceptible to treatment and analysis by computers, which can assist manage-
ment decision-making in many ways.”⁷⁷ But if centrally planned economies,
which relied on processing very large amounts of data, were in particular need
of computers, both capitalist and socialist societies alike shared the belief that
computers should be an essential tool to run the economy as well as to engineer
society and manage people in enterprises. In Western countries, it became a
widespread conviction in the 1960s that management could be a scientific activ-
ity, based on collecting and circulating information and not just on charismatic
leadership.⁷⁸ Operational research, which developed along with the computeri-
zation of big firms, is a perfect example of the rise of this new common mana-
gerial culture. For Western engineers, computers should help to decentralize au-
thority, to promote participation and to ensure that each manager or cadre
becomes accountable for his/her achievements. Management by objectives and
on specific projects were promoted simultaneously in Eastern European industri-
al combines.⁷⁹

So one can wonder whether and to what extent this circulation of knowledge
had, in return, an impact on Western management culture, and if socialist coun-
tries became a testing ground for the exportation of management techniques
from the private to the public sector. Until the end of the 1970s, there was still
a large public industrial sector in most Western European countries. In France,
Polish or Romanian fellows were first sent to public and nationalized enterpris-
es.⁸⁰ In Great Britain as well as in Norway, the public sector was the first to push
for the implementation of management schools, while private business was rath-
er reluctant.⁸¹ In France, the planning authority (Commissariat général au plan)
strongly supported the development of operational research. In all countries, the
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military was one of the driving forces behind these social engineering projects.
Rather than the sheer exporting of a Western model of management, we should
rather describe this process as an encounter between managerial cultures based
on deep technocratic convergences.

Conclusion

This chapter has shown that an important exchange and circulation of expertise
in the field of management between Western and Eastern Europe developed be-
tween the 1960s and the 1980s. This circulation took several forms: fellowships
programmes, organization of seminars and above all the creation of large man-
agement centers in the framework of the UNDP, and with support coming from
the Ford Foundation’s management programmes. All these contributed to the ex-
portation of a Western management culture to Eastern Europe; a large part of the
top and middle management of socialist Eastern European countries ended up
being trained in seminars and courses taught by Western and US European ex-
perts. One first and early conclusion of this finding could be that long before
the opening of the wall, capitalist values had already penetrated the socialist
East. We have shown, however, that the reality is much more complex; the fol-
lowing concluding remarks open wider questions, which open new fields of re-
search.

First, management should be interpreted as part of a larger social engineer-
ing and social planning project deeply rooted in common modernist objectives.
In both Blocs, management was expected to help raising productivity and to pro-
duce wealth. For the capitalist West it was an essential part of the Fordist com-
promise and the pre-condition of welfare capitalism. For the socialist East, man-
agement was a crucial tool in the proper functioning of the state planned
economy. In both Blocs it was a way to enforce discipline and control within
companies and state enterprises.

Second, management implemented in the Eastern European Bloc countries
by Western European experts should also be seen as part of the operational re-
search and cybernetic turn, which went hand in hand with a belief in the possi-
bility of the computerization of decision-making.⁸² A wider circulation of com-
puters is closely linked to this conception of management. On one side,
Eastern European countries could obtain computers, which were not easily avail-

 See the contributions of Michael Hutter and Jenny Andersson in this volume

140 Sandrine Kott



able in the Bloc through the UNDP. On the other side,Western European (mainly
British) firms could enter new markets.

This – a third conclusive point – stands in line with longer term dependen-
cies. Since the nineteen century Eastern Europe has been regarded by the West
as a European periphery, the newly founded countries received relief and aid for
rehabilitation (in the aftermath of both wars) as well as development aid. At the
beginning of the Cold War, this aid dried out while these countries went through
a period of rapid industrialization and a development phase connected to the
“construction of socialism.” In the eyes of international organization experts,
they became a semi-periphery, and were very well suited to becoming a bridge
between the fully developed West and the newly decolonized countries.

On these grounds – and this is the fourth conclusive point – this knowledge
transfer was made possible thanks to the rise of a new class of Eastern European
managers or cadres, who were ready for the changes which would occur after the
fall of the Berlin wall⁸³.

In order to grasp the deep meaning and consequences of this circulation,
more research should be done in the archives of the Eastern European countries
themselves. This could help us to decipher how Eastern European cadres as well
as the workers on the shop floor took up – or, on the contrary, rejected – this
Western management culture. Conversely, important questions remain unan-
swered regarding the precise intellectual context in which Western expertise
was shaped and the political and economic motivations of the experts. Finally
yet importantly, one can wonder to what extent this exchange also had an im-
pact in the West and could have fostered the long-term success of the New Public
Management.
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