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“Constitutive Moments of Transatlantic Relations, 1947-52 and 1997-
2002. The Marshall Plan at 50: Retrospective, Prospective.” 
 
Workshop at the German Historical Institute, Washington, D.C., May 22, 1997. 
Cosponsored by the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies. 
Conveners: Carl Lankowski and Wilfried Mausbach. 
 
Commemorations of the Marshall Plan were abundant this spring. The 
inspiration for this workshop came from the fact that, fifty years later, 
interest in the European Recovery Program (ERP) is still more than 
antiquarian. The ERP provided the essential elements for the 
organization of Europe and the basis for unprecedented prosperity and 
peace in the western part of a continent riven by depression and war. 
Today, the challenge is to unite Europe’s eastern part with its luckier 
western neighbors without losing sight of either the dynamics of 
European integration or of American interests in Europe. What lessons 
can we glean from the earlier period? 

The symposium was composed of two roundtables: one on the 
Marshall Plan itself, the other on a comparison of the mid-century 
situation with current circumstances as the twentieth century comes to 
a close. Each roundtable featured opening comments by a panel of 
distinguished scholars. Volker Berghahn (Brown University) spoke 
about the origins of the Marshall Plan. He stressed the importance of a 
perception among key players in the late 1940s that something had 
gone wrong with U.S. participation in Europe in the 1920s. Back then, a 
destructive German reparations settlement had crippled confidence in 
European recovery, thereby discouraging private American investment. 
In contrast, after World War II, the Marshall Plan, according to 
Berghahn, unleashed initiative in the private sector and encouraged U.S. 
businessmen to get involved. Although the impact of the Marshall Plan 
then was primarily psychological, Berghahn disagreed with critics of the 
plan’s importance and was inclined to regard it (with other scholars) as 
the “crucial margin” in Europe's postwar recovery efforts. 

Lincoln Gordon (The Brookings Institution), whose former govern-
mental service includes an appointment as director of the Marshall Plan 
aid mission in the American embassy in London from 1952 to 1955, 
consid- 
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ered another question: To what extent was a federalist form of 
European unification a goal of the Marshall Plan? Gordon stated that 
neither the integrationist thrust of European politics after World War II 
nor an operative military alliance such as NATO would have been 
possible without the Marshall Plan. However, he strongly criticized 
scholars who imply that the ERP envisioned integration from the start. 
Instead, as Gordon remembered, the term “economic integration” was 
introduced “with a big bang” by Paul Hoffman only at a meeting of the 
Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in October 
1949. Moreover, Hoffman was referring to a rather simple concept of 
integration, namely, the overcoming of trade and commerce barriers. 
The postwar European institutions implying supra-nationalism were 
not so much an offspring of American planners trying to cast a United 
States of Europe in the mold of their own country’s experience, but 
rather “a protective device growing out of French nationalism and fear 
of Germany.” As to the future of these institutions, Gordon voiced his 
skepticism that they will ever be able to transform the continent into a 
genuine union. However, he credited them with the major accom-
plishment of making war between France and Germany unthinkable. 

Our second roundtable began with a presentation by Charles S. Maier 
(Harvard University), who outlined structural similarities and 
dissimilarities in three eras of European reconstruction: post-1919, 
post-1945, and post-1990. Maier paid particular attention to two similar 
developments that nonetheless provoked different policy approaches. 
After both world wars, as after the end of the Cold War, European 
economies held on to an excessive share of agriculture. But while 
distressed farmers became main supporters of extremism during the 
interwar period, the second half of the century was, and still is, 
characterized by government handouts to these groups to appease their 
dissatisfaction. Similarly, all three eras Maier investigated had to 
grapple with changing industrial bases. Already in the 1920s, the 
American model loomed large, but Europeans remained skeptical and 
undecided. In contrast, after World War II, the American model was 
strongly favored throughout Europe. While policy in this respect still 
seems to be in flux in eastern Europe today, Maier pointed out one 
particular realm where policies seem to ignore the experience of the 
1940s and hark back to the 1920s: the failure to treat labor as a fully 
qualified partner—which the Marshall Plan certainly did. Moreover, the 
confidence in institu- 
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tions to shape economic outcomes so prevalent in Marshall Plan days 
has given way to an almost general belief among policy makers in the 
self-regulating promises of the market. 

C. Fred Bergsten (Institute for International Economics) rounded up 
the presentations with a look into the twenty-first century. While the 
U.S. is becoming more and more interdependent with the global 
economy, Europe is headed in the opposite direction, with integration 
resulting in a much smaller external dependency ratio for each country. 
Bergsten expressed his belief that there will be a move toward 
convergence between the American and the European models in the 
next century. In contrast to Gordon, Bergsten was bullish both on 
European integration, whose voluntary ceding of sovereignty he sees as 
setting the pattern for decades to come, and on the Euro, whose 
creation, he believes, will mark a major structural change in the world 
economy. As after 1945, new forms of joint international management 
and a substantial increase in transatlantic cooperation will be required 
to handle the transition. 

Each presentation provoked a lively discussion that was further ani-
mated by recollections of Robert Bowie, former U.S. Secretary of the 
Treasury Henry “Joe” Fowler, Jacques Reinstein, and Robert Wolfe, 
among others. 

 
Wilfried Mausbach 

 
 

“The Culture of Rights: Civil Rights, Participation Rights, and Social 
Rights in Germany and the United States from the Late 19th Century 
to the Present.” 
 
Conference at the German Historical Institute, Washington, D.C., June 11-14, 
1997. Conveners: Manfred Berg and Martin H. Geyer. 
 
The emergence of modern democracies and their concept of citizenship 
have been critically shaped by the expansion of individual and collective 
rights, usually categorized as civil rights and liberties, participation 
rights, and socioeconomic entitlements. By putting this historical 
process into a 


