INTRODUCTION


For the most part of the post World War II period, state planning was a dominant model of development. The spread of the nation-state model constructed and legitimated the state as a dominant modern rational actor (Strang 1990; Meyer et al. 1997). The state was the central locus of vision and action for development. The state as such pursued progress on behalf of the nation by providing a blueprint for the nation’s future and the means by which to achieve it in national development plans. State development planning, however, has been in decline in the last few decades. With the breakup of the Soviet Union and its satellites, the most extreme form of state planning has all but evaporated; and the Asian developmental state has been labeled “crony capitalism” and under pressure to reform itself (Wade 2000; Wade and Veneroso 1998). 

In this paper, I analyze the rise and decline of state planning and the implications of this institutional change. I show that state development planning was a global phenomenon that was largely facilitated by the international development industry made up of advanced western countries and international organizations. Development planning was a global process also in the sense that states pursued development as defined and elaborated in the international discourse. As the notion of development narrowly conceived as economic growth expanded to include social justice issues such as equity, national plan coverage expanded accordingly.


Since the 1970s, however, growing realization of economic interdependence and changing sources of development finance from development aids and loans to foreign direct and portfolio investment have chipped away at state planning authority and has led to “deplanification” (Hall 1986). In this paper, I argue that this decline has been accompanied by both upward and downward shifts in elements of development planning. 

While economic globalization is diminishing state authority and sovereignty and redefining the role of the state by constraining the space within which states operate, globalization also constructs the world as an integrated entity. Shifting upward in this process are visions or cognitive frames of development. The world is increasingly depicted as an imagined community and world level data on various development domains appear as the account and measures of progress at the world level. 

Shifting downward is the locus of planning. The new public finance management suggests to this direction as public agencies are reconstructed as autonomous organizations with clear boundaries from the state and one another. At the organizational level, this downward shift is reflected in the rise of strategic planning and subsequently of  organizational strategy. As the locus of planning shifts down to sub-state levels, sub-state level entities are constructed as rational actors capable of planning. Moreover, the shift from (central) strategic planning to (organizational) strategy reflects a further downward trend as the term strategy as discussed in the literature implies constructing individual members as their own planners. In this paper, I show this downward shift of planning by examining changes in the management discourse. 


Paralleling this downward shift in the locus of planning has been the rise of “otherhood” (Meyer 1996) generally and particularly management consultancy in the management field. Consultants provide authoritative models and advice of action for organizations, who are willing consumers on the lookout for the best ways. Consequently, the downward shift in the locus of action, coupled with global rationalization and the upward shift in cognitive frames of development, is likely to result in the sharp separation of “talk” and action (see Brunsson 1985; 1989 for the parallel discussion in the organizational context), but in a surprisingly high level of standardization among sub-state level actors.


This paper consists of four parts. First, I present cross-national data on adoptions and termination/expirations of national development plans and examine the birth and death of state planning for national development. In the second part, I examine the emergence of world level data and the upward shift in visions of development. Third, in discussing the downward shift in the locus of planning, I analyze changes in management discourse from strategic planning to strategy. Finally, I examine the implication of the downward shift of actorhood in the context of the rising influence of “otherhood”. 

THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
Planning is an organized and rational attempt to select the best available alternatives to achieve specific goals. The idea of planning represents the modern belief that social change or progress can be achieved through scientific and rational application of knowledge. This belief has penetrated to various areas of modern life (Waterston 1965; Friedmann 1987; Etzioni 1968; Inkeles 1976). Around the idea of planning, one can map the major ideological fault-line of the post-World War II world: the East-West divide. Socialism and capitalism have been, for most of the 20th century, two main contending models of development (Lindblom 1977; Berthoud 1992). The difference lies with the scope of state planning in the economy (March and Simon 1993 [1958]: 222), and in the extent to which state does so with relative authority and autonomy vis-à-vis other legitimate social actors (e.g., sub-level governmental units, organizations, and individuals).  In Anglo-liberal societies, where seemingly the market is left to run its own course, “laissez faire is inevitably and continuously planned” by the state through its policies to securely reproduce stable markets (O’Riain 2000: 193; also see Polanyi 1944; Block 1996; Fligstein 1990; 1996). Planning in the economy, therefore, is not limited to planned economies, but is a more general characteristic of modern societies (Elliot 1958). 

Similarly, development is an organizing and normalizing concept, and central problematic of the 20th century (Ferguson 1994; Esteva 1992; Escobar 1995; Cooper and Packard 1997; Sachs 1992). First, it is a cognitive map of the world. Modernization theorists associate advanced and developed countries with “maturity” and underdeveloped and less developed with “backwardness”. Similarly, world systems or dependency theories would label them “core” or “center” and “periphery” respectively (Arrighi and Drangel 1986: 9). Development is seen as a continuum of progress, and  the notion that progression is possible through planning has been at the heart of development planning (Escobar 1992).

Also the definition of development has expanded significantly over time in the post World War II period. Initially development simply meant economic growth and  industrialization, but has incorporated economic growth, equitable growth, structural adjustment, as well as sustainable development. The concept of development since the 1960s has evolved to include social justice issues, such as quality of life, standard of living, and poverty reduction, to mention a few (Arndt 1987; Ferguson 1994). 

Prior to World War II, the Soviet Union and a few countries were involved in national planning. Since the war, however, as part of post-war reconstruction efforts in Western Europe and the influence of the Soviet model of planning in Eastern Europe, the national development plan landed on the European Continent. Planning and development, coupled in national development plans, were zealously encouraged by international development industry. Extensive loans and grants from advanced Western countries stimulated planning outside the European region to a large extent. Most first plan adoptions occurred between the end of World War II and the end of the 1960s. Especially, in the decade of the 1960s, the First UN Development Decade, various international organizations presented national development plans as the solution to Third World problems(Esteva 1992; Chabbott 1998).  By the middle of the 1960s, Waterston declared “ the national development plan appears to have joined the national anthem and the national flag as a symbol of sovereignty and modernity” (Waterston 1965: 28; Meyer et al. 1975; Lewis 1966).

[Figures 1 and 2 here]

Figure 1 shows the distribution of first national plan adoptions over time and Figure 2 shows the cumulative distribution of countries with national planning experience. Between 1920s and the end of the 1980s, 135 countries at one point had a national development plans. Between the 1920s and 1949, 31countries adopted national development plans. In the 1950s and 1960s, 29 and 53 countries, respectively, adopted national development plans. Plan adoptions dropped significantly in the 1970s as only 8 countries adopted. In the 1980s, 14 countries adopted national development plans. The number of new plan adoptions increased dramatically after the end of World War II until the end of the 1960s. There were two big waves of plan adoptions during that period. The first wave peaked immediately after the war, and the second one, in the mid-1960s. 18 European countries adopted first plans between the end of the war and before the 1960s. 26 countries in Africa, half of all adoptions in the 1960s, during the UN Decade of Development adopted first plans.

Underlying this worldwide phenomenon is the belief that development planning will stimulate systematic economic growth at a high and constant rate, while providing the means to overcome obstacles to development. This found strong theoretical support in socialism, Keynesianism, and development economics in socialist countries, advanced capitalist industrial countries, and the Third World, respectively. 

The very first instance of a modern national development plan, prior to World War II, was the adoption of the First Five-Year Plan in 1929 in the Soviet Union. To the Soviet leaders, in the context of direct competition with the capitalist world, planning was the primary means by which to pursue “The material and technical basis of Communism and the highest standard of living in the world through the establishment of high and stable rates of growth and of optimal interrelationships in the development of the economy” (Cited in Waterston 1965: 29). Through subsequent plans, the Soviet Union, following the war, achieved impressive industrialization in a relatively short span of time in a relatively backward country, rendering state planning as a viable model in running the economy (Chang and Rowthorn 1995). The Soviet style planning became a model in the Soviet satellites. In the Third World countries (for example, India), the Soviet model of planning, coupled with a democratic polity, was adopted in a third way of economic development (Singh 1995).

Keynesianism provided the ideological as well as theoretical rationale for the interventionist conception of the state (Hall 1989) in capitalist societies. First, new macroeconomic concepts based on the balance of aggregate demand and supply came into being and fundamentally changed the basic categories of economic discourse. Second, Keynesianism was influential through its particular set of policy prescriptions. Finally, Keynesian ideas articulated “…an image of the managerial state that endorsed a measure of state intervention but preserved the capitalist organization of production” (Hall: 366). According to Albert Hirschman (1995), “Prior to Keynes there simply was no respectable theoretical position between centralized planning and the traditional laissez-faire policies, with their denial of any governmental responsibility for economic stability and growth” (150).

Development economics, first, against the orthodox position, argued that underdeveloped countries as a group are separate from the advanced industrial countries and that there can be more than one path to industrialization. Therefore, different theories and different policies were necessary for underdeveloped countries: “The long delay in industrialization, the lack of entrepreneurship for larger ventures, and the real or alleged presence of a host of other inhibiting factors made for the conviction that, in underdeveloped areas, industrialization required a deliberate, intensive, guided effort” by the state (Hirschman 1981:10). Second, development economics was also premised on the mutual-benefit assumption. It stated that expanded economic relations between advanced industrial countries and undeveloped countries were beneficial to both (Hirschman 1981). This led to the further proposition that “…the core industrial countries could make an important, even an essential, contribution to the development effort of the periphery through expanded trade, financial transfers, and technical assistance” (12). This reflected also an increasingly integrated conception of the world economy (Meyer 1980). Jan Tinbergen (1967) echoed this view: “It is, however, a matter of importance for the world as a whole that the poorer countries should become more prosperous. A world divided into halves, one poor and the other becoming continuously richer, cannot be a stable world—such a situation is sooner or later bound to result in conflict” (31). This integrated view of the world further facilitated the expansion of the international development assistance apparatus (e.g., development finance through various bilateral and multilateral aids and loans as well as development INGOs).

THE INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT APPATUS IN THE DIFFUSION OF NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

The sweeping diffusion presented in Figures 1 and 2 attests to rapid institutionalization of development planning as a taken-for-granted function and responsibility of modern state bureaucracy stimulated by proselytizing international development epistemic communities (See Haas 1992 for a general discussion of epistemic community). Financial loans and grants from the advanced Western countries, international agencies as well as private foundations and development INGOs encouraged and stimulated the worldwide diffusion of national development plans, particularly in the Third World. Outside financial aid directly affected adoption of national development plans. Although the United States itself never adopted a national development plan, the United States based its foreign aid decisions on its evaluation of recipient countries’ systematic national development planning. In response, recipient countries adopted national development plans (Waterston 1965). Although political considerations and ties were important in the decision making process, “Professional aid administrators tend to favour the countries which seem to be most effective in planning development” (Lewis 1966: 145).

For example, under the Marshall Plan, participating countries were expected to publish comprehensive plans. France was the first Western European country to adopt a national development plan after the war. During the Marshall Plan years, the United States played a crucial role in the adoption of plans in the participating countries as the United States viewed its supporting the formulation of plans consistent with its providing the post-war reconstruction aid to the Western Europe (Waterston 1965). 

Important was the role of international agencies such as the World Bank. The World Bank, established in 1944, was originally intended to provide long-term loans for the post-World War II reconstruction in Europe, and later focused on development issues in the Third World (Osterfeld 1994). The World Bank provided countries with resident advisors and other means of assistance to help prepare and implement national development plans. By establishing regional and auxiliary agencies, the World Bank further stimulated the diffusion. In addition, many development agencies and organizations, in the business of finding development problems in the Third World, provided countries with ready-made development aid packages, which included expert advice as well as capital (Ferguson 1994). Chabbott reports the exponential growth of international non-governmental development organizations based in OECD countries. Of 2152 INGOs founded between 1900 and 1985, 80 percent were founded between 1946 and 1985 (Chabbott 1998: 226-227). Under this normative context of the post-World War II world polity, states enacted the dominant global model regarding the appropriate role of the state in promoting development, resulting in a high level of isomorphism (Meyer, Boli-Bennet, and Chase-Dunn 1975; Meyer and Rowan 1977: 55; Meyer, Boli, and Thomas 1994; Thomas and Meyer 1984; DiMaggio and Powell 1983).
 

This worldwide isomorphism can be also observed in the contents of national development plans adopted by various states. This occurred as an externally driven process as changing (or expanding, in this case) definitions of development in world discourse penetrated nation-states worldwide. From industrialization and economic growth in the 1950s to equitable growth and structural adjustment in the 1970s and 1980, and finally to sustainable development, definitions of development have evolved and expanded. Development has expanded, from a narrow conception of progress through economic growth and industrialization, to include social justice issues, such as inequality/poverty, basic needs, welfare, etc. (Arndt 1987; also Chabbott 1998).

France’s First Plan was the initial effort at reconstruction and modernization of the economy following the war (Hall 1986; Cohen 1969). Basic industrial sectors (steel, coal, transportation, electricity, cement, and agricultural machinery, initially, and fuel and fertilizer sectors were later added) were targeted as priorities. While the subsequent Plans continued to give priority to industrialization, the Plans later included non-economic issues. Economic growth spurred by planning failed to bring a comparable level of prosperity. A major shift came in the 1960s, “when the ambitions of the Plan were extended from management of the economy to the provision of a social infrastructure” (Hall: 147). More non-economic, social provisions, dealing with issues in education, welfare, and regional inequalities. 

External influence were an important catalyst also in Korea—a good example of the developmental state. The United States’ policy changes in aid programs toward promoting “self-sufficiency,” set off sweeping changes in Korea in the early 1960. These changes included a shift toward export-led growth envisioned and implemented by the newly created Economic Planning Board and its first plan to centralize and rationalize economic policy making (Haggard 1990; also Woo 1991).  Korea had pursued import-substitution industrialization largely supported by the U.S. aid through the 1950s. The politics of rent-seeking and clientalism had sustained the “predatory” state (Evans 1995; Woo 1991), which eventually succumbed to civil unrest. In responding to external changes and internal crises, the nascent military-turned-civilian regime transformed the “predatory” state (See Evans 1995) into the developmental state. Successive development plans formulated and implemented through the Economic Planning Board, squarely put Korea on the path of spectacular growth. First four plans concentrated specifically on economic growth through export-oriented industrialization with occasional import substitution industrialization to protect nascent heavy and chemical industries. In the revised Fifth Five-Year Economic and Social Development Plan, published in 1984 to cover the remaining 3 years of the original plan, included provisions concerning social issues (for examples, development of social welfare program, promotion of equal opportunities, environmental conservation, pollution control, expansion of social security, etc.) in addition to usual economic provisions, such as balance of payment, private sector growth, and price stability. 

A brief survey of various national development plans in the 1980s shows that non-economic, social welfare and justice or social development issues became an entrenched part of national development plans in other countries.

 Frequently mentioned objectives in national development plans ranged from increased access to education, housing, and health services (most countries), to improving quality of life or living conditions (Algeria, Egypt, Malaysia, for example).
 Equitable development was expressed in the language of balanced regional development in diverse countries stretching the entire globe (such as Algeria, Cameroon, Brazil, and India, for example) and in calls for redistribution of gains from economic growth (in Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia, and Taiwan). Sustainable development issues including conservation and environmental protection appeared in plans in Egypt and India. Both Indian and Malaysian plans included poverty reduction as one of main objectives.  

DECLINING STATE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

Development planning as a formal element of state bureaucracy has been global in scope from the beginning, as plans were reflection and manifestation of international discourse on and definitions of development. National development planning was a global “modernization” project of the post-World War II that was to achieve development as defined in and financed by the international development apparatus. This attempt, however, has often been followed by such unanticipated consequences as the violation of human and civil rights and by extreme income inequality in many parts of the Third World, accompanied by the rise of various authoritarian regimes despite progressive contents of national development plans. Decoupling between the collective aspiration and imagined future of national development and the day-to-day reality of planning was all too easy to observe. This has partially contributed to the decline of national development planning. Once taken-for-granted, state development  planning has been in the process of deinstitutionalization. Since the late-1970s, the gradual decline of national development planning is obvious. Figures 3 shows the distribution of plan terminations or expirations over time and Figure 4 presents the cumulative number of plan terminations and expirations. 

[Figures 3 and 4 here.]

This decline, however, represents neither the death of the state nor the end of development. There certainly is doubt about the state as the primary agent for development and perhaps the role of the state is being redefined. But the state is an important part of the contemporary world polity as the nation-state remains to be the dominant unit of political and economic integration and incorporation of the world’s population. In addition, many aspects of state development planning have become taken-for-granted. For example, promoting basic education, a significant part of national development planning, is now a taken-for-granted, routine reality of nation-states. The decline of state developmental rationality does not undermine the institutional importance of education. Moreover, visions of development continue to expand and to be redefined in global epistemic communities. In this context, consequently, at issue is the shifting locus of planning and actorhood.

Also constributing to the decline has been economic globalization since the 1970s. Economic globalization and the consequent realization of growing interdependence have undermined state planners’ ability to predict and guide the economy. These changes have made states vulnerable to shifts in unstable and fast changing external economic environments (the oil crisis in the 1970s) and eventually culminated in what Peter Hall (1985) has called “deplanification”. In addition, increase in foreign direct investment and more recently in portfolio investment, both growing in importance and size relative to traditional development aids and loans (e.g., Official Development Aid), points to increasing reliance on private financial flows and market mechanisms in development finance (Sagasti and Alcalde 1999). This facilitates the decline in state capacity to plan particularly in the developing world. Traditional development finance was usually channeled through the state, and decreasing development finance and consequent reliance on market mechanisms for development finance have led to the decline of national planning. 

First, states, particularly in the Third World, can less afford to finance development projects. Second, domestic actors now have direct links to external financial markets. For example, after the military regime introduced neo-liberal economic reforms in the 1980s, the Korean developmental state, relatively speaking, lost its hold on the large conglomerates. Once protected by the state as “national champions”, the chaebol no longer had to rely on foreign loans through the state, with their direct link to the international capital market (Woo 1991; Evans 1995).  Finally, unless countries present themselves as “(emerging) markets”, it is increasingly difficult to attract foreign capital. This means less state control internally and consequently upward shift of what used to be the state’s planning authority to external private finance sources (Sagasti and Alcalde 1999). These developments have pushed upward planning authority and functions beyond the state to multinational corporations and to other international private fund sources, chipping away at state authority.

UPWARD SHIFT IN VISIONS OF DEVELOPMENT

Globalization brings about great institutional changes such as the fall of national developmental planning. Economic globalization relatively weakens states’ position vis-à-vis transnational and internal actors. Globalization is also a process of constructing a collectivity. In a broader sense, globalization is: (1) construction of an “imagined community” (Anderson 1991) at the global level; (2) structuration of global governance mechanisms and institutions; and (3) rationalization of knowledge around loosely integrated epistemic communities. These processes to a great extent recasts issues of development from national contexts and transform them into global issues. Negotiated and constructed in global institutions and governance mechanisms are norms and rules of a new order, and transnational epistemic communities produce knowledge increasingly at the global level. In short, globalization produces an upward shift in some elements of development planning previously embedded in national states: visions and rationality of development.


The normative bases of the international development apparatus and institutionalization of development planning were the image of the world as divided into wealthy and poor regions on the one hand, and the conception of the integrated world economy. Growing inequalities would eventually lead to instability and conflicts (Tinbergen 1967; also Meyer 1980) and development of poor regions of the world would benefit both the poor and the rich—the mutual benefit assumption in development economics (Hirschman 1981). One way to control growing inequalities among nation-states was mobilization and integration of the Third World into the world economy through development planning. 


This vision of the partitioned world along the development continuum can be observed in the ways in which development indicators are organized and presented in development-related publications. One such publication is World Development Report, published annually by the World Bank since 1978. In addition to various nation-state level development indicators, the world’s countries are divided into meaningful categories, and of many development indicators reported, some are aggregated and reported at country-group levels. For example, in World Development Report published in 1980, countries were divided into “developing countries” (which are made up of “middle-income countries” and “low-income countries”), “oil-exporting developing countries” or “capital-surplus oil exporters”, “industrialized countries”, “centrally planned economies”, and so on.
  Although the conception of the integrated world economy as the basis of the worldwide development effort had existed for a long time, data depicting the world as such did not appear in the World Bank’s account or portrayal of world development for the general public until 1991.
 World-level data depict and construct the world as a community or as an integrated unit, in a similar way the nation-state has been constructed in the post-war period (McNeely 1995). 

What makes world data possible is standardization in “the compilation and dissemination of statistics that monitor the degree of progress achieved by the national society” (Ramirez and Boli 1987: 155). States, as responsible for national development, collect data as they account for progress and development in various domains. In doing so, they rely on definitions, methods, and standards formulated and promulgated by international organizations such as the UN, and UNESCO (McNeely 1995). Further, as expanding notions of development identify more issue domains as relevant for national development, states expand their data collection enterprise to include social development domains, under international guidelines. Over time more national level data become available for cross-national comparisons, and then for further aggregation to the world level. 

[Table 1 and Figure 5 here]

Table 1 summarizes the breakdown of development-related indicators by issue domains and by highest aggregation levels (national, country-group, and world), reported in Human Development Report 2000.
 300 development-related indicators are reported on 15 issue domains. Issue domains are rank-ordered based on the number of world level indicators in Table 1. Figure 5 reports the distribution of indicators in each domain by aggregation levels. Domains high on the list are economy, gender, health/nutrition/food, human development, development aid and finance, demography, and education. These are highly standardized and rationalized domains. Comparable data collection and reporting systems across countries, in these domains, produce data that can be easily used for international comparisons, rendering compilation and aggregation of cross-national data possible.
  High standardization and rationalization are reflected in the high total number of indicators (regardless of levels) in the report. A simple correlation of the proportion of world level indicators to the total number of indicators and the total number of indicators shows that this indeed is the case. The correlation coefficient of .77 is significant at the .001 level. 

High standardization and rationalization in these domains resulted from the diffusion of the conception of development as encompassing social justice issues. These domains have been fundamental features in the broadly conceived notion of development. Gender equity (indicators on gender differences in various issues), access to education, to health care and basic services (number of doctors and nurses and % immunized against TB and measles, etc.) are social dimensions of development. States collect data to account for their progress in these domains. The emergence of world level data indicates both globalization of development beyond national borders and construction of the world as an imagined community. These data account for and measure progress in various domains at the world level.


At the top of the list is the economic domain, in which the world is portrayed as an integrated system of production (agriculture and services as % of GDP, and total GDP), consumption (private and government consumption), and exchange (imports of goods and services). Further, together with world level indictors on communication, information, and transportation, economic data forge a network image of the world as flows of capital (foreign direct investment), goods, services, and information (internet hosts, telephone lines, cellular mobile subscribers, and televisions). Flows of people, either as workers or as tourists, are not part of this image of the world. At the bottom of the list are military and politics. Indicators in the political domain describe political structures and processes of individual countries (such as political parties, voter turnout, means of selection to parliament, etc.) and military expenditures. 

World level data, in addition to constructing a global entity, explicitly construct many issues as global development problems requiring global solutions. For example, the spread of HIV/AIDS is a global problem, not a regional problem. Some regions, particularly in Africa where the spread is more explosive, demand particular attention (as regional and national level data suggest), but it certainly affects all beyond national borders. Similarly, global warming, regardless of the scientific validity of its threat, is constructed as a global threat. Lives of global citizens are fundamentally interconnected and embedded into a larger collectivity beyond national borders. 

These processes shift upward visions of development by constructing lots of problems and issues explicitly at the global level. This occurs, however, without a similar upward shift in agentic capacities underlying state development planning. In the absence of a global or world state, globalization creates an interesting situation. While global issues and problems abound, ‘getting action’ to address these problems is difficult (see White 1992 for the inherent difficulty in getting action in social organizations), particularly given the associational culture and acephalous state of the current world polity (Meyer et al. 1997). A call for a “world development plan” (Tinbergen 1968) is yet to be materialized.  This further produces a lot of debates, talks, treaties and agreements, and even organizations. This upward shift of visions of development without a accompanying shift of agency to the world level can be described as an upward shift of “soft” planning as cognitive frames of development, divorced from any agentic entity, go up to the global level. 

DOWNWARD SHIFT IN THE LOCUS OF ACTORHOOD


While visions and rationality of development have shifted upward with globalization, planning authority, functions, responsibility, and agentic elements generally have shifted downward to sub-state levels, particularly under neo-liberalism. More generally, this shift downward has occurred in the context of the long historical process of cultural devolution (Meyer and Jepperson 2000). Neo-liberalism can be seen as its current manifestation. The worldwide neo-liberal turn gave rise to a new governmentality (Foucault 1991; Burchell et al. 1991; Barry et al. 1996; Mitchell 1988; 1991) or a government at a distance (Rose 1996; 1999). 

Within government bureaucracy, planning, which used to be the sole responsibility of a “charismatic” planning unit (ministry or economic planning board), is now routinely performed in various state bodies and actors. In the broader arena of the economy, organizations and individuals plan. The issue is the locus of  planning and actorhood: “In market economies there is planning and coordination—the planning occurs within firms, there is extensive coordination among firms. The issue is not whether there is planning, but rather the locus of planning” (Stiglitz 1994: 251).The assumption is that modern individuals, and voluntary collections of modern individuals, have capacity, resources, and information to plan. The role of the state is being redefined to that of a super-stabilizer (Bauman 2000: 65) or the ‘basic’ services provider (Meyer 1998), or as a rule maker (Fligstein 1996). The state provides stable (legal and regulatory) environments and services for its citizenry. In turn, free associations (democracy) and free exchanges (markets) among “actors” planning in their own interests would produce some collective goods or outcome. 

Discourse on the new public finance management points to this downward shift (Olson et al. 1998; Brunsson and Sahlin-Andersson 2000; Rhodes 1994; Painter 1994; Burkitt and Whyman 1994). The new public financial management aims to “reconstruct and rationalize public organizations as responsible, integrated, and empowered rational actors” (Meyer 1998: 10). The reform is about unshackling public agencies from state control and constructing them as ‘organizations’ with clear boundaries, their own goals, resources and budgets, information systems, decision-making apparatus, and plans (Olson et al. 1998; Brunsson and Sahlin-Andersson 2000). Public agencies are disembedded from the state and transformed into rational actors. These rational actors, in turn, are evaluated on their ability to produce whatever services they purport to provide and held accountable. The state is disaggregated and disembodied into various organizations separate from state bureaucracy and one another. The reform is transnational in scope; and driving this global reform movement is the highly professionalized epistemic community of accounting and management experts (Meyer 1998). 

At the organizational level, this downward shift is reflected in the rise of strategic planning and strategy. Since the mid-1960s, strategic planning has been an obsession of American corporations (Mintzberg 1994). This obsession arises from the belief in formal rationality. Strategic planning is “formalized procedure to produce articulated result, in the form of an integrated system of decision” carried out by planners detached from day-to-day organizational operation. A planner’s job is to take future into consideration in the context of organizational goals and resource constraints, to produce an organizational strategic blueprint or a plan (31-32). Careful analyses and systematic forecasts, organizational actions, and strategies are deliberated and predetermined from the center, or by the CEO as the chief planner (Mintzberg 1994). Strategic planning, consequently, would less likely allow for emergent strategies. Emergent strategies imply that (some) strategies can only be discovered in the midst of action and in essence, anybody can be a strategist or a planner. Individuals who actually carry out their tasks know best what needs to be done to accomplish their tasks, flexibly responding to fast changing environments. This suggests a growing importance of individual actors in organizational setting and parallels the downward shift in planning authority from the state to sub-state levels. One of the major criticisms of central strategic planning has been that it’s all about talk, but not about action. Central planning is too bureaucratic and hierarchical and diminishes organizational flexibility. Planning is an expensive operation that sometimes does not pay off. All members in the organization should be planners of their own action, doing whatever is needed to get things accomplished. Strategic or planning authority seems to be devolving down through the organizational chart from top to lower level action units. Likewise, scholarly interests have shifted from strategic planning to organizational strategy.

[Figures 6 and 7 here.]

Data from two management journals, Strategic Management Journal presented in Figure 6 and Long Range Planning presented in Figure 7, show changing discourse in the management field.  In Strategic Management Journal first published in 1980, the number of articles containing either “planning” or “plan” in their titles has declined over time from 9 articles in 1981 to 2 articles in 1999, while the number of article titles containing “strategy” has steadily hovered around 10 articles a year. In Long Range Planning, the shift in management discourse from strategic planning to strategy is even more obvious. The number of articles on planning dropped significant from the highest in 1976, 42, to 7 in 1999, while the number of articles on strategy has been on a constant increase from 3 in 1975 to 20 in 1997. 

ACTORHOOD AND GLOBAL RATIONALIZATION

Paralleling the rise of sub-state actorhood and downward shift of actorhood has been the proliferation of “otherhood” or global rationalization (Meyer 1996). From management, accounting, the environment, to education and others, there has been a worldwide expansion of loosely integrated and decentralized global epistemic communities of professionals and INGOs. Transnational epistemic communities in various domains of knowledge represent scientific knowledge of universal applicability, and produce models and prescriptions for action and mobilization. 

Jang (2001) showed the rising importance of transparency in accounting practice as transmitted by the Big 6 accounting firms worldwide. Mendel (2001) showed the importance of international standardization movement. These are instances of global rationalization with direct effect on sub-state actors by providing highly professionalized, sceintized, and stylized prescriptions and advice. This can be also observed in the nascent business plan writing industry for high technology start-up companies in their pursuit of venture capital funding (Nguyen 2000), and in expanding global management consultancy. Globally rationalized models and standards are locally translated, interpreted, and implemented (McKenna, Djelic, and Ainamo 2000; Amorim and Kipping 1999; Kipping 1999).

Individuals and organizations are not hard-wired rational actors; they are impressionable, socialized actors (Granovetter 1985). They are willing consumers of standardized models and authoritative advice (Brunsson and Jacobsson 2000). Under a management consulting regime, an instance of global rationalization, actors are carrying out highly prescribed and stylized, universalistic models provided by authoritative consultants to a great extent. Consequently, sub-state level actorhood is likely to exhibit a high level of isomorphism in various areas. This also results in a separation of “talk” and action (Brunsson 1985; 1989) and in loose coupling between plan and implementation, and rationality/knowledge and practice. While organizational strategy and action orientation are becoming more important, organizations rely more on outside management consultancy for advice. This can be observed in the recent explosion of the worldwide management consulting industry. The estimated worldwide revenue for consulting firms is about $62 billion and growing between 10 to 30 percent a year and  the number of consulting firms has exploded over the years (Kipping 1999; Kennedy Information Research Group on-line; Mckenna, Djelic, and Ainamo 2000). 

One major factor for this increase has been corporate downsizing and outsourcing of various organizational tasks, which have increased the demand for consulting firms to carry out activities that companies no longer have in-house staff to perform. Various organizational activities and functions from information systems, market research, to human resource planning, and even strategic planning have become legitimate domains of consulting firms. These are or used to be strategic planners’ territories.  Sometimes consultants plan for their clients, who in turn mobilize and implement. This is a case of separation of planning, knowledge, or rationality from action. Even public sector ‘organizations’ make up a significant part of the consultancy clientele. 

The consulting industry is a worldwide, global industry, highly professionalized, possessing expert knowledge requiring a specialized training. Furthermore, the worldwide expansion of management consulting industry coincides with the fall of national planning in the late 1970s and early 1980s.  Management consultancy has its origin in the peculiar history of American business of the 1930s (Kipping 1999), as an unintended consequence of the Glass Steagall Act and associated Banking Acts, which in effect required that “listed companies hire independent auditors to file quarterly reports, that commercial and investment banking operate independently of each other, and that management consulting be separate from commercial and investment banking” (McKenna, Djelic, and Ainamo 2000; McKenna 1995). After its success and consolidation in the United States, American management consultancy went to Europe beginning in the late 1950s and then went global in the 1980s.

In the United States, the multidivisional form (Chandler 1962; Williamson 1975; Fligstein 1985; 1990; Djelic 1998) initially conceived at the Du Pont Company and General Motors in the 1920s, was disseminated and popularized with the great help from the burgeoning consulting industry (Kipping 1999). Moreover, in the 1960s, American consultants entered the European market, bringing with them the multidivisional form (Kipping 1999: 209-210).
 During the period of organizational transformation, faced with challenges of organizational re-engineering and industrial renewal, European companies turned to “the ‘know-how’ and the aura of professionalism of U.S. industry” represented in American consultants (Kipping 1999: 209). First, experiences in the U.S. industry were seen as directly applicable to the European cases. European or American, organizations are perceived to be comparable units or entities (Meyer et al. 1994; Meyer 1994; Strang and Meyer 1993) and experiences and knowledge from one context can be directly (or with slight modifications) applied and transplanted to another context.  Second, management consultants as carriers of management knowledge, are highly scientized and professionalized, and thus seen as legitimate (Czarniawska-Joerges and Sevon 1996; Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall 2001). 

With the growing influence of authoritative models and standards formulated by consultants and professional experts, the downward shift of planning and actorhood generates, in various areas of organizational life, a surprisingly high level of standardization and isomorphism among sub-state level actors as actors adopt and practice similar models of action and organizing. Consequently, the downward shift and global rationalization are likely to produce loose coupling between plan and implementation as actors mobilize to implement externally formulated, stylized plans or models.

CONCLUSION


I have shown the rise and fall of state development planning in the post war period and argued that the breakdown has been followed by the upward shift in visions of development and the downward shift in the locus of planning authority and actorhood. 

Economic globalization weakens the state’s position vis-à-vis transnational actors and challenges and pushes upward state authority and sovereignty to supranational governance institutions where norms and rules of a new global order are being negotiated and constructed. Globalization also shifts upward visions of development as the view of the world as an integrated unit emerges. With the decline of state planning, the locus of actorhood has shifted downward to sub-state level actors. Public agencies become organizations with plans and strategic planning has given way to strategy, which emphasizes individual actorhood and action orientation. This downward shift also produces a high level of standardization with the growing influence of authoritative and stylized models in various areas.


Above mentioned changes suggest that the state is undergoing a significant transformation. This does not mean, however, “hollowing out” of the state (Rhodes 1994) although the state does not possess the aura of charisma it once did. The nation-state remains to be the dominant unit of political and economic integration in the world polity—e.g., the United Nations, the European Union, and the World Trade Organization.  States are active participants in the construction of global governance structure through international governmental organizations and multilateral agreements and treaties to facilitate international coordination of the interconnected world. Although weakened, legitimacy and sovereignty of the state remain intact in the contemporary world polity. 

Moreover, many areas of social life, the state remains to be a powerful presence. As Michael Mann (1993) reminded, “State regulation of relations between men and women, family violence, the care of children, abortion, and personal habits that used to be considered private, such as smoking, is still growing. … The modern nation-state remains a uniquely intense conception of sovereignty” (118). 
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Table 1. Breakdown of development indicators by domains and aggregation levels reported in Human Development Report 2000
Issue Domains


Nation
Group
World
Row Total







Economy
12
2
23
37

Gender
16
13
19
48

III. Health/Nutrition/Food
7
1
17
25

Human Development
12
1
17
30

Demography
1
0
14
15

Development aid and finance
0
15
9
24

Education
5
0
9
14

Communication/Information/Transportation
0
5
8
13

Energy
2
4
8
14

Environment
10
3
5
18

Personal Distress/Crime
14
1
2
17

Poverty
15
1
2
18

Military
4
2
0
6

Politics
7
0
0
7

Work/Employment
4
10
0
14

Column Total


109
58
133
300

Source: Human Development Report 2000
� Obviously, external linkages and influences are emphasized in this paper. Although not mentioned, colonial linkages of newly independent nation-states were also important (Bose 1997). In Africa, by the end of the 1960s, most independent countries had prepared national development plans. Both France and the United Kingdom carried out development planning in their colonial and other dependent territories.  In the Colonial Development and Welfare Act of 1940, the British government established that colonial development planning was necessary and desirable and eventually required the colonial governments to publish development plans. Similarly, France also pursued economic gains by colonial development planning through which France attempted to complement the metropole. In many countries, colonial plans became full-fledged and expanded national plans after independence. 


� A brief survey of plans is to show that by the 1980s changes in the international development discourse on development reached different corners of the world. The information is drawn from Handbook of National Development Plans, first published in 1983 and subsequently supplemented in 1984 and 1985 by Metra Consulting.


� Notice both planning and development are used to map the world. Interestingly, in the following year’s report (1981), “nonmarket industrial economies” as a category replaced “centrally planned economies”. Also along the way, countries became “economies”. That is, “low-income countries became “low-income” economies, for example.


� Of course, this does not mean that there were no world-level data before 1991. 


� Human Development Report is an annual report published by the United Nations Development Programme since 1990.


� According to the World Bank, aggregated data can be compiled “only if the country data available for a given year account for at least two-thirds of the full group…. So long as that criterion is met, uncurrent reporters (and those not providing ample history) are, for years with missing data, assumed to behave like the sample of the group that does provide estimates” (World Development Report 1991: 272-273). Alternatively, high variation makes compilation of world level data difficult. It is noted that “The availability and reliability of these crime data depend heavily on a country’s law enforcement and reporting systems” (Human Development Report 1999: 248).


� McKinsey, in particular, played an important role in bringing about decentralization to Europe. According to Matthias Kipping (1999), “In the U.K., 32 out of the 100 largest companies were found to have hired consultants to help overhaul their organization. In 22 of these cases, the service provider was McKinsey. The consultancy also decentralized several French and German companies” (210).
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