Neofunctionalism
For many, 'integration theory' and 'neofunctionalism' are virtual synonyms. The approach has been integral to the study of European unity in the second half of the twentieth century. The main propositions of the approach were defined, tested, reformulated and re-evaluated by some of the finest political scientists of their day. Countless doctoral researchers have used the neofunctionalist template to conduct their research on Europe and other supposed examples of regional integration and cooperation. Despite the best efforts of its finest practitioners to declare the theory 'obsolescent' (Haas, 1975a), neofunctionalism has displayed impressive qualities of obstinacy and revitalization in recent years. While there may not be many 'fundamentalist' neofunctionalists around in contemporary political science, there are certainly many who use elements of neofunctionalist logic and neofunctionalist vocabulary in their analysis (see Chapter 5 and, for example, Burley and Mattli, 1993; Cram, 1996; Marks et al., 1996; Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998; Sandholtz and Zysman, 1989; Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991).

So, like it or not, we cannot think about the analysis of European integration without confronting neofunctionalism. But there are two other important reasons why neofunctionalism is important. Firstly, a reading of neofunctionalism reveals much about theory, theory-building and the importance of particular social scientific moments for the ways in which social phenomena are studied (see also Chapter 8). If federalism and functionalism owed their impetus ultimately to the desire among groups of intellectuals to advance towards a more peaceful form of world politics, neofunctionalism - like transactionalism - was a product of new social scientific mindsets that emerged in the United States after the Second World War and grew to maturity in the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s. As this chapter indicates, much of the neofunctionalist literature carried with it the desire to explain, classify and generate hypotheses to guide further empirical inquiry. Secondly, the neofunctionalist project was evidently bound up with the strategies of the founding architects of the EC. There is an obvious resemblance between the 'Monnet method' of integration and the propositions developed by neofunctionalist writers such as Ernst Haas. Here we are confronted with the theory-practice interface that is, of course, an element of all social theory. Nonetheless, a particularly striking example is revealed in the study of neofunctionalist integration theory which might even be described as the 'authorized version' of European integration.

Neofunctionalism and the architects of European unity
As suggested above, neofunctionalism (in its early manifestations at least) might be thought of as an attempt to theorize the strategies of the founding elites of post-war European unity. Figures such as Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman were quite explicit about the path that they envisaged to an integrated Europe. Their approach represented a direct rejection of the idealism of the federalist movement. Federalists had seemingly lost the arguments about the path to post-war unity by the early 1950s. While a federal outcome might still be the ultimate goal, this would not be achieved through the pursuit of rational argument and fofward-thinking constitu​tional design, but through incremental and strategic means. The approach has been described as technocratic and functionalist, not least by Ernst Haas, the most important neounctionalist scholar. For Haas, the Monnet method was rooted in an analysis of converging preferences and hard-nosed self-interest among policy actors in Europe. But it is also worth noting Haas's telling point about which actors matter:

Converging economic goals embedded in the bureaucratic, pluralistic, and industrial life of modern Europe provided the crucial impetus. The economic technician, the planner, the innovating industrialist, and trade unionist advanced the movement not the politician, the scholar, the poet, the writer.
(Haas, 1968: xix, emphasis added).

The strategy that emerged for building the European communities can be encapsulated by the following propositions:

1.    Integrate modestly in areas of 'low politics' in the first instance, but ensure that these are key strategic economic sectors (coal and steel for example).

2.    Create a high authority without the distracting baggage of national interests to oversee the integration process and give it the ability to act as a sponsor of further integration.

3.    The integration of particular economic sectors across nations will create functional pressures for the integration of related economic sectors. This momentum is likely to continue, especially with the guiding role played by the impresario high authority. The consequence is the gradual and progressive entangling of national economies.

4.    Deeper integration will not only be sponsored by the high authority. Gradually, social interests, whose loyalty hitherto has been directed to national forms of authority, will begin to perceive a shift in the location of meaningful authority. They will transfer their loyalties and redirect their activities accordingly because they seek the most effective route for the fulfilment of their material interests. These interests become vested in the European  system as the new supranational European Jramework begins to deliver.

5.    Deepening  economic  integration  will  create  the  need  for  further European  institutionalization   as   more   expansive  integration   will require greater regulatory complexity.

6.    In other words, political integration is a more or less inevitable side-effect of economic integration.

7.    It follows that this gradual economic integration accompanied by a degree of supranational institutionalization is an effective route to the creation of a long-term system of peace in Europe.

The extent to which this 'Community method' could be directly attributable to Jean Monnet's thinking is debatable, and indeed there is much discussion about whether Monnet should be thought of as a federalist, a functionalist or as a hybrid of the two (Burgess, 1989; Holland, 1996a). Monnet appears to have been most in favour of sectoral functional organizations such as the ECSC and Euratom. Consequently, the dominant role established by the EEC within the first decade of the Communities' existence would not have appealed. In spite of this, his biographer makes a strong claim to suggest that Monnet should be regarded as the 'father of the Community' (Duchene, 1994: 392-404). His 'method was quite consciously to switch the landscape in which conflict was viewed in order to break out of a current impasse and release a new course of events' (Duchene, 1994: 375). It also involved the instigation of dynamic processes so that the momentum of profound transformation was never lost. This logic of what Monnet called 'dynamic disequilibrium' was clearly present in the Schuman Declaration of 9 May 1950 - the foundation for the ECSC which was created by the 1951 Treaty of Paris. It is worth quoting from the Schuman Declaration at length:

Europe will not be made all at once or according to a single plan. It will be built through concrete achievements which first create a de facto solidarity. The coming together of the nations of Europe requires the elimination of the age-old opposition of France and Germany. Any action which must be taken in the first place must concern these two countries. The French Government proposes that action be taken immediately on one limited but decisive point. It proposes that Franco-German production of coal and steel as a whole be placed under a common High Authority, within a framework open to the participation - of the other countries of Europe. The pooling of coal and steel production should immediately provide for the setting up of common foundations for economic development as a first step in the federation of Europe ... The setting up of this powerful productive unit, open to all countries willing to take part and bound ultimately to provide all the member countries with the basic elements of industrial production on the same terms, will lay a true foundation for their economic unification. (cited in Weigall and Stirk, 1992: 58-9, emphasis added)

It was very clear that the architects of post-war integration had in mind, as their ultimate aim, some form of political unity among states on the European continent - or at the very least a settlement to provide for the integration of Western Germany into the West European mainstream and to prevent a return to Franco—German conflict (see Duchene, 1994: Chs 6-7). This was to be achieved less by grand design and more by stealth. Political unity and, therefore, peace would be the ultimate consequence of economic enmeshment. But this would not happen without the creation of purposeful institutions. These should be designed with the specific intention of guiding the integration process. Supranational institutions would also develop into repositories of knowledge to ensure the continuation of integrative momentum and the durability of the integration achievement. For Monnet, institutions could embody and solidify ideas into the realm of real politics and thereby promote real and lasting change (Holland, 1996a: 98).

Nevertheless, it is rather too easy to read the events after 1951 in terms of the successful implementation of the Monnet—Schuman strategy. The six-year gap between the Treaties of Paris and Rome might be viewed as the definitive peak of the expansive logic of integration as the narrowly, based ECSC pre-empted the somewhat broader EEC. Moreover, the longer-term transition from common market to putative monetary union, with the attendant institutionalization and 'drift' of governance functions to the European level, could also be understood in these terms. Others would be quick to point out the evidence for hard-nosed intergovernment-alism in the process. For instance, Desmond Dinan has attributed the Schuman declaration to 'narrowly-defined national interest' (Dinan, 1994: 10) and the Franco-German trade-off is as easily read as a classic intergovernmental bargain in the context of emerging American domi​nance of the world system. From this perspective, the likes of Monnet were playing typical games of power politics, but employing the fashionable rhetoric of supranationalism and European unity. Yet an alternative reading would argue that the strategic manipulation of material and/or national interests was the only way to set about integrating the economies and polities of Western Europe. Neither of these readings appeals to idealist sentiment. Also schemes of constitutional/functional creatively could not achieve this end without latching onto and engaging with the preferences of self-interested actors.

This is an important and on-going debate and to take sides in this discussion is to adopt a particular theoretical stance as well as to favour a particular interpretation of certain historical events. However, the point to be made here concerns the undisputed existence of linkages and overlaps between (a) the political discourses and actions of the 'Europeanizing elites' of the early 1950s, (b) the processes they initiated and managed and (c) the dominant academic explanations that developed.

Neofunctionalist premises
It should already be clear that neofunctionalism arose in a set of particularly extraordinary political circumstances and it cannot really be evaluated without recognition of that fact. It is also the case that neofunctionalism was the child of a particular social scientific moment. Like Deutsch's transactionalism and Etzioni's sociological approach to unification, neofunctionalism was born amidst the behavioural revolution in (American) political science. The behavioural movement directed scholarship towards the analysis of political behaviour and, therefore, closer to the study of political processes than earlier forms of political analysis which had been heavily institutional and constitutional in their focus (Eulau, 1963; Kavanagh, 1983; Sanders, 1995). The behavioural prospectus for the analysis of, these processes was associated with the growing impulse to render the study of social phenomena more 'scientific'. This meant that theories were devices for generating testable hypotheses and that theoretical evaluation would be_. bound up with the extent to which research driven by the theory in question produced a depiction of 'reality' that confirmed or denied the hypotheses. The development of neofunctionalist theorizing from the late 1950s through to the early 1970s needs to be understood in terms of this broad intellectual location and the self-image of the approach contributed much to its eventual rejection by some of its key practitioners.

Neofunctionalist ideas emerged most clearly in the work of Ernst Haas. His book, The Uniting of Europe, first published in 1958 (Haas, 1958, 1968), was a theoretically informed study of the early years of the ECSC. This was followed by Leon Lindberg's The Political Dynamics of European Economic Integration (Lindberg, 1963) and Haas's own Beyond the Nation-State (Haas, 1964), along with a series of important articles and papers throughout the 1960s that together refined and embellished the original neofunctionalist theoretical prospectus. As its name suggests, this approach to integration drew on earlier functionalism, albeit in a spirit of friendly critique and with some highly significant deviation. Perhaps the main departure from earlier functionalist approaches to international order was what neofunctionalists saw as the reinstatement of political agency into the integration process. The driving motivation that would lead ultimately to post-national political communities was not just the technocratic 'automaticity' suggested by Mitrany's functionalism (although this did play a role). Rather, the process would be sponsored and enacted by purposeful actors pursuing their own self-interest. Looking back on the earliest statement of his theoretical approach to integration, Haas suggested that

[the] ECSC experience has spawned a theory of international integration by indirection, by trial and error, by miscalculation on the part of the actors desiring integration, by manipulation of elite social forces on the part of small groups of pragmatic administrators and politicians in the setting of a vague but permissive public opinion. 'Functionalism' and 'incrementalism' rather than 'federalism' and 'comprehensive planning' are key terms used in describing the theory (Haas, 1968: xii)

The emphasis on actors and their (often haphazard) interaction was illustrative of neofunctionalists' emphasis on integration in terms of process rather than outcomes. The process emerged from a complex web of actors pursuing their interests within a pluralist political environment. Thus, a second assumption was that politics is a group-based activity. Neofunctionalism's appearance coincided with the development of plur​alism in political science. In many ways, neofunctionalism can be read as a pluralist theory. This is explicitly acknowledged as such by Lindberg (1963: 9). Pluralist political science explores the politics of diversity and so has tended to view society as composed of a multiplicity of interests that configure themselves into discernible groups. Politics becomes more or less the competition between different groups for input into decision-making and influence over policy outcomes (see Alford and Friedland, 1985: Chs 1-6; Dunleavy and O'Leary, 1987: Ch. 2). In the pluralist polity, the state is subject to the competing demands of these groups. For some pluralists, public policy is defined as the state's synthesis of these demands. For others, it reflects the interests of the most powerful social groups over the state. The key to pluralism, though, is its rejection of straightforward elite-mass depictions of society.

This leads to a further supposition. Early neofunctionalism imagined the transplantation of the pluralist polity from the national to the suprana​tional level. As Heathcote (1975) points out, neofunctionalism was built around the proposition that an international society of states can acquire the procedural characteristics of a domestic political system. The interested actor and group-based politics assumptions meant that neofunctionalists held that the industrialized, pluralistic and bureaucratic nature of modern Europe ensured the inevitable presence of self-interested groups. The aggregation of the actions of these groups created patterns of behaviour that would come to constitute a system. Action by such groups would be self-regarding and goal-driven; it would not be motivated by idealistic zeal in pursuit of the common good: '[t]here is no common good other than that perceived through the interest-tinted lenses worn by the international actors' (Haas, 1964: 35). It follows that patterns of integration would become apparent in changed behaviour on the part of groups. Most obviously, integrative processes would alter the attitudes and strategies of interest groups seeking to influence policy outcomes. Perceptions by these groups of shifts in the loci of authority and power would be accompanied by patterns of loyalty transference where groups ceased to direct their activity towards national governments and would look to the developing supranational arena. It could also be the case that groups 'may change their political organization and tactics in order to gain access to, and to influence, such new central decision-making centers as may be developing' (Lindberg, 1963: 9). This suggests that groups might not only change their 'loyalties', but that they might also 'transnationalize' their organizational form. So the Europeanzation of the polity would also be evident in the appearance of Europe-wide interest associations.

For these changes to transpire, it was important that the institutions should be qualitatively different from those associated with a traditional intergovernmental organization. The new region-level institutions would require direct access to societal groups. There would need to be mechan​isms in place to bypass the traditional datekeeping role of national governments if the important dialogue between interests and the new institutions was to take place and thereby generate integrative processes and outcomes.

Haas's work clearly envisaged the supranational polity as a facet of modernity, as a stage beyond nationhood and, therefore, very much in tune with the trends in mid-twentieth century political life.
The supranational scheme of government at the regional level bears a very striking resemblance to the prevailing nature of government at the level of the industrial nation in everything but constitutional terminology ... [It] seems to be the appropriate regional counterpart to the national state which no longer feels capable of realizing welfare aims within its own narrow borders, which has made its peace with the ..- fact of interdependence in an industrial and egalitarian age (Haas, 1964: 71)

For Haas, the supranational policy style was a genuine advance on both old modes of national governance and what he saw as their international corollaries: intergovernmentalism, confederation and federalism (Haas, 1964). Recent writers have tried to reclaim the idea of supranationality on behalf of largely intergovernmental patterns of behavior (Keohane and Hoffmann, 1991), but it remains clear that Haas had something rather different in mind. His early work presented integration as bound up with types of politics that broke away from traditional patterns of international interaction.

This links to another facet of Haas's approach. In spite of its friendly critique of Mitrany's work, a further major assumption of neofunctional​ism was essentially functionalist: that key issues were not those of traditional high politics, but matters of the satisfaction of welfare and material needs. This assumption was clearly present in some of Haas's work. Technocracy meant that government was increasingly becoming a set of 'managerial' tasks rather than actions driven by the grand narratives of particular ideologies:

Ideology, then, is still with us. But it manifests itself in religious, ethnic and educational policy confrontations rather than in the realm of the economy or the large issues of defense and foreign policy ... Ideology is muted to the extent that cleavages in the national populations cut across contexts rather than clustering in firm groups united on a variety of issues (Haas, 1963: 69)

So, in addition to the notion of the transferability of pluralist political procedures, neofunctionalists also tended to align themselves with the view that supranational decision-making would acquire the increasingly technocratic attributes of its domestic equivalent. The term 'technocracy' is traceable to the period shortly after the First World War, although the idea had its immediate ancestors in nineteenth-century Utopian socialism and in early sociological analysis. Strictly speaking, technocracy is used to denote rule by those who control the means of production, or more precisely those who are endowed with the necessary expertise to understand the complex machinery of the capitalist mode of production. Technocracy is, above all, a way of theorizing government and decision-making processes in advanced industrial economies. In early integration theory, the idea that technocratic decision-making prevailed was an altogether more benign assumption. In the 1950s and early 1960s it was part and parcel of the influential 'end of ideology' thesis (Bell, 1962; Lipset, 1960). This view held that public policy-making consisted predominantly of the 'administration of things', rather than government according to ideological credo. Government was seen increasingly as a managerial process that utilized rationalistic, scientific and (perhaps above all) non-dogmatic methods.

Neofunctionalist reasoning

Building on these assumptions and confronted by the unfolding empirical evidence supplied by the ECSC after 1951 and the European Economic Community (EEC) and Euratom after 1957, neofunctionalist scholars laid down the premises of a framework for the study of regional integration. The basic argument of neofunctionalist logic went something like the following. Two or more countries agree to work for integration in a given economic sector (sector a). To accomplish this task more effectively, they agree to appoint a supranational bureaucracy - a 'high authority' to use the parlance of the time - to oversee operations. While the integration of sector a achieves some of the supposed benefits, the full advantage of integration will not be achieved unless cognate economic sectors are also drawn into the integrative web. In any case, the integration of a creates functional linkage pressures for related sectors b and с to become part of the game. There are two other more or less automatic processes in the neofunctionalist model. First, economic integration automatically gener​ates an increased level of transactions between actors within the integrating region. Second, as we have seen, because of the essential group characteristic of politics, there is a tendency for new interest organizations to form at the regional level. .This is particularly true of producer groups (for example, employers federations and trade unions) whose interests shift (and indeed arise) as new levels of integration are accomplished. Meanwhile, the high authority becomes a key sponsor of further integration. Thus, it develops strategies (corresponding to its own emerging interests) to accomplish the twin goals of deeper economic integration in an expanding range of economic sectors and the increased institutionalization of authority at the regional level. To some extent, the high authority achieves this by acting as a constant advocate of the advantages of integration and by pointing to the relationships that exist between sectors a, b and с But, the high authority is also entrepreneurial in other ways. For example, it may sponsor the emergence of regional-level interest associations as a way of generating allegiances to itself. Thus, at the regional level, there exist both processes of functional automaticity and actions of deliberate integration-seeking agents.

Neofunctionalists also had a theory of how these processes impact upon the domestic political processes in member polities. Here the core neofunctionalist assumptions became central. The benefits of integration would become apparent to domestically located interest groups who would lobby their governments accordingly, since integration would be promising to serve their material interests. This would have an impact upon the technocratically-minded state actors, who also would tend to become aware of the mechanisms of linkage and increased transaction emerging at the regional level. The net effect would be an increase in support for integration emanating from national political systems, combined with an increased propensity on the part of state actors to negotiate integrative agreements and to cede authority where necessary to regional-level institutions.

Leon Lindberg's careful elaboration of neofunctionalist hypotheses (Lindberg, 1963: Ch. 1) began with the view that certain conditions needed to prevail before processes of political integration could occur. Firstly, central (i.e. region-level) institutions and policies would have to be present. Secondly, these institutions should be assigned the capacity to initiate social and economic processes, thereby taking their remit well beyond the normal mandate of an international organization. Thirdly, the tasks assigned to the institutions should - recalling Monnet - be 'inherently expansive'. They would not be integrative unless they generated tensions that could only be resolved by further action and they should be capable of drawing more actors into their politics. Finally, the participant states would need to perceive some congruence between their interests and the project associated with the new institutions and common policies (Lind​berg, 1963: 7-8). The last requirement reinforced the extent to which neofunctionalists saw the pursuit of interests as central to the integration process and challenges the view, often expressed in recent literature, that neofunctionalists had no conception of how national governments were involved in the integration process.

Spillover

Perhaps the most important (and most discussed) concept in the neofunctionalist armoury was the idea of 'spillover' which was used to depict the mechanisms supposedly driving processes of regional integra​tion. Two recent observers suggest that spillover 'shouldered most of the burden of explaining change' in the neofunctionalist account (Caporaso and  Keeler,   1995:   83).   In  Haas's   original  formulation (Haas, 1968, particularly 283—317), spillover referred to the way in which the creation and deepening of integration in one economic sector would create pressures for further economic integration within and beyond that sector, and greater authoritative capacity at the European level. Put simply, the spillover hypothesis maintained that the integration of the coal and steel sectors of a group of industrialized West European countries would yield substantial benefits for key economic actors. But the full integration of the coal and steel sectors would not be accomplished without integration in cognate sectors of the economy. An obvious example would be transport, where at least a modicum of coordination between member-state transport policies would be needed to facilitate the movement of raw materials, products and so on. In the second book-length contribution to neofunctionalism, Lindberg defined spillover as 'a situation in which a given action, related to a specific goal, creates a situation in which the original goal can be assured only by taking further actions, which in turn create a further condition and a need for more action and so forth' (1963: 10). As David Mutimer (1989) notes, this idea of spillover presupposed that member-state economies were reasonably interdependent prior to the initiation of the integration programme. Not only was integration seen as a positive sum outcome for all parties, but problems in one economic sector could not be remedied without recourse to action in other sectors. So, the logic of spillover was partly about the generation of the aforementioned 'expansive logic', where a greater range of economic functions were drawn into the integrative web. But there was also a logic of 'deepening' within the idea of spillover. A customs union among a group of states (i.e. a free trade area with common tariffs levied to outsiders) could operate with greater efficiency if the participant states tried to create stable exchange. rate parities. Exchange rate coordination would further imply the need for wider cooperation in monetary policy (Caporaso and Keeler, 1995: 84). In short, and on the face of it, the processes of functional spillover can be used to explain the historical transition from ECSC to Economic and MqnetaryUnion. As Carole Webb (1983: 19) notes, the expansive functional logic laid out by Haas and Lindberg reproduced the thinking of economists writing about interna​tional economic integration at the time. This thinking held that the decision to create a free trade area would generate pressures for the establishment of respectively a customs union, a common market and monetary union. This could culminate in total economic integration among the participant economies (Balassa, 1962). Progressive economic enmeshment would have institutional consequences. Deeper economic integration would require supranational regulatory capacity; politics would follow economics. This staged model of economic integration came under sustained scrutiny and criticism subsequently (El-Agraa, 1997), but again it is worth noting the linkages between neofunctionalist formulations and parallel developments in social scientific thinking.

Yet, Haas - like Monnet - came to understand that the automaticity of spillover in economics required a measure of political activism. It had to be given a push in the right direction (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991: 5). Thus, economics had not (entirely) vanquished politics (Haas, 1968: xix) and the processes of functional spillover required direction and coordination from a higher authority. There were clear affinities between this idea and Monnet's stated aim of modelling the ECSC's High Authority on the French Commisariat аи Plan (which Monnet headed for a period). This 'high-powered brains trust of civil servants' (Wright, 1989: 101) was charged with soliciting and absorbing the demands of economic interests and producing medium-term economic policy agendas for France. Francois Duchene's careful discussion describes Monnet's comparison here as 'unsustainably crude' (Duchene, 1994: 398), but the observation is worth making because it demonstrates both the significance of the post-war policy-making atmosphere to the processes of institutional design in early European integration and the close parallels between the functionalist-technocratic politics of the time and the new neofunctionalist theorizing. The high authority would be the primary source of what Jeppe Tranholm-Mikkelsen (1991) has helpfully called 'cultivated spillover'. Cultivated spillover describes the high authority's actions to upgrade the common interest of the various parties engaged in the new institutional setting. This brokering would allow genuinely progressive incursions into the realm of functional spillover. Haas (1961) argued that a group of states in an international organization will, if left to their own devices, bargain down to a lowest common denominator position. (This reasoning would now be challenged by International Relations theorists with an interest in the capacity of institutional settings to provide venues for trust and the low-risk acquisition of mutual gains (for example Keohane, 1989). In the context of European integration, a number of arguments in the literature could be mobilized to challenge Haas's position. For example, scholars of the EU's intergovernmental institutions tend to suggest that the Council of Ministers is rather more than a straightforward intergovernmental bargain based upon the clash of national self-interests (see Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace, 1996). More fundamentally perhaps, Fritz Scharpf's discussion of the 'joint decision trap' (Scharpf, 1988) suggests that even in a situation where unanimous agreement is required among parties for a policy innovation, the default position will always be the status quo which itself may not reflect any of the preferences of the negotiating parties, some of whom may wish to go still further backwards.)

Consequently, the creation of a high authority with genuine powers of initiation and definite autonomy from the member-states became a vital step in explaining why some communities integrated while others did not. What mattered most for the success of an integrative enterprise, according to Haas, was that the central institutions should be able to secure enough autonomy to escape the tendencies of states to dissolve international organizations once the preferences of those states had been met and/or the policy context had changed:

There is no dependable, cumulative process of precedent formation leading to ever more community-oriented organizational behavior, unless the task assigned to the institution is inherently expansive, thus capable of overcoming the built-in autonomy of functional contexts and of surviving changes in the policy aims of the Member States.

(Haas, 1961: 376)

It was also important to understand that some sectors contained more spillover potential than others. Haas made it clear that while specific tasks had to be chosen to initiate the dynamism of integration, these tasks had to be economically significant. They had to connect to felt needs and expectations. It was on these areas of functional low politics which had a day-to-day impact upon people's lives that integrative seeds could be scattered, rather than on big issues such as culture and defence (Haas, 1961). The emphasis on functional spillover allowed neofunctionalists to account for integration through technocratic means and for large systemic consequences to flow from uncontroversial decisions in the largely technocratic realm of 'low' politics. But the transition to political consequences and the extent to which spillover was an automatic and/or unidirectional dynamic required more elaborate thinking, and neofunc​tionalists refined their arguments on this matter quite significantly throughout the 1960s.

The emphasis tended to move away from functional spillover towards the dynamic momentum that emerged as actors engaged with and regenerated the integration process. Whereas Haas had tended to portray elite actors as largely bound by functional imperatives, Lindberg used empirical instances to describe how actors created political pressures for deeper integration as they became involved in the process. The change of emphasis was important, but it is probably overstating it to suggest that the idea of spillover thus became 'merely an organizing concept or hypothesis about the likelihood of integration when certain specified conditions are present' (Pentland, 1973: 119). Lindberg's discussion of the acceleration of the common market timetable in the first years of the EC placed great emphasis on the pivotal role of business associations — erstwhile sceptics about rapid deepening. Once investment decisions had been made on the presumption that the common market would become a reality, so those groups became prime movers in the creation of that forthcoming reality (1963: 130-131). Similar arguments reappeared in the Jate 1990s as British membership of EMU was thought more likely in the context of UK businesses planning for the existence of a Euro-zone, even if governments of the time were at best ambivalent about the enterprise. With key sectors of the economy behaving in anticipation of (and presumably lobbying for) a particular economic environment, elites would be directed to add their formal stamp of approval to the deepening of economic integration. As Reginald Harrison (1974: 83) notes, Lindberg's discussion resembled the Deutschian notion of feedback, where actions emerge in response to an input of information and where information is passed through the network to take account of the new actions (and so on). It also connected the spillover idea to acts of agency and to highly complex processes of socio-psychological change. Put more crudely, it conformed to the sociological rule stating that if enough people believe something to be true then that phenomenon will become a reality.

Phillippe Schmitter worked within the emerging neofunctionalist tradi​tion to produce a more process-oriented view that placed the emphasis firmly upon the actors involved:

the process whereby members of an integration scheme - agreed on some collective goals for a variety of motives but unequally satisfied with their attainment of these goals - attempt to resolve their dissatisfaction either by resorting to collaboration in another related sector (expanding the scope of their mutual commitment) or by intensifying their commitment to the original sector (increasing the level of their mutual commitment) or both.

(Schmitter, 1969: 162, emphasis in original)
This took the emphasis far away from automatic or inevitable processes and sought instead to show how interest-driven actors could cultivate functional linkages to satisfy their goals. The retreat from functional automaticity arose in anticipation of some fairly obvious criticisms of neofunctionalists' views of spillover dynamics. Indeed, the importance of the concept to the whole neofunctionalist project made reflection upon spillover a central preoccupation of integration theorists throughout the late 1960s and early 1970s. The spillover hypothesis seemed to suggest that integration was a linear, progressive phenomenon; that once started, dynamics would be set in place to continue the momentum. This was certainly the argumentative thrust of the first two major studies (Haas, 1968; Lindberg, 1963) and there was certainly little evidence to suggest that the EC's institutional system could suddenly collapse. Yet, their theoretical predispositions alerted neofunctionalists to the emerging tensions between the unfolding reality of the EC experience and the predictive capacity of the Haas-Lindberg model.

These issues are dealt with more squarely in the next chapter, but it is worth noting how various ingenious adaptations to the spillover hypoth​esis emerged. Lindberg was the first to explore the idea that progress in integration could actually deter further integration. Integration could be a 'source of stress among states' (Lindberg, 1966) as encroachments upon governments' competencies raised the political stakes within and between member-states. This connects to a general rethink from the late 1960s about the way in which neofunctionalists had seemingly underestimated the importance of nationalism as a prevailing sentiment in European politics (Haas, 1968: xv-xxx; Haas, 1971, and see Chapter 4 for greater detail). It led Lindberg and (particularly) Schmitter to work very hard in an attempt to rescue the idea of spillover and thus to preserve many of the central claims of neofunctionalism. The concept of 'spill-back' was a significant component of Lindberg and Stuart Scheingold's analysis in Europe's Would-Be Polity (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970). It was defined as one of four possible transformative outcomes that could occur within the boundaries of treaty commitments (the others were 'forward linkage' -which replaced the idea of spillover — 'equilibrium' or the routinization of a task, and 'output failure' — situations where systems fail to process an agreement). Spill-back was defined as 'an outcome pattern which is characterized by a decrease in sectoral scope or institutional capacities or both' (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970: 199). It loomed large in this account because it seemed to explain some of the hiccups faced by the European integration process during the 1960s. For instance, Lindberg and Scheingold explored the coal sector and concluded that after 1958, as coal production began to produce large surpluses and so infringed some of the emerging supranational rules, the ECSC appeared less relevant to the member-states' perceptions of their interests in the coal sector. Conse​quently, the high authority was unable to recultivate support. Thus '[s]ectoral rules were no longer regularly followed and more and more the member states sought to deal with coal problems unilaterally' (1970: 199). Schmitter went somewhat further and in a lengthy and complex paper (Schmitter, 1971) sought to reintroduce the idea of spillover as one of a number of possible 'actor integration strategies' that might emerge in the context of 'decisional cycles'. These take actors beyond normal and uncontrpversial patterns of behaviour and interaction (the so-called 'zone of indifference'). For Schmitter, a dynamic theory of integra​tion should focus upon these actor strategies and should aim to predict circumstances in which they might arise. Spillover may be the most efficient strategic route to the creation of a new political community, but actor strategies are likely to involve a mixture of 'spillover' with alternative options. Schmitter labelled these 'spill-around', 'buildup', 'retrench', 'muddle-about', 'spill-back' and 'encapsulate' (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1    Alternative actor strategies
	-- Strategy
	Definition

	Spillover
	Increase both the scope and level of an actor's

	
	commitment concomitantly.

	Spill-around
	Increase only the scope while holding the level of

	
	authority constant or within the zone of indifference.

	buildup
	Agree to increase the decisional autonomy or

	
	capacity of joint institutions, but deny them entrance

	
	into new issue areas.

	Retrench
	Increase the level of joint deliberation, but withdraw

	
	the institutions.

	Muddle-about
	Let the regional bureaucrats debate. Suggest and

	
	expostulate on a variety of issues, but decrease their

	
	actual capacity to allocate values.

	Spill-back
	Retreat on level and scope of. authority, perhaps

	
	returning to the status quo prior to initiation of

	
	integration.

	Encapsulate
	Respond to crisis by marginal modifications.


Source: Schmitter 1971: 242.

Schmitter also agreed with Lindberg that increased joint decision-making induces costs and that this may lead to the controversialization of that decision-making (the 'politicization hypothesis', Schmitter, 1971: 243). The shift to treating actor strategies as the central point of investigation enabled neofunctionalists to remain within the broad remit of their perspective, but allowed them to be more adaptive to changing circumstances within the EC. The social science favoured by neofunction​alists clearly held that theories stand or fall on their ability to explain empirical phenomena and the furious theoretical work of neofunctionalists from the late 1960s (of which more in Chapter 4) was testimony to the continued commitment to the achievement of a general theory of integra​tion using the European experience as its laboratory.

Loyalties

To be accomplished, political spillover - in whatever form it took - would require a process of loyalty transference. The concept of loyalty was central to Haas's original definition of political integration (see also Chapter 1):

Political integration is the process whereby political actors in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities toward a new center, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction over the pre-existing national states.

(Haas, 1968: 16)

Haas initially defined 'loyalties' in terms of the attributes of political community, so that a population is 'loyal to a set of symbols and institutions when it habitually and predictability over long periods obeys the injunctions of their authority and turns to them for the satisfaction of important expectations' (1968: 5). Political community was defined as 'a condition in which specific groups and individuals show more loyalty to their central political institutions than to any other political authority, in a specific period of time and in a definable geographic space' (Haas, 1968: 5). Here neofunctionalist notions of process and outcome came together, with the latter defined very much in terms of a pluralist political community. Loyalty transference was a long-standing aspect of functionalist reason​ing about integration (see Chapter 2). Here the establishment of sector-specific functional organizations would lead to a movement of mass allegiances away from established modes of authority as essential human needs came to be systematically and efficiently addressed by these new entities. Neofunctionalists thought more in terms of the transfer of (significant) group and elite loyalties and less in terms of cognitive shifts among mass publics (Lodge, 1978), but it was still a vital component in the process of transition to a new form of political community. A key question for neofunctionalists was the problem of the mechanisms through which this would occur. Juliet Lodge (1978) teases out several assumptions about loyalty transference among writers in the neofunctionalist tradition. Firstly, she spots the assumption that if an organization provides for a given welfare need, then this will automatically register in the conscious​ness of the beneficiaries. Neofunctionalists, according to Lodge, suppose not only that the agency in question is now the agent of delivery, but that a positive sum game clearly emerges. But it is also plausible that new agencies such as the EC might remain relatively invisible to recipients of their largesse. It may be that, contrary to the reality of emergent supranational governance, actors continue to assume that their needs are still catered for by national agencies. If this is so, then loyalty transference will not occur in the way envisaged. Lodge's point is that neofunctional​ists, especially in their early work, tended to rely heavily on highly rationalist and utilitarian notions of how agents operate. This in turn tended to more or less factor enduring political loyalties out of the analysis and to overestimate the extent to which faceless apolitical agencies could be capable of commanding loyalty. Lodge argues, using the contractarian language of liberal political theory, that these cannot be viable premises for the creation of political communities. Communities have arisen historically where loyalties are owed to an identifiable sovereign or to concrete symbols rather than to abstract ideas (Lodge, 1978: 239).

In many ways, neofunctionalism's 'loyalty problem' was an issue about politics, or more precisely about the treatment of 'politics' and political identities as residual to the integration process. The appearance of nationalism — in the form of French President Charles de Gaulle — in the EC system in the mid-1960s posed substantial problems for a theoretical framework that assumed government to be a technocratic rather than an ideological exercise and which seemed to predict the withering away of traditional allegiances to the nation-state as the logic of integration revealed itself to key societal and elite actors. The various refinements of ideas about actor strategies in an institutionalized environment were bold attempts to deal with this problem. Additionally, Haas's preface to the second edition of The Uniting of Europe and other pieces written in the mid to late 1960s (notably Haas, 1967) paid substantial attention to the challenges posed by the phenomenon of de Gaulle to the neofunctionalist project.

Haas argued that integration inspired by functionalist logic would be less likely to ignite the political imagination than integration led by a 'dramatic actor' articulating a unifying vision with the backing of charismatic authority. But this would also be vulnerable to reverse unless there emerged a consensus between governmental and non-governmental elites. If economic elites also sought 'dramatic political' integration out​comes then integration would occur smoothly, provided that the shared aims were supportive of community building. If the aims of political and non-governmental elites diverged, then there would be a potential for conflict or for integration to fail. In circumstances where government and non-governmental elites share incremental economic aims, integration will follow a path largely in line with the original speculations of neofunction​alists. From the vantage point of the late 1960s and in the wake of de Gaulle's disruption of the EC system, it was instances of conflict that were interesting and which required explanation. This was an important challenge because Haas reasoned that widespread consensus could not be expected to occur often, at least within pluralistic societies of the West European type. Pluralism, by definition, breeds conflict and the progress of integration would rely on the balance of goals among elites and key groups (Haas, 1968: xxv). So, greater reflection on the nature and implications of pluralism posed awkward problems for neofunctionalists. Haas also refused to abandon the view that technocratic thinking and procedures were conducive to integration, but came to recognize how this was a fragile basis for the advance of an integrative process, especially where the consummation of that process required loyalty transference:

Pragmatic interest politics is its own worst enemy. The politician and the businessman who have abandoned an interest in high politics and devote themselves only to the maximisation of their daily welfare are compelled by virtue of that very concern to make concessions to another actor who forces him to choose so as to sacrifice welfare. Pragmatic interests, because they are pragmatic and not reinforced with deep ideological or philosophical commitment, are ephemeral. Just because they are weakly held they can be readily scrapped. And a political process that is built and projected from pragmatic interests, therefore, is bound to be a frail process susceptible to reversal. And so integration can turn into disintegration.

(Haas, 1968: xxiii)

The challenges to neofunctionalism that had been exemplified by de Gaulle's attempts to alter radically the trajectory of European integration were not, in Haas's view, fatal. Rather the socio-economic and political bases of the integration project may have been flimsier than had been apparent in the late 1950s. In addition, neofunctionalists needed to deal with some of the rigidities in their approach and 'to build a theory of integration supple enough to take account of ... disintegrative phenomena' (Haas, 1967: 316).

Beyond Europe: neofunctionalism as a general theory of regional integration
The partial re-evaluation described above sought to deal with particular questions related to the neofunctionalists idea of 'loyalty' and to the empirical experience of the EC in the 1960s. But they also emerged in the context of a broadening of the remit of-neofunctionalist theories of integration to deal with analogous processes elsewhere in the world. Neofunctionalism arose as an attempt to explain the dynamic processes of integration in Europe, but Europe was seen very much as a case study of the sorts of processes that could operate in any regional setting. The books by Haas and Lindberg were clearly about the experiences of 'the Six' in Western Europe, and the immediate theoretical lessons to be drawn were about the trajectory of European integration within the context of the ECSC and the EC. Haas was perhaps rather more concerned to elaborate ideal types and general propositions than Lindberg (Lindberg, 1963: 5), but the attempt to expand the analytical reach of neofunctionalism occurred later. In some ways this was an inevitable development of the social scientific attributes of neofunctionalism which led it to generate hypotheses for wider application beyond the single European case study (Pentland, 1981: 557). The 'theory' applied to one case would become little more than a sophisticated description of that one case. Also, one of the distinguishing features of neofunctionalist analysis (as opposed to functionalism) was its claim that integration could take place within delimited territorial regions. Functionalism was primarily a theory of post-territorial governance, whereas neofunctionalism was an early theory of regionalism. Indeed, there did appear to be real signs from the early 1960s that regional integration was developing into a world-wide trend with serious proposals under way for the formation of free trade areas in the Pacific, Latin America, North America and elsewhere (Fawcett, 1995). Given neofunctionalism's apparently close fit with integrative trends in Western Europe, it was obvious that as a new International Relations literature on the new regionalizing trends emerged, it should explore the capacity of neofunctionalism to make predictions beyond its European home domain. Indeed, much of it was written by those who had cut their neofunctionalist teeth in the study of European integration (Barrera and Haas, 1968; Haas, 1961; Haas, 1967; Haas and Schmitter, 1964; Nye, 1971; Schmitter, 1969).

The question was first systematically addressed by Haas in an influential essay entitled 'International Integration: the European and the Universal Process' (Haas, 1961). Haas saw the problem in both intellectual and normative terms. The intellectual puzzle concerned the implications of the European integration process for elsewhere. Would it be imitated or would it generate transregional spillovers leading other clusters of states to embark upon projects of integration? In normative terms, Haas supposed the spread of integration schemes to be a good thing. Regional blocs had the potential to be 'islands of cooperation' that might build a bridge towards universal peace. The issue for Haas was twofold: what 'back​ground conditions' could be said to be conducive for integration and, more specifically, what lessons could be drawn from the European experience of the ECSC and the early EEC? He identified three background conditions that made for successful integration (and which were consistent with neofunctionalist theorizing): pluralistic social structures, substantial eco​nomic and industrial development and common ideological patterns among participating units. These all existed in Western Europe and the European experience also taught that the momentum for integration could be maintained where supranational agencies were given tasks that facili​tated the upgrading of common interests. Additionally, rapid integration and maximum spillover potential would occur in situations where mass interests were implicated in the specific tasks selected for the integration scheme, and particularly where those tasks dealt with the solution of imperfect compromises at the national level. Finally, the control of the integration process by rational, urban industrial elites pursuing their interests would yield most in the way of positive integrative outcomes (Haas, 1961: 377-8).

Haas concluded that integration, in other regional contexts or universally through the United Nations would be seriously limited. Progress to political community would be unlikely because of the thinner spread of core preconditions. This in turn prompted a tentative generalization about integration: 'European integration will proceed at a much more rapid pace than universal integration. Further, other regions with strongly varying environmental factors are unlikely to imitate successfully the European example' (Haas, 1961: 389). Yet it was also possible that locally specific conditions (or 'functional equivalents' to the background conditions in Western Europe) might be sufficient for the generation of integrative potential in other regions. This left Haas in rather ambiguous position regarding the wider applicability of the neofunctionalist theory. It was this. If core background conditions could be identified, then it would be relatively easy to read off the integrative potential of any region. But if background conditions could be regionally specific, then attempts to generalize on a transregional basis would be relatively meaningless. It might also follow that patterns of integration would be regionally specific and the logical conclusion might be that any attempt to theorize integra​tion as a general phenomenon might be misplaced. In essence, scholars might have been attempting to generate common theories but of radically distinct dependent variables. That is, they might actually be trying to explain different things.

The question of background conditions became a major preoccupation of neofunctionalist attempts to develop an early theoretical framework for the study of what would now be called 'comparative regionalism' (Pent-land, 1973: Ch. 5). One view was to argue that-integration was a more or less inevitable by-product of modernity. As societies gradually industria​lized and urbanized, so trends that culminated in international political integration were set in motion. While neofunctionalists might have been sympathetic to elements of this modernity premise, their concern with political agency led them to reject the more linear or deterministic elements of such claims, even if the question of the 'automaticity' of the integration process was still important to them. The question about background conditions was formalized by Haas and Schmitter (1964) who, prompted by the emergence of proposals for a Latin American Free Trade Area (LAFTA), became iinterested in the background conditions necessary for the generation of spillovers from economic integration to political unity.
Table 3.2    The Haas-Schmitter model
	-Background
conditions
	Conditions at the time
of economic union
	Process conditions

	• size of unit
• rate of transactions
• pluralism
• elite
complementarity
	• possible
governmental
purposes
• powers and
functions of new
region-level
institutions
	• decision-making
style
• rate of growth of
transactions
• adaptability of
governmental/
private actors


Source: Derived from Haas and Schmitter (1964).

Haas and Schmitter devised a three-stage model to allow for the investiga​tion of conditions during the integration process. Establishing the status of the various conditions would allow for predictions to be made about the prospects for 'automatic politicization'. The model is represented in Table 3.2.

Each of these sets of conditions could be evaluated in turn and aggregate judgements could then be made for each of the categories, leading to a final judgement on the chances of 'automatic politicization' in any given regional scheme. Haas and Schmitter performed this evaluation for ten contemporary regional integration schemes and concluded that only in the EEC were the chances of 'automatic politicization' good. In Latin America during the mid 1960s, background conditions may have been partially conducive, but a mixture of ambiguous governmental purposes and weak powers for the putative regional institutions were suggestive of minimal advance beyond a simple free trade area (Haas and Schmitter, 1964: 720).

The Haas—Schmitter refinements began to develop ways in which phenomena conductive or antithetical to integration could be measured. However, they continued to assume that integration occurred in all cases through the politicization of technical—economic tasks via mechanisms of spillover. Indeed, subsequent attempts to develop criteria for the oper-ationalization of the various 'condition variables' (Barrera and Haas, 1968; Schmitter, 1969) were explicitly geared to establishing a comparative basis for the study of political spillover dynamics. On the other hand, as Joseph Nye (1965) pointed out, spillover might not be the only integrative dynamic and so looking for conditions conducive to 'politicization' might be at best misplaced and at worst Euro-centric. Indeed, Nye argued that spillover was a limited explanatory tool, even in the West European case where it appeared to account for the formative years of the ECSC, but was less successful at explaining the politics of the EC in the mid-1960s. Integration might be 'delivered' by other means. In a series of contribu​tions from the mid-1960s, Nye developed the idea that background conditions are indeed important, but that they must be subdivided into structural and perceptual categories (Nye, 1971a, 1971b). Structural conditions (in classic neofunctionalist mode) included the extent to which the units (states) in an integration scheme were symmetrical, the capacity of member-states to respond and adapt, levels of pluralism within member-states and the degree to which the values of economic policy elites were complementary). Nye's discussion of perceptual conditions added new layers to neofunctionalist discussions of agency by introducing the im​portance of subjective interpretations of objective context. The three mentioned by Nye (1971) were potentially powerful and plausible ex​planations of the capacity of integration schemes to proceed. The first was perceptions of the equity of the distribution of benefits deriving from integration. Widespread understandings of integration as less than positive sum would be a basis for nationalist retrenchment. Politicians like de Gaulle might dramatize inequalities and thereby retard integrative pro​gress. Secondly, Nye argued that actors' perceptions of their external situation were important. Strategies to deal with (perceived) opportunities and threats would arise and these might be counter-integrative. Advances in integration could be explained by common perceptions of external threat combined with agreement about appropriate policy strategies. Finally, if the costs of integration were seen to be either low or exportable, then the chances of deeper integration were advanced. Nye (1965) also argued that 'accidental' historical factors needed to be taken into account. The question to be posed here was whether Western Europe was somehow special as an instance of integration.

Nye's work — while sympathetic to neofunctionalist reasoning — drew on some of the more violent critics of neofunetionalism such as Stanley Hoffmann (see Chapter 4). Moreover, his refinements in particular suggested that many of the standard tools of neofunctionalist theorizing might be of severely limited use in explaining not only changing patterns of European economic governance in the 1950s and 1960s, but also experi​ments in regional integration among any group of states at any time. The debate about comparative regionalism, combined with the empirical difficulties posed by the EC experience in the 1960s, highlighted some of the core dilemmas faced by neofunctionalist integration theory. As the next chapter shows, these became ever more apparent to the main 'integration theorists'

Conclusions
Neofunetionalism was (indeed still is) important. As a theoretical prospectus, it contemplated the replacement of power politics with a new supranational style, built around a core procedural consensus which resembled that of most domestic political systems. This was a bold claim for an international theory to make and is one that struck at the heart of the realist emphasis on the perpetuity of power politics. As will become evident in subsequent chapters, these claims prompted substantial criticism that produced a strong rival intergovernmentalist alternative to neofune​tionalism. Like functionalism before it, the neofunctionalist idea of the withering away of/a power-based states system was open to two sorts of criticism. The first was alleged implausibility. It was argued that the empirical evidence pointed overwhelmingly to the continued relevance of states and that there was no reason to suppose that this state of affairs would change. The second emerged from a more ethical-normative set of concerns. Here the argument was that nation-states are the best vessels available to mankind for the protection of certain sorts of key values (such as justice, liberty). To dissolve the states system would be to jeopardize those freedoms. Nonetheless, neofunctionalists did have the advantage of offering a plausible account of the moves to political integration that seemed to be taking place in Western Europe. The progressive institutionalization of the EC system was difficult to account for in the terms of orthodox International Relations perspectives and, if nothing else, neofunctionalists revealed the guiding logic of some of the main protagonists in the post-war uniting of Europe.
