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Introduction

The task of writing disciplinary history is far from straifgimivard? Like all history,
the composition of a narrative about a field is undertaken at ayarttime and in a
particular place — from a particular ‘subject position’ that meflect certain biases
which in turn follow from a multiplicity of concerns that follonom those temporal
and spatial coordinates. ‘Formal’ disciplinary histories in aelgfare relatively rare,
while stock-taking, ‘state of the art’ exegeses are found ratteee often. More
common still, though largely unacknowledged as exercises in disciphrsiory, are
those acts of framing and story-telling about a field’s past tbatinely pepper
scholarship in an area of enquiry. In other words scholarly acts/itharacterised by
the constant flow of stories, which offer claims about routes to @seghrough the
rectification of past errors and classify the field’s developn@rdr time. Thus
interventions in a field’presentroutinely make arguments about that fielgast
The net result could well be that the history of a field ‘is knamare by reputation
than readership’ (Fuller, 2003: 29).

The most prominent recent historian of the discipline of internatierations (IR)

argues that there ‘is an intimate link between disciplinargtiteand the manner in
which we understand the history of the field’” (Schmidt, 2002: 16)regfular

interventions in a field of enquiry habitually offer constructionshef field’s past in
order to justify intellectual moves made in the present, theinatréangagement with
disciplinary history also — by definition — shines an inquisitive hiogbt on the

disciplinary present. The task of such work is to interrogate réieospective
teleology of discipline-history’ (Collini, Winch and Burrow, 1983: 7)tHfs is not

done then

! This paper has been published as chapter 1 of Enikd)argensen, Mark A. Pollack and Ben
Rosamond (ed$)landbook of European Union Politidsondon: Sage, 2007, pp. 7-30



[tihe present theoretical consensus of the disciplinpoesibly some polemical
version of what that consensus should be, is in effect takerfiagivke and the

past is then reconstituted as a teleology leading up to agdnhfahifested in it.

(Collini, Winch and Burrow, 1983: 4)

This chapter does not pretend to offer a single definitive accouhedfeld of EU
politics, but it does investigate the various formal and informabwaas that exist in
terms of the above observations. It begins with two short prepadismyssions. The
first identifies six issues that intercept any attempt fitevdisciplinary history in this
area, while the second supplies a rough ‘anatomy’ of the fielHW studies/EU
politics in an effort to adjudicate some fundamental issues surrouthgirgubstance
of this area of study. In so doing, it perhaps justifies this chadtmus on what
appears to be an Anglophone academic mainstream. It then movesribidg and
offering critical engagement with standard accounts of thd fath a view to
showing how, overwhelmingly, extant stories about the evolution of thtlles are
bound up with particular claims about the organisation of knowledge iprésent
Indeed the argument here suggests that disciplinary historye tosadjudicate
disputes about the proper scope and substance of the study of EU,pehiids in
turn connect to some quite fundamental struggles for the soul of political science.

Thus the chapter is also attentive to sociology of knowledge questicgse Témind
us that our knowledge about the world is produced amidst broad scientifimare
specific disciplinary structures, norms, practices and instituttionghat Jagrgensen
(2000) neatly calls the ‘cultural-institutional context’ of academork. It follows
that the evolution of a field is (at the very least) partliprction of developments
within the field. These in turn might reflect much broader path depepdé#mdlogies,
which take us back to the intellectual and socio-political conditiondisziplinary
foundation (Mancias, 1987). This ‘internalist’ take on disciplinaryohysimight not
necessarily provide a full explanation of why scholars of EU ipsliaddress
particular puzzles at particular moment, but it does offer a enark for
understanding why particular theories and approaches dominatetiatilpa times
(Schmidt, 1998; Weever, 2003). At the same time, many would preferue fogan

‘externalist’ understanding of disciplinary evolution, where the maiadamic



innovations are largely construed as responses to the changinggrdtthe field's

primary object of study (the EU/the politics of European integration).

The study of EU politics: six perennial issues

The field of EU studies, or for the purposes of this volume, the stu@dJopolitics’,
brings with it some particular local complications. These ssaader problematic
any attempt to establish what Wessels calls dleguis academiqueg2006: 233), let

alone trace its evolution.

First, it does not necessarily follow that ‘EU politics’ anlae'tpolitical science of the
EU’ are synonymous. ‘Political science’ may connote a setabfrtiques for study of
political phenomena and there are those who argue that the magegs'ohas been
made in EU studies at those points where the intellectual tecle®lngst associated
with mainstream political science have been applied most riggrddst it might be

that the fullest picture of EU politics is obtained through theecblte and sometimes

collaborative efforts of several disciplinary communities.

Second, we are then led into some complex arguments about disciplines,
subdisciplines and disciplinary/subdisciplinary boundaries. Within pdliscence
(broadly defined), we find a co-existing array of modes of enquhich often
organise themselves into coherent fields such as public admioistiadlicy analysis

and political economy — each of which may by prefixed by ‘comparatbr
‘international’. Scholars of politics tend to auto-define themselvdasrms of these
sub-tribes, whilst retaining an overall affiliation to the lat@blitical scientist’,
although a dividing line is often drawn between IR and political seiengot least in

a good deal of the EU studies literature.

A third related point grows out of the question of disciplines andpdiisarity. Is EU
studies a branch of (a particular) social science or is arra bf ‘area studies’? It
might also presuppose a clear stance on the status of alterfoains of knowledge
generation: ‘deductive’ versus ‘inductive’, ‘nomothetic’ versus ‘idégdnc’ and so
on (Lustick, 1997; Jupille, 2006; Wallace, 2000: 96; see also Calhoun, 2003).



Fourth, is territoriality a key variable? On the face of it,itltellectual community of
EU studies is multi-national and polyglot as well as being ndistiplinary. Are
there distinct inter-national or inter-regional cleavages in h@\EU has been and is
studied? Obviously, we might expect scholars from different pdrthe world to
bring ‘local’ (empirical or social scientific) preoccupatidoghe study of the EU. For
example, is there a distinctively British/continental/European agprto the study of
the EU and does it contrast with an American/US variant? Do thesduce
distinctive readings of EU politics? How embedded are thesenaator regional
approaches? Do national/regional social scientific traditions sustitutional
constellations prevail as determinants of how EU politics is stutlieparticular
places? Or has EU studies gradually converged or globalized (perhaps
Americanized?) around a set of core propositions, puzzles and forms dedgew

production?

Fifth, there is the deceptively simple question: when did EU stbéigis? The rather
obvious response is to insist that a defined field of study bedies s object of
study (the EU and its antecedents) is founded (1951 in the cts= BCSC). But, of
course, fields of study can never have a precise ‘year zethatrthe study of any
social scientific object will draw upon both long standing and ephénmeetiectual
resources. Thus as Follesdal notes in this volume (chapter 16), theinercaae for

a European federation pre-dates post-World War Il institutional fogret least two
centuries. If the Communities are read as solutions to the problevarpthen the
emergent discipline of IR had been dealing with such questions fadee¢though
see Schmidt, 1998; Smith, 2003). Moreover, if we think more broadly and
historically about Europeamtegration then the EU can be read as but a recent
institutional expression of some very long-standing and long studied i¢astor

processes (Wallace, 2002).

Finally, there is one further quite distinctive issue, namelegtent to which the EU
itself has been integral to the promotion of the discipline(s) that seek to aihalyse
Commission’s Jean Monnet Projeétc{ion Jean Monngtis well known as a major
benefactor of teaching and research in European integration stuthé@s Europe.
The project’'s database lists a cumulative total of 2477 Monnetscharmanent

courses, modules and centres of excellence, of which 509 are dasigadtaling



within the remit of ‘European political scienceAs well as further support for the
creation of transnational research groups, the Commission contribotisstowards
five major institutions across the continent: The College of Eur@ampuses in
Bruges - founded 1949 - and Natolin, Warsaw - 1992), The European Utyiversi
Institute (Florence, founded 1975), the European Institute of Public Astraition
(Maastricht, 1981), the Academy of European L&urppaische Rechtsackadamie
Trier, 1992) and the International Centre for European TraininGent(e
international de formation européenneNice, 1954). More recently, the
Commission’s sixth framework programme made a particular diming fencing
monies for the creation of European academic networks to studenshiip and
governance issues. The Commission has also been a major funder efated-r
scholarship in the United States. Ten EU Centers (EUCs - myad# individual
universities or consortia of geographically adjacent institutiores® created in 1998
with funding averaging $500,000 per centre for three years. A tofdd &UCs have
received funding (Keeler, 2008).

Any attempt to make an argument about the history of EU studibg study of EU
politics needs to grapple with these questions. It is also trueetttdn of the six
problems introduced above represent ongoing controvevgiém the field. The
contention here is that a crucial part of the history of EU stugaasicularly within
the last decade, has been about alternative representations oftting i the field

and that these alternative representations bring with them consequences.

The anatomy of a field
As noted above, the study of EU politics might be organised in a nurhiveays.
Two stylized alternatives spring to mind. In the first, the stoidigU politics would

be the domain of political scientists, while lawyers would produbelarship on

2 http://europa.eu.int/comm/dg10/university/ajm/dbainitml - accessed 9 March 2006.

3 It is difficult to measure the impact of thesedimy efforts, particularly since we have no way of
establishing ‘value added’ indices (i.e. would egst output have differed significantithout
Commission seed funding?). That said, John Keetiata point to the fact that EUCs were consistently
responsible for the highest numbers of doctoraedtations produced on EU topics between 1990 and
2001 (Keeler, 2005: 566, fn 23). It is importantésognise that the Commission has not been tlee sol
source of funding for EU studies programmes inWhiéed States. The US Department of Education’s
‘Title VI' (National Resource Centers) programmealdne German Academic Exchange Service
(DAAD) have also been important funding sourceslgeshows that only one externally funded
centre existed in the US in 1976, whereas 30 weirgglunderwritten by the major grant awarding
organizations in 2001 (Keeler, 2005: 565).




European law, economists would focus on the EU economy and so on. At the other
pole sits the claim that the study of EU politics should be anrentlg multi-

(perhaps inter-) disciplinary affair.

Academic associations

One way to provide a snapshot of the disciplinary composition of EU stundielves
examining the membership data provided by those organisations wipthitky
purport to organise scholarship in the field. EU studies is most obyiotughnised
through a network of European Community Studies Associations (EC3Ab)es 1
and 2 are derived from information supplied by the overarching ECSshisegior
Table 1 simply ranks the world’s 10 largest ECSAs and reproduces information on the
proportion of the membership that is designated as ‘political scieraale 2 (again
straightforwardly) lists the half dozen ECSAs where the itigal science’
membership is said to be greater than or equal to 50 per cenwadtth noting that
there are no fewer than 52 formally constituted ECSAS, suggekahdarely 10 per

cent can claim a majority ‘political science’ membership.

Table 1: Largest ECSAs

Country (Association) Membership % of membership
‘political science’
1 | United States (EUSA) 1600 78
2 | United Kingdom (UACES 1000 50
3 | Japan (EUSA Japan) 487 30
4 | Germany (AEI) 438 30
5 | France (CEDECE) 410 20
6 | ltaly (AUSE) 300 18
7 | China (CSEUS) 256 32
8 | Russia (AES Russia) 230 26
9 | Taiwan (EUSA-Taiwan) 207 20
10 | Rep of Korea (ECSA 200 3
Korea)

Sourcehttp://www.ecsanet.or(accessed 7 February 2006)

“ The precision of some of these statistics is Gouesble. At best many seem to be estimates that do
not necessarily correspond to membership dataadlaifrom national ECSAs themselves. | present
them here on the assumption that they more orlessrately reflect the broad compositional pattern
of EU studies worldwide.



Table 2: ECSAs with at least 50 per cent of membership identified as ‘pttal

science’

Country (Association) % of membership ‘political Membership

science’

United States (EUSA) 78 1600
Norway (NFEF) 75 56
Denmark (DSE) 60 100
United Kingdom 50 1000
(UACES)
Canada (ECSA-C) 50 150
Hong Kong (HKMAES) 50 110

Sourcehttp://www.ecsanet.or(accessed 7 February 2006)

Yet, the total global ECSA membership (excluding associationsvhich there is
incomplete data) is 6896, of whom 2957 are identified as ‘politiceahsei (43 per
cent). Of these, 1748 are members of just two national associéEOSA, US and
UACES, UK), suggesting that some 59 per cent of the EU studiggadoscience
community is based in (or at least affiliated to) the twanndanglophone academic
communities (42 per cent are EUSA members alone). IndeedSAEUd UACES
members are removed, then the proportion of political scientists athengptal
global ECSA population falls to 23 per cent. Of course, EUSA’s meshipeextends
beyond the territorial reach of the US, indeed it might reflgxtraeption of EUSA as
the nodal point for scholars of EU politics worldwide. Indeed, EUSA’'s own
membership statistics would seem to confirm this perception.tGthhmembership

in 2006 of 877,480 scholars (55 per cent) are based in North America (of whom the
vast majority — 459 or 53 per cent — come from the United Statase S77 (43 per
cent) come form Europe. Of the European membership of EUSA, thishBrit
contingent numbers 119 (or 14 per cent of the total membership). Thenatioeral
groupings claiming in excess of 50 members are Belgium anchdbgr with 59
each® EUSA'’s apparently cosmopolitan character is evidenced by thieipation
patterns at EUSA’s biennial conferences, where a majoritglefdtes in 2005 were
based in European institutions (Keeler, 2005: 574).

®> Note the discrepancy with the macro data supjieECSA.
® All data quoted here is obtained frdmtp://www.eustudies.org/organ.htraiccessed 6 March 2006




The pre-eminent role of EUSA as a hub for the study of EU pol#igygests that
English is the dominant medium of communication and that scholars ifiettie
regard Anglophone academic work — rightly or wrongly — asgireerator the most
important writing about on European integration. More benignly, it mighplg
reflect the status of English as tte factoacademidingua franca(Wessels, 2006:
235).

But the facts that (a) so much work is produced in English and (b)asstaaross the
globe appear to cluster around the US based professional asso@dtios little

about whether academic work on the EU is converging around a partsetl@f
knowledge production norms. An obvious question concerns the extent to which the
dominant approaches found in US political science dominate in tustuty of EU
politics? Do the standard intellectual technologies act dsbalgoenchmark for what
counts as ‘quality’ work or ‘progressive’ research. An altéweahypothesis might
speculate that the large numbers of non-US scholars working orutimagbrought
particular theoretical traditions and local epistemologies into Anglophoriean EU

politics and European integration.

Academic journals and the EU studies ‘mainstream’

These questions are discussed in more detail below, but for watth examining
the extent to which explicitly non-mainstream work (i.e. that wiaésbhews in one
way or another the dominant epistemological and methodological pretiotospaf
US political science) engages with the mainstream. One wayeasuring this is to
look at the venues in which such work appears. In this volume lan Maohapter
4) provides a systematic overview of ‘critical’ studies ofdpaan politics. Manners’
extensive bibliography cites 53 papers published in academic jeuwitt a total of
32 journals mentioned. Of these, the two citations of pieceSumopean Union
Politics (EUP) should be bracketed as ‘non-critical’ sources. Of the remaiodbyr,
two papers appear in journalsternational Organizatiorand International Studies
Quarterly) normally associated with the practices of the US maimstfédany of the
other papers are scattered across (British) IR, critic#tiqgadleconomy, critical legal
studies, sociology and women’s studies journals. Perhaps, therefore, g mi

" Respectively, Ruggie, 1998 and Smith, 2004.



speculate that while ‘dissenting’ or ‘critical’ work on the BElbounds, it is usually
presented to and discussed within non-EU studies/political scieoaderaic
communities. That would be to ignore the 13 cited articles that hare faglished
by the two most prominent EU studies journals: doernal of Common Market
Studies(JCMS - 4 citations) and thdournal of European Public PolicdEPP - 9

citations).

Table 3 presents the six journals that self-identify as odtetthe discussion of EU
politics/European integration (as opposed to European politics more lggrieaf
these, oneHuropean Integration Online Papégrs a refereed working paper series
and three (includingCMSandJEPP possess ISI accreditation, meaning that articles
appear in the Social Science Citation Index. The editorial balarmesrwhelmingly
UK/European, although the bi-linguallournal of European Integration/Revue

d’'Intégration Européenn@lEl) was edited from Canada for many years.

Table 3: (English Language) Journals with a focus on ‘EU politics’

Title Founded | Current editorial base | ISl
status

European Foreign Affairs Review 1996 UK

European Integration Online Papers | 1998 Austria

European Union Politics 2000 Germany/UK/US v

Journal of Common Market Studies 1962 UK v

Journal of European Integration/Revue 1978 UK

d’Intégration Européenne

Journal of European Public Policy 1994 UK v

With the outlier exception dEUP, each of these journals has identified itself (and by
implication EU studies) as a place for conversations betwearpldies. Uwe
Kitzinger’s editorial in the first number GCMSannounced the journal’s aspiration to
become ‘a forum of high-level exchanges between scholars ang-paicers in
different fields’ (Kitzinger, 1962a: V). The JEI describes its focus as

8 To these we might add major book series such lasa®a Macmillan’s ‘European Union Series’ and
the ‘New European Union Series’ published by Oxfdrdversity Press. While these series are
predominantly designed to produce textbooks, séedhar publishers such as Manchester University
Press, Routledge and Rowman and Littlefield haveketed monographs on EU politics within the
series format.

° TheJCMShas always been edited by a mixture of scholapolifics and economics. The journal

was edited exclusively by economists between 19801891 (Loukas Tsoukalis, 1980-1984 and Peter
Robson, 1984-1991). Since 1991, #&MShas followed a dual discipline editorial policyntn

Bulmer (political scientist) and Andrew Scott (eoarist turned legal scholar), 1991-1999; lain Begg

10



‘interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary ... thus integrating polgiceconomics, law,
history and sociology*® The founding editorial ofJEPP speaks of the journal’s
intention to draw upon the widest possible range of social sciemlificiplines
(Richardson and Lindley, 1994JCMS editorials penned at moments of editorial
change have always reaffirmed this founding commitment. Butaiseyprovide with
important insights into how senior figures in EU studies were thinkiogut the field

at particular moments in its development. Take Loukas Tsoukalis’s arguwhen he
assumed the helm at tREMSin 1980: ‘integration theory has been run into the
ground, probably because we have been slow in realizing that thiamewomplex
phenomenon could not be studied by our conventional tools of analysis’ (Tsoukali
1980: 215). This stands in remarkably sharp contrast to those arguipgetiige
contrary: that the problem in the study of the EU has beeffathee to properly
embrace and apply conventional political/social scientific toolanaflysis (se@ter

alia Dowding, 2000; Hix, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2005; McLean, 2003; Moravcsik, 1997,
1998, 1999; Pahre, 2005; Schneider, Gabel and Hix, 2000). New editors have also
been keen to foresee their journals as responsive to conceptual stednefmgical
trends within the social sciencd&PP, for example, is conceived as an expression of
the maturity of policy analysis and its status as a ‘rigorauensfic activity’
(Richardson and Lindley, 1994: 1). Back in 1980 atd@#S Tsoukalis (1980: 215)

was noting the affinities between the journal’'s scope and the emesydb-
disciplinary project of international political economy (IPE) (s¢®0 Katzenstein,
Keohane and Krasner, 1998; Murphy and Nelson, 2001; Verdun, 2005). Simon
Bulmer and Andrew Scott’s tenure would be attentive to the signdie of legal
scholarship and the points at which it might intersect with ecasamd political
science (Bulmer and Scott, 1991; see also Shaw and More, 1995). Titeisssus
(Begg and Peterson, 1999) identified ‘globalisation’ and ‘governance’ \askeg
macro-themes that would influence the study of the EU and suggested that sgholarshi
would need to grapple with the institutional consequences of a wealtitadfEU
developments such as monetary union and the growth of foreign andyspolioy
competence. The most recel€MS editorial statement — attentive perhaps to the

controversies raised by the ‘perestroika’ movement in US polgicance — moved

(economist) and John Peterson (political scienti@®9-2004; William E. Paterson (political scistjti
and James Rollo (economist), 2004-present.
10 hitp://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/printviw/?2issn=076337 (accessed 9 March 2006).

11



on from statements about multi- and post-disciplinarity to claenjaurnal as a non-
sectarian refuge for methodological and epistemological plaora{Baterson and
Rollo, 2004). Additionally there is a tendency to describe the foaat of these
outlets as rather more than the EU (and its precursors). IndeelCWg§ though

obviously stimulated by the European experiments of the 1950s, wassdtemiy to

publish work on the growth of customs unions and common markets acrogsrkthe
as evidenced by the appointment of the Mexican-based Miguel Wiorszgoint

editor in 1966

Stark contrast is provided by the one EU politics journal, alredelytified as an
‘outlier’, EUP. While the opening editorial (Schneider, Gabel and Hix, 2000)
anticipates contributions from across the social science speatrdmven intimates
that the likes of postmodernism might find a place in the journak e some very
clear pointers to the type of work that is likely to be (indeed been) publishéd.
One of the most interesting featured=t!P's first few years has been the publication
of pieces by scholars who come from beyond the conventional orbit otugi¢s

but are noted as leading protagonists in particular areas a€gloditientific enquiry.
These papers review the ‘progress’ of the study of EU politidsght of clearly
rationalist benchmarks (see Dowding, 2000 on rational choice institusionaind
McLean, 2003 on the analytic narratives approach). Take alsomibht be called
the two ‘founding complaints’ of the journal. First there is an argurttet work on

EU politics was dominated by ‘grand’ IR theories (Schneider, dtic Gabel, 2000:
6). Second, the journal’s existence is justified because the stugly politics ‘does
not yet possess an outlet that concentrates on the most advanced and methogologicall
sophisticated research papers’ (Schneider, Hix and Gabel, 200thi§) off course,
implies that none of the extant journals on the EU perform this ddequately.
Instead the best papers are held to be scattered throughogeaofageneral political
science journals ar8lUP is designed to act as a rallying point for such work.

It is of course true that a full audit of research on EU pslit@nnot be confined to

the output of sources that are auto-defined as ‘EU journals’. Joherise@005)

' Wionczek remained as joint editor until 1979.

12 Jupille (2006: 225) findEUP to be, in methodological terms, th@stformal and statistical and the
leastqualitative of the five journals he surveys (thkess are th&uropean Journal of International
Relations International OrganizationJCMSandJEPP.

12



extensive mapping of the development of EU studies between 1960 and 2001 sought
data on the publication patterns of 24 journals, thereby looking anhoEU studies
periodicals, but also the primary political science journalsvef ¢dountries and over a
dozen more general politics and IR outlets. To examine the trenBY cftudies
within the US, Joseph Jupille (2006) opts to examine the EU-related aiftpud
journals in each of two main subfields (comparative politics andinRdmerican
political science. It is difficult to miss the importancelofernational Organization
(I0) as a long-standing arena for the discussion of European inbegaaid the
dynamics of EU politics (Katzenstein, Keohane and Krasner, 1998gdntieignore
IO’s output in the 1960s and early 1970s in favour of, say)J@MSwould almost
certainly leave the reader with a very skewed impression of the sagruémf and the

internal discussions within neofunctionalism.

Conventional narratives of the study of EU politics

Within EU studies, there are several very well establishechslabout the history of
the field and scholars have provided multiple reconfigurations of theTgaesstory is
usually told sequentially in terms of a number of staging-posts. Thebdloae and
evolution is the most obvious hook upon which the narrative is hung. But jyecise

how this is done and with what purposes and consequences varies.

Within the mainstream Anglophone literature it is relativelgyetn identify a series

of theoretical points of reference around which much EU studies worlbders
organised (see Rosamond, 2000 for a full account). Normative fedénatisthg is
often bracketed with David Mitrany’s functionalist theory of itngtonal design and
Karl Deutsch’s transactionalist account of the formation ofirssccommunities to
form a set of precursor theories, which fed - in various wapso-the thinking of the

first generation of scholars to grapple properly with the ingstibstiof post-war
integration — the neofunctionalists. Neofunctionalism, in its aaksncarnation, is
thought to be bounded at one end by the publication in 1958 of Ernst B Hihas’s
Uniting of Europeand at the other by a couple of essays from the mid 1970s, also by
Haas, in which regional integration theory was declared ‘obsolégttads, 1975,
1976). In the interim neofunctionalism had been exposed to a powerful

intergovernmentalist critigue (Hoffmann, 1966 is always cited; alsee Hansen,

13



1969), but for many its primary problem was its incapacity to buildeneral
predictive theory of regional integration from its inductive engagéméh the early
European experience. A cautionary theoretical atmosphere cameEbvstudies
throughout much of the 1970s as social science more generally bdeame
enamoured with the ambitions of grand theory, choosing instead to fo¢he wnid

range’.

Events within the Communities during the 1980s, yielded a serieserh@t to
revive and update neofunctionalism, but also induced the composition démaiys
liberal intergovernmentalist theory (Moravcsik, 1998). Meanwhildolsecs from
comparative politics and policy analytic traditions flocked toEhtkas an object of
study, bringing with them a host of concepts and theories. &tisol the EU being
theorised less as a case of ‘integration’ and more as a 'pmlity ‘political system’,
although there remained some quite profound disagreements about wihetbleject
was a transcendent or familiar phenomenon. The EU came to teeltv@aiously as a
classic Lasswellian polity, a proto-federation, a systeifmaiti-level) governance or

as a test case for one of the three emergent ‘new institutionalist’ pasadigm

By the late 1990s, there was significant momentum in three fudteas. First,
despite the powerful arguments of comparativists and policy anatystgrowth of
EU foreign policy competence seemed to clear the way foriéseof IR and foreign
policy-making to (re-)enter EU studies (Andreatta, 2005; Jgrgensen, Altit,

2001) . Second, the injection of constructivism into EU studies (lafgely IR, but

also from European social theory) provided a major theoreticaleogal to the
repertoire of ‘rationalist’ approaches to both integration and the@lty and took
debate in EU studies into the domain of metatheory.. Third, concernsthbdtit)’s

legitimacy and democratic credentials fed a growing intevéshe application of
normative political theory to the EU. Beneath these broad umbmsstias diverse

array of theories and approaches.

The creation of a narrative (such as that of the previous paragtiaphdpr from
neutral exercise. For example, there is a clear implication, tackledsystematically
in what follows, that one of the major stimuli for change or deong in the EU

studies theoretical repertoire has been the changing nattive BtJ itself. Moreover,

14



simply by telling the story sequentially, such accounts areaibtyrone to privilege

present theoretical efforts over those of the past — oreavdhy least it begets the

unexamined assumption that the theor
problems and difficulties.

Organising stories about EU studies

etical work of 30-40 years agoegetswith

The standard story of EU studies may be straightforward enought lsan ibe

organised in different ways and with different purposes. As a pretudee final

sections of this chapter, which explore some of the standard rabdeganising this

story, this section examines three ‘meta’ issues of concéwselare, respectively,

whether there should be a (disciplinary) mainstream in EU stadetshe derivative

guestions of what constitutes ‘progress’ in the field and to whategbions of social

science should EU scholars subscribe.

Mainstreaming versus pluralism

Much of the foregoing points to an o

ngoing disagreement within the delEU

politics about both its proper scope as a branch of social sciesnijgiry and the

appropriate way(s) in which is should seek to accumulate knowledgee Tabl

presents a heavily and deliberately stylized ideal typicasioerof this debate,

representing the opposition between two broad ideal types — labelledtheer

‘mainstreaming’ model and the ‘pluralistic’ model.

functionally equivalent propositions designed to show the potential scope of

Each modeltaior three

disagreement within the field about (a) disciplinary co-ordingt®sepistemological

and methodological commitments and (c) the ontological relationshwpebetthe

object (the EU polity) and the intellectual tools needed to study it.

Table 1: Two models of the study of EU politics

THE MAINSTREAMING MODEL

THE PLURALISTIC MODEL

The study of EU politics is best served by 1
standard tools of political science.

Good political science conforms to a set
standardized epistemological positions
methodological rules of thumb.

[¢

h€éhe study of EU politics is an inherent
multidisciplinary affair.

ofhe study of EU politics benefits from the inp
i work from  diverse epistemological ar
methodological standpoints.

ly

ut
nd

The EU is a polity ‘like any other’ that lends ifsé

> The EU is a new type of polity. The tools

1

5



to the intellectual technologies developed oystandard political science may not be approprigte.
time by mainstream political science.

The debate is presented in this simplified version for heuristic pespdtsmight be
that these two positions are better thought of as a continuum, wih sobolars
taking up a position somewhere along a line plotted between thep®lavosiews. In
particular it is important not to fall into the trap of assuntimat all work on the EU
emanating from formal theory and using quantitative methodsasitee extreme
‘mainstreaming’ end of the continuum (Pahre, 2005). Moreover, fromangke at
least, these two broad images of the field are not wholly incomuradsie. From the
position of the pure ‘pluralist’, enquiry building upon the propositions of the
‘mainstreaming’ model is perfectly acceptable — so long asniiains one approach
amongst many (Wallace, 2000). The ‘ultra’ version of the maimsirep model,
however, takes an extreme Kuhnian stance in that its understandsegenée and
scientific progress is predicated upon the idea of scholarly cwonties working
around tightly policed sets of norms (‘normal science’) where tiselitle space for
deviance or dissent (Kuhn, 1996; on EU studies implications see Mag@@8, Of
course, these arguments and oppositions are not confined to EU studies. Controversies
of scientific exclusivity versus methodological/epistemologicalrglism sit at the
heart of the ‘perestroika’ movement’s critique of the allegediglusionary practises

of mainstream American political science (s&er alia Dryzek, 2002; Lubomudrov,
2002; Mearsheimer, 2001 and, more popularly Cohn, 1999).

The pluralistic position is obviously tolerant of the so-called caitiapproaches
discussed in this volume by lan Manners (chapter 4), regardlessheaf
epistemological credentials. As we move to towards the ‘maansing’ pole, so the
quality of ‘critical’ work comes to be scrutinised for the extémtwhich it fits a
standard model of theory building (Pahre, 2005). For example, one of tresiimgr
debates within the constructivist tradition (see Checkel, chaptea3lebate that has
been played out explicitly within EU studies — concerns the extnivttich
constructivism should seek to share the same epistemologictdrieas rationalism
(Pollack, chapter 2). Self-defined ‘constructivist’ work on the Etliaty covers a
vast metatheoretical territory (Christiansen, Jgrgensen and Wi2Aed) with

scholars dispersed across a continuum between ‘rationalist’ aeflextivist’ poles
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(Keohane, 1988). There would seem to be two distinct ‘constructivistigss one

of which leans significantly towards the ‘mainstreaming’ pdlee debate between
Jeffrey Checkel (2001a, 2001b) and Andrew Moravcsik (2001a) is organmaar

the degree to which constructivist work on the &l conform to standardised theory
building norms (an aspiration clearly associated with the IR aaistist project of
Alexander Wendt, 1999; see also Wendt, 2001; Fearon and Wendt, 2002).
Moravcsik's various critiques of the more reflectivist work on Ebhstructivism
(Moravcsik, 1999b, 2001b) assess such contributions in relation to a series of
benchmark definitions of ‘good’ social science practice (the faatiul of explicit
hypotheses that make possible disconfirmation and research desigalltives

replication — see also Moravcsik, 1997, 1998: ch?1).

A further question that follows from the presentation of the two isoidequite
simply to wonder whether they are reflective of differentlitrans in the study of
politics: crudely, one ‘American’ (aspiring to scientific natigra, theory driven,
aspriring to ‘normal scientific’ synthesf$, the other ‘non-American’ (historicist,
influenced more by broader social theoretic currents) (WalR@00: 103; Weever
1998: 724). This contrast is drawn frequently enough. The assumption dbmchis
transatlantic divide in EU studies has achieved the statusstyfliaed fact’, to coin a
favourite rationalist phrase. Amy Verdun (2005), for example, drave®rdrast
between theory-oriented ‘American’ research on the EU and ‘Europeas’ study-
oriented work. The latter are — in effect — ‘EU-ists’tfiamd foremost, while the latter
are ‘political scientists’ who use the EU as a case. TheBritish evaluations of the
early American work on the communities seems to predict the titaditions’, with
reviewed apparently bewildered by the use of theory. Take dimeding editor’s
discussion of Haas’s The Uniting of Europe in tB€MS ‘[tlhe conceptual
discussions of the first chapter re tough going and British readight be tempted to
ask if the ponderous terminology assists as much as it imprassesiinary student’
(Kitzinger, 1962b: 189} There is an ongoing scepticism about (American)

deductive, theory-driven work, which — allegedly — privileges theory okier t

'3 For an aggressive critique of Moravcsik’s workitslown methodological terms, see Lieshout,
Segers and van der Vleuten, 2004.

!4 See Milner, 1998 on this particular point

15 Again, caution should be urged. Volume 4 numbef the JCMScontained an important, though
now rarely cited, paper by Kaiser (1965) on théueis of the American theory-driven approach, while
volume 5 number 4 (1967) contained pieces by Hadd andberg.
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accumulation of empirical knowledge. Much of the historical work on the(deld
Milward’s essay in chapter 5 of this volume) is built around a poveefence of
inductive research strategies in opposition to the supposed simifatf history
that characterised the first generation of deductive integratioolssship (Kaiser,
2006; Milward, 1992; Milward and Sgrensen, 1993; Dinan 2006).

Yet, we have to be very careful with such bold ‘two camp’ chaisatens of EU
studies. In particular, a literal understanding of this dividgpwely geographic is
likely to miss significant nuance. More productive is a socioldgisa of the terms
‘European’ and ‘American’ as signifiers of distinctive epistémgical commitments,
themselves embedded within distinctive cultural-institutional contextsy@f/&998).
So, for example, we cannot understand the conduct of work on the Eéhtaaates
from political scientists within US institutions, without understandigthe various
scholarly norms that govern the admissibility and quality of acadengandsand (b)
the incentive structures that prevail within the profession (WadMgtrock and
Whitley, 1991; Whitley. 1984). Therefore, the interesting question surrotireds
extent to which culturally bound modes of knowledge production become infllenti
beyond their locale (i.e. to what extent are they globaliz&)graphy matters in so
far as the social sciences (indeed disciplinarity more rgbyeare strongly rooted
within the logic of nation-state (Mancias, 1987), but it isgpeead of scholarly styles

and their capacity to penetrate ‘alien’ academic cultures that provokesstnte

Jupille’s (2006) systematic overview of metatheoretical and metbgidal cleavages
within EU studies shows how the assumption of a straightforwargrgeloic divide
between ‘American’ and ‘British’ and/or ‘European’ approache&lbpolitics can
miss some key arguments. At the same time, Jupille offeesyahelpful cartography
of approaches that exist at a level higher than precise tlabrehoice (say
neofunctionalismversus intergovernmentalism; sociologicakrsusrational choice
institutionalism), but which at the same time helps us to understagdscholars
make those theoretical choices and make particular methodologimahitments. It
helps us to gather together some of the points made alreadyirstitlerée cleavages
identified by Jupille gntology epistemologyandsocial theory in effect account for
the divisions between and the debates within the three broad schoblsoof +

rationalism, constructivism, critical approaches — that the trolbewing chapters
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review. The fourth and fifth cleavages are, respectivdibgiplinarity andscholarly
style As suggested alreadg, priori stances towards both of these are likely to be
profoundly influential upon how scholars formulate puzzles, make theairelioices
and conduct the research process. A comparativist based in a top 10itial pol
science department with an interest in EU politics will mdkeoretical and
methodological choices, but not altogether within conditions of her own chdssiag
also Wiener and Diez, 2004b).

‘Progress’ in the study of EU politics

Different locations on an imaginary continuum between the ‘nraiasting’ and the
‘pluralist’ position bring with them alternative understandingprofgressin the field.
The stylized ‘mainstreaming’ position is confident in politisalence’s capacity to
improve progressively its intellectual technologies over timeséeh, the stock of
secure social scientific knowledge is improved. The advantageairistreaming’ as
a strategy is precisely that it exposes scholars of thetcEthe most advanced
techniques available. Empirical advancement is inevitable, particidarce such
techniques provide insurance that appropriate levels of analyticatafge are
achieved (i.e. the EU is not reduced to the status of a sihght the other end of the
scale, ‘pluralists’ (some of whom — particular strands of postmodeience in
particular — are actively hostile to the disciplining notion of Qquess’) are cautious
about bold claims of advancement, particularly if they amount tmagts that some
traditions of work should be discounted as useless. A pluralist take stuttyeof EU
politics would imagine the productive coexistence of multiple approgelaes with
its own internal understanding of scholarly advancement. Thiwte threatens a
kind of intellectual ‘Balkanization’, where a series of acadetmibes co-exist, but
rarely communicate (Jupille, 2006). The solution — from a plural@sice — is to
facilitate communication without imposing one tribe’s version of hesearch is

justified and evaluated.

Social science and the study of EU politics

The two models rather obviously have different understandings of theskiafl(
social science we need to know in order to study EU politicsdé&finition, the
‘mainstreaming’ pole of the continuum takes the view that the am#tbrhnainstream

of political science supplies the reference stock for the acldlthe EU. Scholars
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should be ‘trained’ according to the standard manuals of (US) graciuatges (for
example, King, Keohane and Verba, 1994), be acquainted with the dtastin how
to provide rigour to case based empirical work (for example Bettes, 1998),
understand the latest formal and statistical techniques and drpmaiizs from the
best research published in the world’s leading political sciencagtsuwhich in all
likelihood will investigate cases other than the EU). As these si@pnead and
become embedded, so progressive research programs on EU politicslieallynbi
linked to other research programs — will emerge and empirical lkedgel will

advance.

The alternative position imagines that wide and eclectic rgashiould inform the
study of EU politics. It distrusts the secure foundations at&ttd standard political
science by the ‘mainstreamers’, and perhaps draws attentionrytdoraad meta-
developments across intellectual life that closed Kuhnian communitiss
(Manners, 2003). Inevitably this becomes an argument for multi-endiatiplinarity
(Cini, 2006; Rumford and Murray, 2003) and places its advocates towards the
‘complexity’ side of what Colin Hay (2002: 34-37) labels the ‘pamigrcomplexity
trade off. But it also forces us to examine arguments thateddsof privileging
discipline-based knowledge production, actively celebrate studiekeopdrticular’.
These arguments in turn are not comfortable with ideas such as Babes’ maxim
that ‘area studies has failed to generate scientific knowldd§86: 1), seeing them
as imperializing interventions on behalf of particular approachasngdn, 1997).
Pure disciplinarity brings with it a search for global/universal lafygolitical motion.
This assumes priori, that localities/regions are, at a crucial level, cwitextbound
and subject to particularistic dynamics (Appadurai, 1996). This @xdebate has
been particularly important to discussions about European studies imitbe Btates
(Calhoun, 2003), where expectations brought by disciplinarity normshbeereread
as threats to the nurturing of area and regional expertise@dik, 1999; Rosenthal,
1999).

Understanding the course of the study of EU politics
It follows, of course, that quite different readings of the histdrizU studies follow
from the various oppositions that emerge from alternative models sfutlg of EU

politics. For example, an assumption of the progressive advancemgualitafal
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science over time carries the axiological consequence thatlilies is in detter
place now than it was in the past, precisely because of thetr@cival into the field
of advancedechniques. It is not just the structure of the narrative, but itdes\des
which is at stake. As we move towards the ‘mainstreaming’ posgmthe story of
the study of EU politics comes to be more and more about appficatipolitical
science to the EU, at the expense of other starting points. Invetings, it is easy to
slip into a way of telling history that (a) places the ‘pn¢'sas thetelosto which all
hitherto existing theory leads and (b) treats earlier phasegodd as necessarily
‘prototypical of the present’ (Gunnell, 2005: 597). Conventional (textbook) ivasat
of IR have been criticised precisely because of this tendewegrds ‘presentism’
(Schmidt, 1998, 2002; Smith, 2000b; Williams, 2005; Weever, 2003). Thus the oft
heard claim that IR is about the problem of inter-state wavedgtexcludes work
from the canon that is not premised on the discussion of this topic-d&titation
produces a narrative (and polices the discipline’s borders) in thaysonfirm the
authority of that auto-definition. The same is true of IR’s themaktanon, where
recent scholarship suggests that the linear link (assumed by bo#aliste and their
critics) between realism and neorealism is dependent on sericgsnsirual and
simplification of the breadth and substance of classical rediighgs (Murray, 1997;
Williams, 2005). Claims about the past of the field are — in effeobves that frame
notions of disciplinary and theoretical authenticity in the presBm¢ story of the
field is likely to be told differently by observers with divetages on the present state
of the art. Three ways of organising the state of knowledge in EUicpolre

presented here.

The first is to map theoretical change against empirttahge. The presumption here

is that there is and should be a close relationship between @&utlyeof EU politics

and (b) the ‘real world’ conduct of that politics and the instituticuaitexts within
which it takes place. Thus Jeffrey Anderson (1995) argues thabgpesition
between neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism is renderedoyet sterile by

the growing complexity of the EU from the 1980s on. The ‘old’ theopiesluce
‘narrow puzzles that differ only at the margins and that &mkirical and theoretical
reach’ (Anderson, 1995: 455). The solution is to turn to tools from comparative
political economy (theories of negotiating and bargaining), rdtiohaice theory,

policy analysis (policy network analysis) and political scienftbe new
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institutionalisms). Diez and Wiener’s (2004) classification ofteébry relies upon a
three phase movement, where each phase is defined by a macrowhitiein turn
corresponds to a particular phases in the EU’s history. The first phaselselesship
seeking to ‘explain integration’ (1960s onwards) following the foundingtibeal he
second phase (from the mid-1980s) is organised around the analygtwefance’
and the EU polity (following the SEA). The third phase (from the 199akglled
‘constructing the EU’ reflects the important appearance of naistist analysis, but
also addresses the important normative and constitutional implicafioesent treaty
reforms. In a slightly different light, Keeler (2005) divides Etlidies into three
phases in which the fortunes of academic work wax and wane in aiantvany
with the fortunes of the EU: the ‘launch era’, where the engimtiver was the
Treaty of Rome (and presumably the Treaty of Paris befprand debate was
organised around the opposition between neofunctionalist and intergoverishenta
theories of integration; the ‘doldrums’ era after the ‘empty rchesis’ in which
theoretical work stagnated and grand theorising became a no-gm &W®astudies;
and the renaissance/boom era that followedr¢fence of integration from the mid-
1980s:°

A second common way of thinking about the evolution of EU studies invdhees t
organization of classifications of the present field in ways i#ligt upon a kind of
intellectual ‘throat clearing’ in which the history of EU studjesst is reconstructed.
This is very commonplace in the EU studies literature, so ongapfominent and
interestingly contrasting examples are offered here. Simon(2085) presents the
field in the here and now as clustered into three broad schools: | libera
intergovernmentalism (LI - as elaborated by Moravcsik), aorament of approaches
that share the central concept of ‘governance’, and rational dnet@etionalism. Of
course, these are hardly functional equivalents. LI is — to all intents and purposes — the
intellectual project of a single scholar (Schimmelfennig, 20p4yhereas the
governance school is a loose coalition of sub-schools with variablerapisgical
commitments. Meanwhile rational choice institutionalism is charsed by a rather

more coherent intellectual community that intervenes in the stuBY politics from

16 Keeler's conclusions follow a quantitative anadysf dissertation production and journal article
production between 1960 and 2001 rather than dgsasaf changing theoretical trends.

7 As Schimmelfennig (2004: 75) rightly notes, LI ees out of the rationalist (liberal) institutioisal
tradition in IR (see also Rosamond, 2000: 142).
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the epicentre of US political science. These three approachewveldkeir status as
inductees into the present state of the art because thegeweprepartures from at
least one of two errors of previous work. In the first place, eastams the potential

to generateestablepropositions in the empirical context of the EU — a deep problem
of EU studies past (see also Moravcsik, 1997, 1998). Second, each dirdbe t
represents an escape from the disciplinary straitjackeé®,ofvhich cast the study of
EU politics as a series of puzzles about ‘integration’, whencintfie EU had come to
function as a polity/political system (on which, see Hix 1994; 1996). fMbet
obvious casualty oboth the move away from IRand the appeal for rigorous
academic standards is neofunctionalism. As Moravcsik notes, ‘[{|@58 to the late
1980s, neofunctionalism was the only game in town’ (Moravcsik, 2005: 357). In
many ways the neofunctionalist scholars were responsible her tatality of
integration theory for much of the 1960s and 1970&herefore, to deny
neofunctionalism a place at the contemporary table is to cast very serious ddwt on t

credentials of the entire field’s past.

Hooghe (2001) lists three contenders as rival ‘macrotheoretic’ méolethe study
of EU politics — united by (the political scientific) aspicatito produce comparative
insights across cases. They are LI, a revised version of néohalsm (associated
with Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998) and multi-level governance (Mb@)is a
slightly revised version of the position developed earlier by the Mtk@ol, where
MLG is presented as an emerging and coherent rival to LI (Marks, HamghBlank,
1996). As such MLG seems, initially at least, to have displaced remfnalism as
the main pole of non-intergovernmentalist thinking on the EU. MLG schulars
very keen to show how their approach spoke directly to the chanagfngerof the EU
(Marks, Hooghe and Blank, 1996: 373), where new, multi-layered, multidlctior
modes of governance made the simplistic, two-level game imagéryappear both
empirically sterile and analytically limited (Marlet al, 1996). Moreover, the MLG
literature on European integration was but a small segmemivader analytical and
normative literature found in local government studies, public policglyais,
comparative federalism and IR on the changing forms and spesialit governance
(Hooghe and Marks, 2003).

18 The significance of this point will vary with thetent to which neofunctionalism is understood as a
static theory (see below and Rosamond, 2005).
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In contrast, Mark Pollack (2005a, 2005b) prefers to depict the statee cart as
consisting of three coexistent communities, within which the degfegcholarly
consensus varies from fundamental metatheoretical disagreetmehts practice of
something resembling a Kuhnian ‘normal science’. The first ofethgesthe (IR)
debate between rationalist-constructivisppproaches which Pollack sees as
displacing the rivalry between the two classical ration#iisbries(neofunctionalism
and intergovernmentalismj.Pollack’s second community finds a ‘spiritual home’ in
EUP (Pollack, 2005b: 370) and clusters together those scholars who have bheught
tools of (mainstream rationalist) comparative political scigondeear upon the study
of legislative, executive and judicial politics of the EU. This kvproceeds via the
maxims of ‘normal science’ and quite obviously builds upon insights from
mainstreamAmerican political science about aspects AMmerican politics. More
diverse, potentially less rationalist and certainly less ‘Acaer is the group of public
policy, ideational and social theoretic approaches which utilee doncept of
‘governance’ (on the growth of the concept see van Kersbergen and aanulan,
2004). The development of these three traditions in EU studies, oncesagaen as

a vast improvement upon the analytical blind alley of neofunctionalisrsus

intergovernmentalism.

The third narrative of evolution of the study of EU politics follovag tsecond’s
implicit progressivism — but others are much more explicit irr ttlaims that the EU
is in a far superior state of health now than in was in the st often than not,
this move cites as the primary drivers of this new rigour tloeviy of formal and
statistical modelling in EU studies and the appearance of warloplealy subscribes
to the theory building norms of US political science. Following ghblication of
Moravcsik’s The Choice for EuropéMoravcsik, 1998), Caporaso maintains that
[s]tandards that apply in other sub-fields, for example, with retgarelsearch design,
data collection, and analysis, are more likely to extend to rdgimegration studies
also (Caporaso, 1999: 161). In a jointly authored paper, one of the editor® dfdsU
written that ‘[n]eoinstitutionalist research has played a aéntole in the

9 Haas (2004: xvii, fn.5) remarked on the metathiécaksimilarity between neofunctionalism and LI.
Both constructivists and rationalists seem keeridion neofunctionalism for their own side of the
divide (see Borzel, 2006).
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professionalisatiorof EU politics, and it does not seem inconceivable that the sub-
field will become an exporter of new analytical tools rathantthe passive importer

it has been for decades’ (Schneider and Aspinwall, 2001: 177, my emplesis
McLean, welcoming the arrival of game theoretic work and theofis®cial choice

into EU studies, reflects that ‘[flor the first three decadiethe existence of the EU
and its predecessor organizations, almost all social scieacatuite on it of which |

am aware waspurely descriptive’ (McLean, 2003: 499, my emphasis). Keith
Dowding (2000) writes approvingly of rational choice institutionahsirk asthe

‘normal science’ of EU studies.

It should be quite clear from the foregoing that these disciplinigtgries narrate the
evolution of the study of EU politics in often quite distinct wayshaps reflecting a
particular theoretical or social scientific preferencated in thegpresent Having said
that, there does seem to be some common ground — around the likestlod (a)
existence of a period of theoretical decline/stagnation thatcided with the
Communities’ own crises/Eurosclerosis of the 1960s and 1970s, (b) phecdiment
of IR in general and neofunctionalism in particular, (c) the t@s prominence quite
recently of comparative politics and governance approaches, andjéteeal sense
of improvement and progress in the field that some associdtetiatinsertion of
rigour and a logic of ‘mainstreaming’ into a hitherto ‘backwardd aghettoized’
field.

‘Internalist’ and ‘externalist’ accounts of EU studies

What also follows from these narratives of EU studies histoaniunderstanding that
changes in the object of study (the EU) have accounted for thgisgamatomy of
the field in terms of the theoretical traditions and scholartyiraunities that populate
it. As Ole Weever (2003) notes, the intellectual evolution of a feelaften thought of
as being closely tied to developments within the object of study. iThaght be
argued that the trajectory of EU studies in general its thlieakerepertoire in
particular is a function of the changing nature of the EU owee.tiSo to pick out
some random examples, neofunctionalism might be read as an intdliegpression
of the strategies employed by European elites that were eetbodithe Schuman
Declaration of 1950 and the subsequent institutional design of theGzargnunities.

Similarly, the appearance of intergovernmental critigues andctfiapse of the
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neofunctionalist project appear to be reactions to the growing itigibfl national
executives and intergovernmental institutional expressions in the Caitgrsystem
from the mid-1960s. The increasing tendency of current literatwenieptualise the
EU as a political system can be traced to the obvious saliertbe &U as a supplier
of authoritative outputs and the attendant complexity of the mutir-aalicy process
that surrounds the EU'’s institutions. Finally, the rapid recent growsudies of the
external dimensions of European integration may seem an obvious congegu@)c
the growth of foreign, security and defence policy agendas and cormipsigb) the
emerging status of the Euro as an alternative reserve cyragr (c) the widening
issue base of international trade that has forced issuesr@bdzun integration (such
as the Common Agricultural Policy) onto the agenda of the WorlddeTra

Organisation.

Following Weaever (2003 and Schmidt, 1998), there are two variants of such a
externalist position. The first celebrates this process @patdisciplinary progress
in which EU studies has drawn valuable lessons from its objestudfy though a
process of intellectual ‘catch-up’. From this stance, it ipamative that EU remains
an academic expression of the ‘real world’ of European integratiah ElU
governance. Therefore, approaches to the EU that no longer ‘it’ edbgct are
candidates for disposal, although there may be cases whereteanesthis merited if
the tide of integration shifts back in the direction of certaispectives. The second
position is rather more critical. Here scholarship is interragfeits potential to act
as the intellectual legitimation of particular ideologies assed with the object of
study. A good example from EU studies is to be found in Alan Milveaud Vibeke
Sgrensen’s energetic critique of neofunctionalism, where the latjgortrayed as
both (a) a Cold War theory offering an intellectual justifimatfor US foreign policy
priorities of the 1950s and (b) an attractive set of categorieght®® emerging
supranational European elite to deploy in defence of their cllomthe growth of
Community-level governance capacity (Milward and Sgrensen, 1993|sse®/ hite,
2003).

Weever maintains that ‘external explanations can sometimes ..belter at
accounting for the overall directions of change [in a field], but tieen never explain

the form that theory takes’ (2003: 5). So, for example, institutioreghigtoaches may

26



appear to sit well with the broad treaty-induced and path dependtatnpof EU
politics, but this cannot explain whgtional choiceinstitutionalism (for example) has
been applied so readily to the EU and why rationalist epistemesl@ge claimed to
offer the basis for a coherent research programme that bdogggher the various
insights of the three institutionalisms (Schneider and Aspinwall, )2@@dllack’s
(2005a, 2005b) ascription of the term ‘normal science’ to a body of catijework
on the EU is highly appropriate because it proceeds from a skax#d axioms about
the construction, evaluation and epistemological foundations of reseahoth w
together constitute measures of ‘quality’ that apply espgocvwthin the dominant
circuits of US political science. If work aspires to the ‘kitark’ of quality (with all
that implies), then it is barely surprising that so much emgrgmerican work on
EU politics conforms to this tradition.

Weever’'s distinction between ‘externalist’ and ‘internalistadimgs of disciplinary
history resonates with Wolfgang Wessels’ (2006) discussion dffaclbrs (from the
EU) and ‘push’ factors (from the discipline) that together atdrivers of the
changing shape of EU studies. Any proper discussion of the stuBY @olitics
needs to understand both of these dimensions. Indeed, the ‘external’/gmgsh
‘internal’/’pull” framework gives us a useful way into criticanalysis of the various
extant formal and informal disciplinary histories of EU studleslso shows how
academic work operates within certain ‘conditions of possibilitgyegned by both
its object and the sociology of academic enquiry at different points in timehd\i&ls
also recognise that ‘external’/’push’ and ‘internal’/’pull’ fact do not operate
independently of one another.

Put simply, how we read the evolution of the EU is a function ofirtedlectual
lenses we use. The description of the EU at particular monmeitsshistory is an act
that cannot occur independently of arpriori conceptual vocabulary that facilitates
that description. Thus the EU can be defined in ways that favour eitéwedard
political science treatments or less orthodox, cross disciplirar ‘critical
approaches (on the latter, see Geyer, 2003). Moreover, description€tf Hre also
oftenre-descriptions of a particular phase in the EU’s history frgroiat where new
disciplinary conditions of possibility apply. A good example, is thespmption of

the period of ‘Eurosclerosis’ betweetsirca 1966 and 1985 — a period whose
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‘bookends’ are the empty chair crisis and the Luxembourg compromibe i1960s
and the publication of the Commission’s White Paper on the internéetma the
1980s. Daniel Wincott (1995) shows how an intergovernmentalist readirige of
Communities, with its expectation that key integration moments csneith grand
member-state bargains, is bound to construct this period as bexdase it brackets
as insignificant everyday institutional interaction and key atjsrisprudence by the

European Court of Justice (see Christiansen and Jgrgensen, 1999; Weiler, 1991).

Keeler's (2005) discovery of a ‘doldrums’ period in academicarebeon European
integration that coincides with the ‘Eurosclerosis’ period is goomant finding, but
it might show a prevailingerceptionamongst established scholars and prospective
doctoral students, armed as they were with particular intellet#oanologies, that
there were few (perhaps no) interesting academic puzzledemésvithin the
Communities. That perception relies upon a description and the desciriptiom
may represent the limitations of the political scienceheftime, rather than anything
inherent within the Community system. At the time, one prominent aclodlthe
Community system was arguing that de Gaulle’s interventionrs wet brakes on
integration, but rather attempts to re-calibrate the nuarfctee dalance of policy-
making forces within an already institutionalized Community modeldperg, 1996;
see also Inglehart, 1967). Pushed to its post-positivist limitstypes of argument
leads to complex arguments about the co-constitution of subject and. @&ievee
Smith discussed the application of ‘rationalist’ theory to Europesegiation as
follows: ‘far from being the explanatory theory that it claito be, instead provides a
political and normative account of European integration whereby (pesgithations
of how to explain a given “reality” in factonstitute the reality of European

integration’ (2000a: 33, emphasis added; see also Bailey, 1996).

Figure 1 offers a broad framework for engaging with standaapdinary histories of
EU studies/the study of EU politics. It places emphasis on thertance of and the
interaction between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ drivers of theldis development. It
adds a third driver, which is identified explicitly by Lieskidéboghe (2001). She
suggests that the appearance from the 1980s of comparative pofigescteon the
EU had much to do with the fact that systematic EU-leath dets were created and

became available to the academic community. Thus the archive obd&ameter
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data, the appearance (from 1979) of European Parliament electarandhthe vast
amounts of material generated by the Commission through Eurostatiaeasource
that allowed scholars of a particular inclination to utilise the(&r parts of it) as a
case. This important observation reinforces the point, developed albarequr
objects of study do not exist independently of our readings of thesolpushes the
idea that objects of study are responsible for defitignselvesn ways that allow
academic analysis. To this should be added the array of sugporEd) studies
research and pedagogy that were identified earlier in thepter. Thus the
‘knowability’ of the EU to political science is something thaveleps and changes

over time.

Figure 1: A framework for critical disciplinary history of EU studies

‘INTERNAL’ —— = = —p ‘EXTERNAL’
‘Push’ from ‘Pull’ from the
political/social EU system;
science/EU developments in
studies dynamics European
(concepts, integration/EU
methods, governance.
epistemologies); THE STUDY
sociology of OF EU POLITICS
knowledge
factors. 1

CONSTITUTION
BY THE
‘OBJECT’

EU supports for the
growth of research and
pedagogy; making the

EU ‘knowable’

How then, might such a framework be used to make an intervention aisthession
of the development of work on EU politics? The foregoing ought ggesst that it is
very difficult to write singular histories of the field and tharhaps the task of

intellectual historians to perform a kind of ‘double reading’ whestisting accounts

29



are exposed to critical scrutiny in light of the framework @nésd here. This might
involve the identification and evaluation of the types of moves tleat@ade in the
writing of stories of the field, not simply to judge the empirigkusibility of those

moves (for example, is the rejection of neofunctionalism justified when weadesthe

original neofunctionalist texts?), but also to understand the reasons why sativena
moves are made in the first place (for example, does thaiogj@f neofunctionalism
clear the way for certain claims about the appropriate thealesttope of the field in

the present?).

For illustrative purposes, the remainder of this chapter is déuotthe interrogation
of two broad and recurrent claims, which tend to point an accusataygr fat
neofunctionalism (see also Rosamond, 2005): (a) the idea that the study of Ed politi
has moved beyond the sterility of IR and (b) the idea that EUestyast was
characterised by unrigorous descriptive work that had no potentialthier

achievement of analytical leverage.

It is certainly true that Ernst Haas understood his own coordi(etéelsby extension
those of neofunctionalism) as lying within a series of reaurtB debates (Haas,
2004: xiv; Kreisler, 2000). But — crucially — Haas’s project involveshaking the
prevailing realist and liberal wisdoms from two flanks: one emgdirgnd the other
epistemological-methodological. The second of these was directlyecohto a
commitment the professionalized norms of standard contemporaneousapolitic
science (Ruggieet al, 2005). This casts doubt on any attempt to classify
neofunctionalist work with the (in this case) pejorative label Bf.'Haas (2001)
described such acts of labelling as ‘silly’. Indeed, Haas andeabinctionalists drew
much breath from the growth of pluralist political science in ti$e This meant not
only that integration and the emergent EU system were conceiathlagous to the
operation of domestic pluralist polities, but also that the standartieafy building
(the specification of variables and the postulation of testable hygasthevere
mainstream and — by the standards of the time — highly sophidti¢htkis was IR,
then it was IR that operated at political science’s cuttidge (see in particular the
contributions to Lindberg and Scheingold, 1971).
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Much of the integration theory project of the 1960s and 1970s was actoatlycted
largely in terms of a nuanced conversatamongneofunctionalists. The scattered
intergovernmentalist critiques (particularly that of Hoffmann, 1966s so that of
Hansen, 1969) were taken very seriously. For example, the authafaté to the
second edition of The Uniting of Europe (Haas, 1968) worked through
intergovernmentalist objections and provided a clear statement afinotiohalist
propositions. These in turn reflected the significant work done rwittine
neofunctionalist circle on the importance of background conditions (inclsdicigtal
pluralism) as variables to explain both the initiation and the embgdii regional
integration. One of the potential consequences of posing the thabpetst in terms
of the titanic clash between two grand theories is the likelihoodbibi will be
posed in simplistic, stylized and static terms. Neofunctionalssoften reduced to a
set of propositions about the salience of non-state actors angrithacy of the
spillover dynamic, which inevitably directs attention away ftbe neofunctionalists’
extensive work on background conditions, societal pluralism prior to andnwithi
regional orders, and the significance of knowledge and cognition imtiagration

process (see Rosamond, 2005; Schmitter, 2004 for summary and discussion).

This raises questions of what neofunctionalism was actually abéeliieve in it
heyday. It is a commonplace to assume that the theory didnfiite than uncover

(i.e. describe) a series of local dynamics in the Europeangsettid thereby lost any
potential for analytical leverage and comparative potential. Yétastbeen argued
that neofunctionalism provided effective accounts of how and why int@gnaight

not take off or succeed in particular contexts (a theorgiightegrationas well as
integration — Schmitter, 2004). Indeed Haas and Schmitter (1964) argusdxdy
neofunctionalist premises (although not necessarily those faniliastandard
representations) to successfully predict thgure of Latin American integration.
Also, the idea that scholars have only recently begun to think about the EU in political
systemic terms must come under scrutiny when the Eastoniaeno@d work of
Leon Lindberg (1965, 1966, 1967: Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970) began to take

shape some 40 years ago.

Intergovernmentalism too suffers from caricature. One of tls¢ dirticles inEUP

announced that ‘[D]espite some refinements, European integration tlstiiry
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revolves around the debate betwemprealismand neofunctionalism’ (Schmidt,
2000: 39, emphasis added)Yhe bottling of Moravcsik (and for that matter Hoffmann
before him) as ‘neorealist’ helps to discursively construct tassical terms of
engagement in EU studies as hopelessly entrapped in an unproductredlEnatic.

In so doing, it also misunderstands both (a) the nuances of Hoffmann’s
intergovernmentalism (about which Hoffmann, 1989, 1995 has written in sdeig de
and (b) the important neo-liberal institutionalist turn in IR thpEtvened Moravcsik’s
liberal intergovernmentalist work on European integration. Neolibesétutionalism
has stood for at least decade and a half as the primisigato neorealist IR in the US
debate. As indicted already, Moravcsik's work is as indebted tosthedard
(American) political science norms of the 1990s as Haas'swimse of the 1960s.
And, while the full range of intellectual technologies (formaddelling, statistical
and mathematical techniques etc) may have changed, the baseptpreof
mainstream political science appear to be rather more gkaiser, 1965; de Vree,
1972).

Interestingly in his last essay on European integration Etaas (2004) undertook a
rare exercise by attempting re-read neofunctionalism througleropotary lenses.
This thought experiment classified neofunctionalist theory aseepabgically ‘soft
rationalist’ and via the elaboration of a ‘pragmatic constructigistology, sought to
show how a revised form of neofunctionalism could enter into dialogihesame of
the softer variants of constructivism and sociological institulisma For the most
part, complex evolving theoretical movements like neofunctionalsi58-1976)
are not subject to the kind of scrutiny that would allow such contemyppaaallels to
be made. While statements of the presarquis academiqueften follow from
honest attempts to develop analytical leverage and avoid vaiougeneristraps,
they might contribute to a situation where the analytical potesitia€ofunctionalism
(revised or otherwise) is never properly investigated. And bedhes@tegration
theory/neofunctionalism project is associated with a misconceiwedevelop a
predictive science of regional integration studies out of inductieek von the
European case, a failure to reinvestigate the credentiale dhéory might act as a
potential block on the study of European integration re-entering tba af
comparative studies of regional orders (see Warleigh, chapt#rtB®& volume). It is

not simply the case that neofunctionalismas influenced by the interaction of
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‘external’ and ‘internal’ drivers of the field during its periofl pre-eminence. The
way in which neofunctionalism — and integration theory more gegerail$ placed

within disciplinary histories of EU studiésinfluenced by the same factors.

Conclusions

This chapter has sought to show that the way in which we coribusvolution of
scholarly engagement with EU politics is a far from banar@se. Indeed as a
dynamic field characterised by vibrant debate over epistemdlogyry and method,
it is perhaps a sign of health that the past is so frequentlyraoresl as a series of
propositions that carry implications for the present. There dearlg many
conceptions of what constitutes ‘scientific progress’ in EU studies. Thittlsare are
some dangers of buying into such classifications without crigieghgement. Claims
about history are claims about the present and, as such, may mgvdhin them
logics of ‘necessity’ and ‘appropriateness’. These in turn (@ously or
unconsciously) shape the parameters of possible enquiry in waysnitiat be
consistent with the ‘mainstreaming’ ideal type outlined above. Bue tisealso an
interesting yet under-researched relationship between the obgadgf(EU politics)
and the way we as scholars seek to interpret, analyse arnibdet As such, it is
important to recognise the dynamic qualities of fields like Eldliss, not simply in
terms of evolution and change, but also in terms of how the ways westardeEU
politics connect with and feed back into our broader social scieptiéigccupations.
There are also pedagogical issues here because the whigcinwe conceptualise the
field’s history is intimately connected to how we describe tlel'8 present in terms
of disciplinary location, key puzzles and relevant literature. Untassour intention
to devise a completely ‘mainstreamed’ EU studies that obeydidchens of Kuhnian
‘normal science’, then one interesting way of keeping the vibrantteletimut the

nature of the field open would be to throw the question back at our students.
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