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 Review of International Studies (1994), 20, 349-367 Printed in Great Britain

 The historiography of academic
 international relations*
 BRIAN C. SCHMIDT

 Throughout the 1980s and continuing into the 1990s the academic discipline of
 international relations has witnessed a prolonged period of intense intellectual
 ferment about the contemporary identity of the field. The significance of this
 academic controversy is evidenced by the designation that it most fundamentally
 represents the discipline's third 'Great Debate'.1 The importance of the third
 debate to a field characteristically immune from meta-theoretical self-reflection has
 been aptly acknowledged by those who recognize the changed nature of philo
 sophical and theoretical inquiry in the post-positivist age.2 The variety of con
 tending classifications that have been put forth to elucidate the overall character
 of the third debate is but another indication of the considerable importance that
 scholars have attached to the outcome of this dispute as we approach the next

 millennium.3
 For the purpose of this article, I want to emphasize a notable lacuna that

 participants of the third debate have failed to examine adequately. Most funda
 mentally, I want to suggest that an important aspect of the debate is to remind
 ourselves that the very designation 'third debate' implies that the disciplinary
 history of academic international relations contains at least two earlier 'great
 debates.' The fact that there has been so little attention directed to the field's earlier

 history is unfortunate given that there appears to be little disagreement that the
 capacity to examine the contemporary nature of an intellectual discipline is
 inseparable from an understanding of the intellectual roots from which it evolved.

 * I wish to thank Richard Little and the referees of the Review for their comments and suggestions
 on an earlier draft of this article. I am grateful to Walter Goldstein for encouraging me to submit
 this essay and especially to John G. Gunnell who, in addition to reading and providing helpful
 comments and editorial assistance on numerous earlier versions of this essay, has been a continual
 source of inspiration and support.

 1 On the third debate in general, see Ray Maghroori and Bennett Ramberg, Globalism Versus
 Realism: International Relations Third Debate (Boulder, 1982); Michael Banks, 'The Inter-Paradigm
 Debate', in Margot Light and A. J. R. Groom (eds.), International Relations A Handbook of
 Current Theory (London, 1985); Michael Banks, 'Where We Are Now', Review of International
 Studies, 11 (1985), pp. 215-33; Jim George, 'International Relations and the Search for Thinking
 Space: Another View of the Third Debate', International Studies Quarterly, 33 (1989), pp. 269-79.

 2 See Yosef Lapid, 'The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory in a Post-Positivist
 Era', International Studies Quarterly, 33 (1989), pp. 235-54.

 3 While the 'third debate' has been characteristically defined as an inter-paradigm debate, there are
 recent alternative conceptualizations of the debate. For example, see V. Spike Peterson,
 'Transgressing Boundaries: Theories of Knowledge, Gender and International Relations',

 Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 21 (1992), pp. 183-206 and Steve Smith, 'The Forty
 Years' Detour: The Resurgence of Normative Theory in International Relations', Millennium:
 Journal of International Studies, 21 (1992), pp. 489-506.
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 350 Brian C. Schmidt

 Yet the literature and concerns associated with the third debate do not give
 due attention to the field's earlier disciplinary history. This article explores the
 historiography of academic international relations; that is, both the writing of the
 history of the field and the methodological principles involved in that writing. The
 article will include a critical review of some of the recent landmark accounts that

 have been offered to explain the disciplinary history of the field. I will argue that
 these historical accounts are plagued by historiographical problems that obstruct
 our ability to reconstruct the actual history of the discipline.

 To be more specific, the review of the historical literature will reveal two
 pervasive historiographical errors. The first error involves a fundamental confusion
 between an analytical and a historical tradition. The consequence is the mistaken
 belief that the contemporary configuration of the discipline can be explained by a
 continuous tradition that reaches back to classical Athens and extends forward to

 the present. The second error stems from the contextual premise that events within
 world politics have had a determinative and causal effect upon the development
 of the discipline. After demonstrating the inadequacies of these approaches to
 explaining the history of the field, I offer an alternative approach to disciplinary
 history that I describe as an internal discursive history. One of the purposes of the
 analysis is to encourage reflection on the contemporary configuration and identity
 of the discipline by adopting a historical perspective with respect to some of the
 assumptions, theories and practices of the discipline.

 The historiography of international relations

 In 1966, Martin Wight wrote a celebrated essay in which he stated that 'it can be
 argued that international theory is marked, not only by paucity but also by
 intellectual and moral poverty'.4 In seeking an explanation for why there was such
 a quantitative and qualitative contrast between political theory, understood as
 speculation about the state, and international relations theory, Wight insisted that
 it was a manifestation of two internal factors: 'the intellectual prejudice imposed by
 the sovereign state' and the fact that 'international politics differ from domestic
 politics in being less susceptible of a progressivist interpretation'.5 Notwithstanding
 the increasingly indefensible basis of his bifurcation between domestic and inter
 national theory, Wight's recognition of the importance of internal factors for
 explaining the condition of international theory is instructive as we turn to examine
 the historiography of academic international relations. There have been very few
 attempts by either scholars within the field or by intellectual historians to examine
 systematically the history of international relations as an academic discipline.
 Earlier attempts, such as those by E.H. Carr and Kenneth Thompson, to reveal the
 history of the ideas that have come to inform 'the science of international politics'
 or 'the main currents of an American approach to International Politics' do not

 4 Martin Wight, 'Why is there no International Theory?', in Herbert Butterfield and Martin Wight
 (eds.), Diplomatic Investigations: Essays in the Theory of International Politics (London, 1966), p. 20.

 5 Wight, 'Why is there no International Theory?', p. 20, 26.
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 really provide an exception to the reluctance of international relations scholars to
 investigate systematically their past.6 These general synoptic accounts were not
 intended to provide a disciplinary history of academic international relations, and
 difficulties are created when these accounts are taken as historical descriptions of
 the development of the field.

 The few accounts that do attempt to describe the intellectual history of academic
 international relations are so readily and uncritically accepted that scholars have
 not deemed it necessary to investigate further the substantive history of the field.
 There are also problems with the underlying historiographical assumptions that
 inform these accounts. These assumptions entail a host of interpretive biases that
 have contributed to numerous methodological difficulties in writing about the
 history of the field. These difficulties are largely due to the fact that disciplinary
 history in international relations, like many of the other social sciences, is closely
 aligned with the purposes of legitimation and critique; that is, history has been cast
 to support or undermine a particular rendition of the current or desired state of the
 discipline. One manifestation of this syndrome is the prevalent idea that the history
 of international relations can be explained in terms of what Hedley Bull identified
 as 'three successive waves of theoretical activity:' the 'idealists' of the 1920s and
 early 1930s, the 'realists' that 'developed in reaction to them in the late 1930s early
 1940s' and the behaviouralists or 'social scientific theories of the late 1950s and

 1960s'.7 Bull is merely one representative of the popular view that the substantive
 history of the field can be explained in terms of successive idealist, realist and
 behavioural periods. John Vasquez, for example, alleges that 'the twentieth-century
 history of international relations inquiry can be roughly divided into three stages:
 the idealist phase; the realist tradition, and the "behavioural" revolt'.8 Rather than
 initially demonstrating the deficiencies of this image of the history of the field, I
 begin by undertaking a critical examination of the assumptions informing dis
 ciplinary histories in international relations.

 Traditions: analytical and historical

 A casual reading of the international relations literature in academic journals,
 scholarly books and textbooks reveals the pervasiveness of references to the idea
 that there are epic traditions of international thought that connect ancient and

 modern writers and thus have given rise to coherent schools of thought or
 paradigms such as realism. It is surprising that even with all of the controversy
 surrounding the competition between paradigms, that many argue distinguishes the
 third debate in international relations, the historical emergence of these competing

 6 See E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939 (New York, 1969) and Kenneth W.
 Thompson, Political Realism and the Crisis of World Politics (Princeton, 1960).

 7 Hedley Bull, 'The Theory of International Politics, 1919-1969', in Brian Porter (ed.), The
 Aberystwyth Papers: International Politics 1919-1969 (London, 1972), p. 33.

 8 John A. Vasquez, The Power of Power Politics: A Critique (New Brunswick, 1983), p. 13.
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 traditions of thought has not received much careful attention.9 The idea that
 ancient traditions of thought have been carried over and continued in the academic
 study of international relations serves as an unreflective orthodox regulative ideal
 for research and teaching. No where does the idea of the existence of a venerable
 tradition of thought have more acceptance than in the field of political theory.

 Wight, for example, held that there was no mistaking the meaning of political
 theory, for as everyone knows, it is 'the tradition of speculation and the body of
 writings about the state from Plato to Laski'.10 Regardless of the different manner
 that political theory scholars such as Leo Strauss, Eric Voegelin and Sheldon Wolin
 have portrayed the historical development of political theory, the existence of a
 'great tradition' that began in ancient Greece and continued to at least the time of

 Karl Marx is one that they all embraced, and this idea is widely accepted in the
 field of international relations. R. B. J. Walker has suggested that one of the
 reasons for the belief that international relations theory stands outside the concerns
 of political theory stems from dubious claims about 'the tradition'.11

 The idea of there being a great tradition of political thought that is at one and
 the same time both the subject-matter and the actual history of academic political
 theory has been a focal point of John Gunnell's criticisms of the contemporary
 nature of academic political theory. It is informative to discuss briefly the
 difficulties that Gunnell has identified with the idea of a great tradition before
 turning to international relations where the assumptions are strikingly similar.

 Gunnell has insisted that what is commonly taken to be 'the tradition' of political
 theory, consisting of the conventional chronology of classic works from Plato to

 Marx, is nothing more than what he terms the 'myth of the tradition or the
 imposition on the framework of the classic works of an elaborate story of the rise
 and fall of political theory and the implications of these events for the modern
 age'.12 It is important to be clear about the central point that Gunnell is making
 with respect to the existence of 'the tradition', for much of the confusion about his
 position rests upon the issue of the criteria that would be needed to intellectually
 verify the existence of a tradition.13 Gunnell does not argue that there is no such
 thing as a Western tradition of political ideas or that there are no discernible
 traditions of political thought. He does, however, insist that the grand narrative

 meaning that is imposed upon the classic canon as a whole is a myth.
 Fundamental to the origin and construction of the myth are the very unhistorical

 claims that support its existence. Gunnell argues that 'the very idea of the tradition
 is an a priori concept, and its general and unexamined acceptance is a crucial

 9 There are some notable exceptions. For example, see Mark V. Kauppi and Paul R. Viotti, The
 Global Philosophers: Western Politics in Western Thought (New York, 1992). For a critical account
 of the notion of a tradition in international relations, see James Der Derian, 'Introducing
 Philosophical Traditions', Millennium: Journal of International Studies 17 (1988), pp. 189-93; R. B.
 J. Walker, 'History and Structure in the Theory of International Relations', Millennium: Journal of
 International Studies 18 (1989), pp. 163-183: Timothy Dunne, 'Mythology or Methodology?
 Traditions in International Theory', Review of International Studies 19 (1993), pp. 305-18.

 10 Wight, 'Why is there no International Theory?', p. 17.
 11 See R. B. J. Walker, Inside ?Outside: International Relations As Political Theory (Cambridge, 1993).
 12 John G. Gunnell, Political Theory: Tradition and Interpretation (New York, 1979), p. xx. Also, see

 John G. Gunnell, 'The Myth of the Tradition', American Political Science Review, 72, 1 (1978), pp.
 122-34.

 13 For a critical discussion of Gunnell's work, see John S. Nelson (ed.), Tradition, Interpretation, and
 Science: Political Theory in the American Academy (Albany, NY, 1986).
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 aspect of the myth'.14 The distinguishing feature of the myth of the tradition, that
 Gunnell has argued to be responsible for a host of interpretive and historio
 graphical problems, is the tendency to view an analytical tradition as an actual
 historical one: 'At its core is the reification of an analytical construct. It is the
 representation of what is in fact a retrospectively and externally demarcated
 tradition as an actual or self-constituted tradition'.15

 Since the word tradition is open to conflicting interpretations, it is useful to
 consult The Oxford English Dictionary which offers the following meaning: 'the
 action of transmitting or "handing down", or fact of being handed down, from one
 to another, or from generation to generation; transmission of statements, beliefs,
 rules, customs, or the like, esp. by word of mouth or by practice without writing'.
 A historical tradition is one that closely approximates the definition given above. It
 is, in a fundamental sense, a pre-constituted and self-constituted pattern of
 conventional practice through which ideas are conveyed within a recognizably
 established and specified discursive framework. A historical tradition can entail
 continuity as well as innovation within a fairly well-defined realm of discourse.
 Based on this criteria, Marxism is a clear example of a historical tradition. An
 analytical tradition, on the other hand, is an intellectual construction in which a
 scholar may stipulate certain ideas, themes, genres, or texts as functionally similar.
 It is, most essentially, a retrospectively created construct determined by present
 criteria and concerns. Failure to recognize the difference between a historical
 and analytical tradition, whether accidentally or purposefully, poses significant
 obstacles when attempting to trace the actual historical emergence of either
 academic political theory or international relations.

 Perhaps the greatest difficulty that results from viewing a retrospectively con
 structed analytical tradition as an actual historical tradition is that attention to the
 real academic practices and individuals that have contributed to the development
 and current identity of a discipline are cast aside for a more epic rendition of the
 past. Gunnell has maintained that the pervasive belief that political theory has 'a
 "built-in" historical self-image' as mediated by the great tradition has obstructed
 efforts to investigate the real history of the field which created the various images
 of the tradition in the first place.16 There are a number of reasons why an analytical
 tradition is such an appealing device for describing disciplinary history. These
 reasons are clearly apparent in the examples that can be found in the literature that
 makes reference to a 'great tradition' for explaining the history of international
 relations. As Timothy Dunne has noted, the idea of a tradition has played a large
 role in the contemporary discussion of international relations.17

 The multiple references to the classic authors in political theory as representing
 authoritative traditions of thought in the history of academic international rela
 tions is in the first instance an apparent anomaly. The work customarily elevated
 to the classic canon were primarily concerned with achieving the good life inside
 the confines of the territorial sovereign state and only, if at all, marginally
 concerned with the external relations between sovereign authorities. This was, of

 14 John G. Gunnell, Between Philosophy and Politics: The Alienation of Political Theory (Amherst,
 1986), p. 95.

 15 Gunnell, Between Philosophy and Politics, p. 95.
 16 See John G. Gunnell, 'Disciplinary History: The Case of Political Science', Strategies: Journal of

 Theory, Culture and Politics, 4/5 (1991), pp. 182-227.
 17 See Dunne, 'Mythology or Methodology?'
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 course, recognized by Wight when he asked whether it was 'more interesting that
 so many great minds have been drawn, at the margin of their activities, to consider
 basic problems of international politics, or that so few great minds have been
 drawn to make these problems their central interest?'18 However, this has not
 prevented scholars, including Wight himself, from including whatever little a classic
 political theorist said about the external relations of sovereign states as a con
 stituent in the history of academic international relations.19
 Walker has noted that 'although references to a tradition of international

 relations theory are common enough, they are far from monolithic'.20 Not
 withstanding the different typologies that have been offered to classify the diversity
 of classic traditions that supposedly exist in international relations, it is possible to
 discern two pervasive constructions of the idea of a great tradition. There is, first,
 the claim that the writings of the classical political theorists such as Thucydides,
 Hobbes, Machiavelli, Rousseau, and Kant represented the eternal quintessence of
 inter-state politics. This enables their writings to serve as the contemporary
 foundation for thinking and analysis in the discipline of international relations. It
 is very common to encounter multiple references to traditions represented by
 Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes, Kant and Grotius. Following Wight's triad of
 realist, rationalist, and revolutionist traditions, Hedley Bull made the claim that

 Throughout the history of the modern states system there have been three competing
 traditions of thought: the Hobbesian or realist tradition, which views international politics
 as a state of war; the Kantian or universalist tradition, which sees at work in international
 politics a potential community of mankind; and the Grotian or internationalist tradition,
 which views international politics as taking place within an international society.21

 There is also a second discernable pattern of references to the tradition which
 involves the idea that modern academic scholars, such as E. H. Carr or Hans

 Morgenthau, have built upon the ideas of the classic political theorists and are
 themselves a part of this grand continuous tradition of thought. It is not difficult
 to illustrate the manner in which references to these types of constructed traditions
 find their way into disciplinary histories of academic international relations.

 In a self-consciously historical essay addressed to the disciplinary history of
 international relations, Robert Keohane declared that 'for over 2000 years, what

 Hans J. Morgenthau dubbed "Political Realism" has constituted the principal
 tradition for the analysis of international relations in Europe and its offshoot in the

 New World'.22 Before Keohane directs his attention to evaluating the merits of
 contemporary structural realism on the basis of Imre Lakatos' work in the
 philosophy of science, he begins by explicating the research programme of realism
 through the medium of the classical work of Thucydides' History of the
 Peloponnesian War and Morgenthau's Politics Among Nations. Keohane finds that

 18 Wight, 'Why is there no International Theory?', p. 20.
 19 See Martin Wight, 'An Anatomy of International Thought', Review of International Studies 13

 (1987), pp. 221-7; Martin Wight, 'Western Values in International Relations', in Herbert Butterfield
 and Martin Wight (eds.), Diplomatic Investigations; Martin Wight, International Theory: The Three
 Traditions, ed. Gabriele Wight and Brian Porter (Leicester and London, 1991).

 20 Walker, Inside/Outside, p. 31.
 21 Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (New York, 1977) p. 24.
 22 Robert O. Keohane, 'Theory of World Politics: Structural Realism and Beyond', in Ada W.

 Finifter (ed.), Political Science: The State of the Discipline (Washington, 1983), p. 503.
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 The three most fundamental Realist assumptions are evident in these books: that the most
 important actors in world politics are territorially organized entities . . . that state
 behaviour can be explained rationally; and that states seek power and calculate their
 interests in terms of power, relative to the nature of the international system that
 they face.23

 These three assumptions that are allegedly derived from the works by Thucydides
 and Morgenthau are unproblematically defined as 'the hard core of the Classical
 Realist research program'.24
 With the historical foundations of realism posited, Keohane proceeds to his

 primary purpose of evaluating the degree to which Kenneth Waltz's structural
 realism, or his own 'modified structural realist program', conforms to the criteria
 that Lakatos has established for scientific progress. In addition to many of the
 questionable meta-theoretical assumptions that Keohane makes about the philo
 sophy of science and its applicability to evaluating theories within international
 relations, it is Keohane's unsubstantiated claim about the existence of an actual
 'realist tradition' that is most problematic in his account of the recent and past
 history of the field. For although Keohane insists that 'Realism, as developed
 through a long tradition dating from Thucydides, continues to provide the basis for
 valuable research in international relations', there is very little, if any, attempt to
 demonstrate the actual historical existence of this tradition.25 Keohane makes no
 attempt within a historical frame of reference to illustrate the manner in which
 academic international relations scholars have been the receivers and participants
 of an inherited pattern of academic discourse originating with the writings of a
 banished Athenian military officer in the fifth-century BC. While he does provide
 some criteria for the essential meaning of the realist tradition, this is both vague
 and contentious.26 Simply because Keohane has retrospectively posited three
 attributes of realism does not, in anyway, establish a coherent historical tradition
 that can explain the genealogy of academic international relations.
 The real intention of Keohane's contribution to the disciplinary history of

 international relations is to validate and legitimate his own version of modified
 structural realism. His purpose is clearly not one of uncovering the past to
 understand better the contemporary identity of the field. In Keohane's other
 endeavours to clarify the contemporary nature of the field, such as his Presidential
 Address to the International Studies Association in 1988, he forwent an historical
 argument and instead based his defence of the superiority of the rationalist
 approach on empirical method.27 Keohane's work illustrates the legitimating
 function that appeals to retrospectively constructed analytical traditions serve in
 seeking to establish disciplinary identity.
 Robert Gilpin has also insisted that 'the realist tradition is an old one' that

 academic scholars such as Morgenthau, John Herz and other contemporaries did
 not begin. However, when it comes to specifying the criteria for this 'old' historical

 23 Keohane, 'Theory', p. 507.
 24 Keohane, 'Theory', p. 508.
 25 Keohane, 'Theory', p. 520.
 26 On the ambiguous nature of realism, see Kjell Goldman, 'The Concept of "Realism" as a Source

 of Confusion', Cooperation and Conflict, 23 (1988), pp. 1-14. Also, see Martin Griffiths, Realism,
 Idealism and International Politics: A Reinterpretation (London, 1992).

 27 See Robert O. Keohane, 'International Institutions: Two Approaches', International Studies
 Quarterly, 32 (1988), pp. 379-96.
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 tradition, Gilpin simply leaves us with his judgement that 'there have been three
 great realist writers' and that it would be difficult for anyone to 'deny them
 inclusion in the tradition'.28 The three writers that Gilpin identifies are Thucydides,

 Machiavelli, and Carr. Once again, no attempt is made to elucidate the actual
 historical basis of this tradition or the manner in which writers in different
 centuries and contexts can be regarded as participants in an inherited pattern of
 thought. The very idea of the realist tradition, as articulated by Gilpin, is nebulous.
 But rather than clarifying and demonstrating the historical character of this
 tradition, Gilpin simply asserts that it exists. This is because Gilpin is more
 concerned with validating contemporary neo-realism than he is with understanding
 the actual disciplinary history of international relations. This helps to explain the
 common practice of locating modern academic scholars within a much older
 ancient lineage without necessarily demonstrating the historicity of these genea
 logical relationships.
 This is evident in K. J. Holsti's popular text that surveys the current trends in the

 field. While he may be correct in saying that 'international theory is in a state of
 disarray' enabling 'new conceptions and images of the world' to arise, this
 development is understood by Holsti in terms of the breakdown of a hegemonic
 realist paradigm that 'goes back to Hobbes and Rousseau'.29 Holsti makes no
 attempt to demonstrate the actual historical basis of the classical tradition that he
 argues reaches back to Hobbes, Rousseau, Bentham and extends forward to include
 modern academics such as Carr, Wight, and Morgenthau. There also is very little, if
 any, effort to illustrate the manner in which this tradition has been transmitted
 across different generations and intellectual contexts. Instead, Holsti argues that a
 similar raison d'etre, focus of analysis, and image of the world unites these scholars
 into a unified, coherent tradition?namely, that the most fundamental issue in the
 subject of study concerns matters of war and peace, that nation states are the most
 important actors, and these sovereign actors exist in a milieu characterized by
 anarchy. It is from Holsti's review of the classical works in international relations
 theory, along with a historical overview of the significant modern authors that have
 contributed to the development of academic international relations, that he con
 cludes: 'we can legitimately claim that the main figures in the classical tradition have
 operated within a single paradigm, and that their modern successors have only
 expanded, but not altered the fundamental features, of that paradigm'.30

 The most striking implication of Holsti's uncritical acceptance of a reigning
 'classical tradition' to comprehend the history of international relations is that the
 discipline is given a false sense of coherence and continuity. Yet one of the
 purposes behind Holsti's historical survey of international relations theory is to
 make the claim that the field had a sense of continuity throughout the idealist,
 realist and behavioural phases which is only now beginning to become undone with
 the onslaught from a group of scholars 'whose normative priorities differ funda

 mentally from those inhabiting the classical tradition'.31 Holsti also wants to defend

 28 Robert G. Gilpin, 'The Richness of the Tradition of Political Realism', in Robert Keohane (ed.),
 Neorealism and its Critics (New York, 1986), p. 306.

 29 K. J. Holsti, The Dividing Discipline: Hegemony and Diversity in International Theory (Boston,
 1985), p. 1.

 30 Holsti, Dividing Discipline, p. 11.
 31 Holsti, Dividing Discipline, p. 39.

This content downloaded from 86.133.137.245 on Tue, 31 Oct 2017 19:22:24 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 The historiography of academic international relations 357

 his claim regarding the essential continuity of the classical tradition against the idea
 that the behavioural revolution in international relations represented, in Kuhn's
 terminology, a scientific revolution where one paradigm was replaced by an
 incommensurably different one.32 It is ironic that Arend Lijphart's thesis that the
 behavioural revolution in international relations did in fact represent a paradigm
 shift is also informed by the prior belief that 'traditional theory was . . . governed
 by what Kuhn calls a paradigm', which 'revolved around the notions of
 state sovereignty and its logical corollary, international anarchy'.33 Holsti rejects
 Lijphart's assessment and argues that the behaviouralists accepted all of the
 fundamental assumptions of the classical paradigm and merely sought methodo
 logical rearrangements, but both adhere to the idea of the tradition.
 Holsti's theme is a refinement of the thesis first put forth by John Vasquez who

 claimed that following the anomaly of World War II, which led to the displacement
 of idealism and the dominance of realism, 'the field has been far more coherent,
 systematic, and even cumulative than all of the talk about contending approaches
 and theories implies'.34 Vasquez also finds a compatibility between the 'normal
 science' paradigm of realism?(defined by the recognition that nation-states are the

 most important actors, a sharp distinction between domestic and international
 politics, and the realization that international politics is most fundamentally about
 the struggle for power and peace)?and the behaviouralists who 'only attempted to
 bring the scientific practices of the field more in line with the practices of the
 physical sciences'.35 In other words, according to both Holsti and Vasquez, the
 second 'great debate' was over method and not about the ontological adequacy of
 the realist paradigm. This is sufficient for Holsti and Vasquez to conclude that
 there was an essential continuity between the realist paradigm and the behavioural
 project and that both flow from an ancient tradition.

 It is important to ask how we can expect to understand the disciplinary history of
 academic international relations when the narrative is cast in terms of a retrospective
 analytical tradition that obscures the actual academic practices that have contributed
 to the discursive development of the field. It is apparent that one cannot read the
 work of Morgenthau or Bull and not be struck by the thoroughly damning
 indictment they gave to those involved with the behavioural project.36 And the issue
 for Morgenthau and Bull was not construed as a methodological one but concerned
 the very ontological claims about the nature of social reality. That these views have
 been so easily misrepresented within our conventional accounts of the history of the
 field indicates a serious shortcoming in the historiography of international relations.

 The crux of the matter is that most attempts to reflect on the practices and
 individuals of the discipline's past are done largely for 'presentist' purposes rather
 than with the intention of faithfully reconstructing the past. The primary concern
 of many of the disciplinary histories of international relations is really to say
 something authoritative and critical about the field's current or desired character.

 32 See Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago, 1970).
 33 Arend Lijphart, 'The Structure of the Theoretical Revolution in International Relations',

 International Studies Quarterly, 18 (1974), pp. 42^3.
 34 Vasquez, Power Politics, p. 22.
 35 Vasquez, Power Politics, p. 23.
 36 For example, see Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man Versus Power Politics (Chicago, 1946) and

 Hedley Bull, 'International Theory: The Case of the Classical Approach', reprinted in Klaus Knorr
 and James N. Rosenau (eds.), Contending Approaches to International Politics (Princeton, 1969).
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 This is not to suggest that this historiographical practice is only endemic to
 international relations, for the issue of presentism, or 'Whig' history, has been at
 the forefront of discussions in disciplinary history.37 George Stocking, in an
 important article in one of the first issues of the Journal of the History of the
 Behavioural Sciences, argued that 'the approach of the professional social scientist
 . . . is more likely to be whiggish or, more broadly, "presentist", and his

 motivational posture "utilitarian".38 Herbert Butterfield's classic study, The Whig
 Interpretation of History, described Whig history as 'the tendency in many his
 torians to write on the side of the Protestants and Whigs, to praise revolutions
 provided they have been successful, to emphasize certain principles of progress in
 the past and to produce a story which is the ratification if not the glorification of
 the present'.39 Stocking argued that the tendency for disciplinary histories of the
 social sciences to be inundated with the vices of presentism?which included
 anachronism, distortion, misinterpretation, and neglect of context?stemmed from
 the fact that there was 'a sort of implicit whiggish presentism virtually built into the
 history of science and by extension, into the history of the behavioural sciences'.40

 With great foresight, Stocking declared that Thomas Kuhn's historicist approach
 to the philosophy of natural science would provide further impetus for a presentist
 approach to the historiography of the behavioural sciences. According to Stocking,
 this was due to Kuhn's classification of the behavioural sciences as occupying a
 'pre-paradigmatic' status. Stocking correctly observed that historiography in the
 social sciences would be an additional arena in which the struggle for the authority
 of knowledge amongst competing schools of thought would be played out.

 The issue of presentism in disciplinary history remains much the same today even
 when the aim is to demonstrate devolution rather than progress. The purpose of
 saying something critical about the present character of a discipline has important
 implications for the way the past is constructed. The attempt to legitimate or
 de-legitimate contemporary academic practices leads to the neglect of the actual
 history and diversity of past academic experiences for a rationalized ahistorical
 narrative plot. The current tendency to write disciplinary history for the purpose of
 validating contemporary intellectual identities is, in part, a ramification of the
 developments within post-positive philosophy. Disciplinary identities mortgaged to
 the belief in the inherent progress and unity of positivism have been thrown into
 disarray by post-positivist philosophers of science, critical theorists, postmodernists
 and other voices of dissent.41 Consequently, intellectual identity has come to rest

 37 For example, see the recent exchange of John Dryzek, Stephen Leonard, John Gunnell and
 Raymond Seidelman, 'Can Political Science History Be Neutral', American Political Science Review
 84 (1990), pp. 587-607. Also, see John G. Gunnell, 'The Historiography of American Political
 Science', in David Easton, John G. Gunnell and Luigi Graziano (eds.), The Development of
 Political Science (London, 1991); J. A. W. Gunn, Tn Praise of Whiggism and Other Good Things',
 in David Easton, Michael Stein and John G. Gunnell (eds.), Regime and Discipline: Democracy and
 the Development of Political Science (Ann Arbor, forthcoming); Stefan Collini, Donald Winch and
 John Burrow, That Noble Science of Politics: A Study in Nineteenth-Century Intellectual History
 (Cambridge, 1983).

 38 George W. Stocking, Jr., 'On the Limits of "Presentism" and "Historicism" in the Historiography
 of the Behavioural Sciences', Journal of the History of the Behavioural Sciences, 1 (1965), p. 213.

 39 Herbert Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History (London, 1959), p. v.
 40 Stocking 'On the Limits of "Presentism"', p. 213.
 41 On the 'voices of dissent' in international relations, see the special issue of International Studies

 Quarterly 34 (1990), and Pauline Rosenau, 'Once Again Into the Fray: International Relations
 Confronts the Humanities', Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 19 (1990), pp. 83-110.
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 increasingly upon an understanding of the origins and development of a given
 research programme. As in the philosophy and history of science, disciplinary
 history in the social sciences has come to fulfill an important validation function
 with respect to justifying and legitimating present academic practices. Recent
 disciplinary historians of political science, such as John Dryzek and Stephen
 Leonard, have noted that 'disciplinary history in political science, as in other fields,
 is generally used to legitimate a particular perspective while delegitimating com
 peting perspectives'.42 It is the validation function served by references to a
 tradition that make this construct such an appealing device from which to describe
 disciplinary history.

 It is important to be clear about the historiographical implications of this
 approach to writing the disciplinary history of international relations. Perhaps the
 greatest shortcoming is the tendency to substitute a mythical, epic history for the
 real disciplinary history of the field. Instead of a history that traces the actual
 lineage of scholars who self-consciously and institutionally understood themselves
 as participating in the academic discourse of international relations, we are
 presented with an idealized version of the past in the form of a tradition stretching
 from ancient Athens to the present. While such epic renderings of the field's
 evolution may serve a variety of rhetorical functions, they do not, in any way,
 contribute to an understanding of the actual disciplinary history of international
 relations as an institutionalized academic study, or provide a basis for a critical
 examination of the past and present character of the field. An understanding of the
 field's past is, for example, a prerequisite for all attempts to move beyond the third
 debate. Contemporary intellectual practices and paradigms are very often held
 captive by past practices. In moving beyond our artificial and self-serving under
 standings of the past, an intellectual history of academic international relations
 would force us to come to terms with prejudices that retard rather than foster
 intellectual understanding.

 In addition to the numerous historiographical difficulties that result from
 confusing an analytical tradition with a historical one, there are a number of
 closely related interpretive problems. In the endeavour to construct an analytical
 tradition, attention to interpretive detail and historical context often gives way to
 the search for overarching ahistorical exemplary statements that give credence to
 the idea of a tradition. The meaning of the classic texts and the intention of the
 authors come to be understood in the terms imposed on them by an artificially
 constructed tradition. The meaning of these texts is often already prefigured by
 reference to the tradition in which they are placed.43

 42 John S. Dryzek and Stephen T. Leonard, 'History and Discipline in Political Science', American
 Political Science Review, 82 (1988), p. 1247.

 43 For examples of critical interpretive readings of the "classic" texts in international relations theory,
 see Michael C. Williams, 'Rousseau, Realism, and Realpolitik', Millennium: Journal of International
 Studies 18 (1989); Daniel Garst, 'Thucydides and Neorealism', International Studies Quarterly, 33
 (1989); Andrew Hurrell, 'Kant and the Kantian Paradigm in International Relations', Review of
 International Studies, 16 (1990). Also, see Brian C. Schmidt, review of Hans J. Morgenthau and the
 Ethics of American Statecraft, by Greg Russell, in Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 21
 (1993), pp. 541-4.
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 Contextual approaches to disciplinary history

 It has been suggested that the recent wave of neo-contextual writings in both
 political theory and disciplinary history has overcome the vices of presentism by
 locating ideas and figures within their proper historical context.44 Proponents of a
 contextual approach to disciplinary history argue that consideration must be given
 to examining the impact of the external milieu on individuals, schools of thought
 and academic disciplines. There are several accounts that make an effort to explain
 the development of academic international relations by reference to contextual or
 external factors. A review of these contextual explanations, however, reveals that
 they are also largely inadequate for explaining the disciplinary history of inter
 national relations. Contextual accounts also participate in the presentist agenda of
 legitimation and, in one way or another, reinforce the conventional image that the
 history of the field can be explained in terms of successive idealist, realist, and
 behavioural phases.

 One of the most prominent contextually based explanations for the history of
 international relations was provided by Stanley Hoffmann in his seminal essay 'An

 American Social Science: International Relations'. While Hoffmann did claim that

 he simply was offering 'a set of reflections on the specific accomplishments and
 frustrations' of the field rather than 'a complete balance sheet' or a 'capsule
 history', one of his specific aims was to explain why the discipline of international
 relations arose full-blown in the United States after the Second World War.45 Even

 though Hoffmann did give recognition to the path-breaking work of Carr and
 Morgenthau, the later of which he dubbed the 'founding father' of the discipline,
 he argued that the actual 'development of international relations as a discipline in
 the United States results from the convergence of three factors: intellectual
 predispositions, political circumstances, and institutional opportunities'.46 The intel
 lectual predispositions and institutional opportunities that Hoffmann identified are
 not unlike those that have been observed by a number of other intellectual
 historians in accounting for the tremendous growth of American social science after

 World War II. These factors include such things as the pervasive faith in the ability
 to apply the scientific method to the social realm, the transformative role of the
 ideas that the ?migr?s transplanted to America, the tremendous increase in
 institutional opportunities that resulted from the expansion of the university
 system, and the formal interchange that developed between the academy and the
 United States government.

 Although Hoffmann maintained that these were all important factors for
 explaining why the discipline of international relations arose as a quintessentially
 American one following the Second World War, he most fundamentally empha
 sized the external political circumstances that accompanied the rise of the United

 44 The theoretical underpinnings of contextualism can be found in Quentin Skinner, 'Meaning and
 Understanding in the History of Ideas', History and Theory, 8 (1969); James Tully (ed.), Meaning
 and Context: Quentin Skinner and His Critics (Princeton, 1988); J. G. A. Pocock, Politics,
 Language, and Time (London, 1972). A contextual frame of reference is clearly apparent in the
 recent work by Dorothy Ross, The Origins of American Social Science (Cambridge, 1991).

 45 Stanley Hoffmann, 'An American Social Science: International Relations'. Daedalus, 106 (1977),
 p. 41.

 46 Hoffmann, 'American Social Science', p. 45.
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 States to a position of world power status. He claimed that 'the growth of the
 discipline cannot be separated from the American role in world affairs after 1945'.47
 In other words, the external context of the post-war power position of the United
 States and its expansive political role in managing the Western alliance through the
 Cold War with the East were argued to be decisive for understanding the internal
 developments within the academic field of international relations. Hoffmann
 claimed that there were two important factors in explaining the convergence of
 external context and internal development. First, Hoffmann suggested that the
 customary fascination that political scientists had with power led to the growth of
 the sub-field that directly studied the dimension of power of which the United
 States had a preponderance after World War II?that is, international power. And
 second, the school of realism that Morgenthau and others helped found provided
 foreign policy-makers with the rationale and justification they needed to defend
 America's new role as a global superpower. The net result for Hoffmann, and one
 that he greatly lamented, was that the political preeminence of the United States
 led to the overwhelming American dominance in the discipline of international
 relations.

 Although there are obviously important relationships between the internal aca
 demic changes within the discipline of international relations and the developments
 in world politics precipitated by the Second World War, it is another thing
 altogether to suggest that general references to the external context can explain
 specific theoretical and methodological changes inside a discipline. Yet it is very
 common in accounts of disciplinary development in international relations to
 explain the evolution of the field exclusively in contextual terms. It is often
 suggested that the external context provided by 'real world' political experiences
 can be conceived as an independent variable that explains the internal character of
 the field at a certain historical juncture. This contextual formula is, for example,
 the main historiographical premise from which most accounts seek to explain the
 origins of academic international relations along with what is described as the
 field's earliest legal-rational approach. Here the First World War and the Peace
 Treaty of Versailles are taken to be the explanatory context for the origin and early
 development of the field. Fred Neal and Bruce Hamlet observe that 'international
 relations is an American invention dating from the time after World War I when
 the American intellectual community discovered the world'.48 This contextual
 explanation is so pervasive that Alan Sked has stated that 'as everyone knows it
 [the academic discipline of IR] grew out of the liberal reaction to the First World

 War'.49 Yet, what is equally clear, is that the institutionalized study of international
 politics in the United States can be traced back to the turn of the nineteenth
 century when international law and politics were officially recognized sections of
 the American Political Science Association in 1903.50

 47 Hoffmann, 'American Social Science', p. 47.
 48 Fred Warner Neal and Bruce D. Hamlett, 'The Never-Never Land of International Relations',

 International Studies Quarterly, 13 (1969), p. 283.
 49 Alan Sked, 'The Study of International Relations: A Historian's View', in Hugh C. Dyer and Leon

 Mangasarian (eds.), The Study of International Relations: The State of the Art (New York, 1989),
 p. 90.

 50 See Paul S. Reinsch, 'The American Political Science Association', The Iowa Journal of History and
 Politics, 2 (1904), pp. 155-161 and W. W. Willoughby, 'The American Political Science
 Association', Political Science Quarterly, 19 (1904), pp. 107-111.
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 Steve Smith's historical analysis of how international relations has developed as
 a social science closely parallels the agenda set by Hoffmann. Smith's entire
 overview of how the subject has developed is framed exclusively in contextual
 terms. Nowhere is this more apparent than when he declares that 'International
 Relations developed as a response to events in the real world and defined its
 purpose as preventing their repetition'.51 While the First World War and its
 aftermath are argued to be sufficient for explaining the emergence of the 'idealist'
 school of thought, Smith continues the historical survey by insisting that a new set
 of contextual factors that accompanied the Second World War explains the
 emergence of the realist paradigm. Smith, like Hoffmann, does give recognition to
 the tremendous intellectual impact of Morgenthau but insists that it was 'the
 political climate [that] gave Realism a much more immediate credibility'.52 The
 political climate that Smith described was essentially the one faced by the
 foreign-policy interests of the United States as a superpower with the onslaught of
 the Cold War. This context is argued to have had a determinative impact upon the
 development of the academic field of international relations. Subsequent internal
 academic changes that the discipline has experienced since the 1950s are all
 explained by Smith in relation to external events. For example, Smith argued that
 the inroads made by scholars advocating a transnationalist and globalist approach
 to studying world politics in the mid-1970s reached a dead end in the late 1970s
 and early 1980s by 'a series of developments in world politics that allowed Realism
 to return to dominance under a new guise, Neorealism'.53 The key development
 that Smith mentioned was the rise of a Second Cold War that was manifest in a

 new form of dangerous nuclear power politics.
 This type of general external explanation for the internal metamorphosis of

 academic realism into a form of quasi-positivist, structural analysis based on a
 model of micro-economics raises the issue of what the actual connection between
 external context and internal conceptual change could be. I am not claiming that
 there is no convergence between the academic study of international politics and
 the empirical events that preoccupy world politics at a specific point in time.
 Rather, I am arguing that the relationship between the two is sometimes tangential
 and in any case requires demonstration. This is one of the problems that can be
 identified in the work of William C. Olson. Notwithstanding the wealth of
 information that Olson has provided about the history of academic international
 relations in both Great Britain and the United States, there are a number of
 historiographical issues that his work raises.

 Olson uncritically accepts the idea that the origins of the discipline are to be
 explained in reference to the external milieu created by the First World War. Olson
 and Nicholas Onuf claim that 'what must never be forgotten in assessing the
 emergence of International Relations is that it grew out of a feverent desire to
 understand and therefore to find ways to control world politics in order to prevent
 future wars'.54 According to Olson and Onuf, the external political circumstances

 51 Steve Smith, 'Paradigm Dominance in International Relations: The Development of International
 Relations as a Social Science', Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 16 (1987), p. 192.

 52 Smith, 'Paradigm Dominance', p. 194.
 53 Smith, 'Paradigm Dominance', p. 196.
 54 William C. Olson and Nicholas Onuf, 'The Growth of a Discipline: Reviewed', in Steve Smith

 (ed.), International Relations: British and American Perspectives (Oxford, 1985) p. 12.
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 surrounding World War I necessitated that a 'new discipline was born because it
 had to be'.55 The subsequent growth and institutionalization of international
 relations are further explained in reference to various external circumstances.
 Olson's latest historical undertaking, with A.J.R. Groom, International Relations

 Then and Now, continues to place emphasis on the importance of external factors
 in accounting for the internal development of academic international relations. The
 authors also declare that their intention is to assess the disciplinary trends of the
 past so that we can better understand the present. Their account is marked by a
 dichotomy between an early consensual period of the field's history and the
 contemporary period marked by conflict. Olson and Groom share the common
 'acknowledgement of the existence of three intellectual traditions in approaches to
 IR' and state that one of their tasks 'is to explain how we have gone from a
 consensus on one approach to three salient, competing and mutually influential
 conceptual frameworks'.56

 This view of the history of the discipline is one that cannot be extrapolated easily
 from the actual historical artifacts that provide evidence for the emergence of the
 field. Instead, Olson and Groom's account of the history of the field, like many of
 the others, is a consequence of unexamined historiographical principles. The
 contextual frame of reference apparent in the works by Hoffmann, Smith, and
 Olson and Groom do not escape the tendency that Steffan Collini, Donald Winch
 and John Burrow described in That Noble Science of Politics as 'writing history
 backwards' in which 'the present theoretical consensus of the discipline, or possibly
 some polemical version of what that consensus should be, is in effect taken as
 definitive, and the past is then reconstituted as a teleology leading up to and fully
 manifested in it'.57 The underlying purpose of each of these historical accounts is to
 make a critical claim about the contemporary nature of the discipline. For
 Hoffmann and Smith, the aim was to demonstrate the American dominance of the
 discipline, whereas Olson and Groom sought to illustrate the plural and eclectic
 identity of the field. The net result of this presentist orientation is that the historical
 task of faithfully reconstructing past ideas, practices and conversations becomes
 subservient to demonstrating a thesis about the contemporary identity of the
 discipline.

 Moreover, the assumption that the past or present identity of the field can be
 explained simply in terms of a number of explanatory historical contexts entails
 a host of historiographical problems. These difficulties originate with positing
 analytically constructed historical contexts that are put forth as causal variables to
 explain the internal theoretical form the discipline has taken at a specific historical
 juncture. Not only are the actual connections between the external context and the
 internal development of the field often neglected, but the empirical details of the
 explanatory context often are not carefully demonstrated. Simply positing a general
 explanatory context, such as the loss of the United States innocence following

 World War II, does not make the external context exempt from historical
 verification. Yet, like many of the references to a classic tradition of international

 55 Olson and Onuf, 'Growth of Discipline' p. 2.
 56 William C. Olson and A. J. R. Groom, International Relations Then and Now: Origins and Trends

 in Interpretation (London, 1991), p. 137.
 57 S. Collini, D. Winch and J. Burrow, That Noble Science of Politics, p. 4.
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 relations, the purpose of these contextual formulations are to legitimate or
 de-legitimate a partisan position in the present.
 When it comes to demonstrating the relationship between the field and its

 political context, the merits of contextualism are even more suspect. One reason is
 that proponents of a contextual approach to disciplinary history frequently mis
 construe the relationship between external events and the internal response mani
 fested in conceptual, methodological, or theoretical change. There is often a great
 lag between the external event and the discipline's reaction to it, and the academic
 response to a significant external event is very often a multifarious one. For
 example, the varied academic response of international relations to the collapse of
 the Soviet Union and the confrontational bi-polar world order is a dramatic
 illustration of the diverse reactions to external political events. Disciplinary his
 torians of international relations should be concerned more with the internal
 academic reactions to the events in world politics than with the causal impact of
 the external events themselves.

 This is a point that is often missed when seeking to understand the history of the
 field exclusively in terms of its historical context. Although international relations
 is conceived as an academic enterprise committed to the study of world politics,
 this does not automatically mean that the external events that comprise the subject

 matter at any given point in time can explain what happens inside the discipline.
 There is often a great divide between the internal practice of an academic discipline
 and what is happening outside. The 'end of ideology' argument that partly
 informed the behaviouralist approach to politics in the late 1950s and early 1960s
 differed sharply from the anti-colonial movements, race riots, and violent anti-war
 protests that characterized the 'external environment'. If the intention is to
 understand where some of our dominant assumptions and ideas about the practice
 of world politics come from it is imperative to have a historiographical approach
 that will enable us to recover the actual history of the academic discipline
 committed to the study of international relations.

 Conclusion

 With the recognition that an understanding of the field's disciplinary history is a
 prerequisite for making critical judgements about the current character of the
 discipline, I suggest a historiographical approach that enables us to come to terms
 with what might be called the real history of the field. By reference to a real
 history, I am not suggesting that there is some pristine methodological vantage
 point from which to uncover and judge the 'actual' truth of the discipline's past.
 The postmodern age has all but put to rest such a possibility; for the age is, in
 Lyotard's terms, characterized 'as incredulity toward metanarratives'.58 The issue is
 not one of the authenticity versus inauthenticity of a particular historical account
 but rather of focusing on recapitulating the main contours and content of a
 circumscribed realm of discursive activity conventionally designated as inter
 national relations. Such an approach to disciplinary history would avoid the

 58 Jean-Francois Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge (Minnesota, 1989),
 p. xxiv.
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 problems that have been identified with presentist histories as well as with general
 contextual explanations.

 Before proceeding to explicate the alternative historical framework, it is neces
 sary to say something briefly about the extent to which there is a distinct discipline
 of international relations. From Quincy Wright's famous Study of International
 Relations (1955) to Olson and Groom's latest historical endeavour, the question of
 whether the discipline in fact exists is one that, oddly enough, continues to be
 asked.59 While the inter-disciplinary character of international relations is often the
 major point of contention in the 'debate' as to whether it qualifies as a discipline,
 it is important to not get caught up in this fruitless semantic discussion. It is
 apparent that despite ambiguities about its boundaries, international relations has
 a distinct professional academic identity with an identifiable discourse. In the end,
 the question of whether international relations is a discipline is no more an
 interesting question than whether political science is a definable field. As Olson and

 Groom state, 'criticisms leveled against international relations as a discipline could
 to some degree be leveled at other subjects just as well; for example, was not
 "political science" something of a contradiction in terms?'60 Despite issues relating
 to its interdisciplinary character, exact parameters, and changing form, it is a
 distinct conventional practice with a discernible historical career.

 The alternative historiographical framework that I am suggesting for recovering
 the disciplinary history of international relations can be described as a critical
 internal discursive history. It would aim at overcoming the false images that have
 been propagated by rhetorical and legitimating histories, and it would trace the
 descent of the field from the point of the incipient academic discourse of
 international relations. It would reconstruct the conceptual and genealogical
 emergence of this conversation without the imposition of any preconceived present
 ist framework. The task of an internal history is to describe the evolution of
 conceptual forms the discipline has taken by examining the discursive practices that
 have led to the different historical configurations. The concern of such a history
 is to re-assemble the internal academic discourse of international relations by
 following a relatively coherent conversation. This conversation should not be taken
 as a metaphor, for what is being reconstructed is an actual conversation among
 academic scholars and other participants who self-consciously thought of them
 selves as participating in a formalized academic setting devoted to the study of
 world politics. The subject-matter is discourse?as embodied in scholarly journal
 articles, texts, manuscripts and biographies.

 The focus on the internal discourse of the field in explaining its real history can
 be defended on both theoretical and pragmatic grounds. From a theoretical point
 of view, I argue that conceptual change is best understood by examining the
 internal conceptual developments inside an academic discipline rather than by
 reference to putative externally derived contexts. For although the external events
 of world politics at any given point in time may provide a relevant context for
 academic discussion within international relations, the reference to external events

 59 For those who have questioned the existence of international relations as a discipline, see Quincy
 Wright, The Study of International Relations (New York, 1955); Morton A. Kaplan, 'Is
 International Relations A Discipline?', The Journal of Politics, 23 (1961), pp. 462-76; Harry Howe
 Ransom, 'International Relations', The Journal of Politics, 30 (1968), pp. 345-71.

 60 Olson and Groom, International Relations Then and Now, p. 115.
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 themselves cannot account for the particular theoretical and methodological
 dimension of the conversation. One would be hard pressed to explain the
 conceptual changes of key concepts such as the state, sovereignty, anarchy, and
 power by exclusive reference to contextual factors. These types of conceptual
 changes are, most fundamentally, matters of internal academic debate.
 On a pragmatic level, I believe that it should be obvious that the most

 appropriate context for investigating the history of academic international relations
 is its academic setting and not the world at large. The university context from

 which international relations arose as a distinct field of study is the most immediate
 and relevant milieu for understanding the historical development of this field of
 study in the United States as well as in Great Britain. This is not a call for a
 separation between external and internal factors in explaining the discursive history
 of international relations. Rather, it is the claim that the history of academic
 international relations can be best understood by reconstructing the internal
 dynamics of its conceptual evolution. It is also important to clarify the domain and
 scope of the internal context, especially since international relations is often
 conceived to be both a national and international enterprise.61 This is of great
 importance in discerning the disciplinary history of international relations in the

 United States from that of Great Britain. For the discourse of international
 relations in the United States, unlike that of Britain, occurs primarily within the
 intellectual context of what Bernard Crick described as a quintessential American
 invention and scholarly enterprise?political science.62

 In terms of discriminating between analytical and historical traditions of
 thought, an internal discursive history would provide an account of the con
 versation that created and precipitated the various 'traditions' of academic dis
 course. One would be tracing an actual historical conversation that occurred in the
 past and not an artificially created one that fundamentally obscures our under
 standing of both the past and the present. Gunnell's most recent historiographical
 work in political theory has attempted to remind us that unlike the mythical past
 configured of the classical canon from Plato to the present, the evolution of an
 academic discipline is an actual tradition about which the historian may be
 incorrect but which the historian can hardly be accused of creating.63 If the
 intention is to understand the most immediate and direct basis of some of
 our central ideas and concepts, then, unlike Hayward Alker's attempt in his
 Presidential Address to the International Studies Association to discern the modern

 roots of the field through the humanist ideals of Machiavelli and las Casas, it
 would be best to seek these in the works of figures such as Paul S. Reinsch, James
 T. Shotwell and Parker T. Moon.64 They may not be so romantic, but they are
 more relevant.

 61 For examples of those who have discussed the national-international character of the discipline, see
 Holsti, The Dividing Discipline; Hayward R. Alker Jr. and Thomas J. Biersteker, 'The Dialectics of
 World Order: Notes for a Future Archeologist of International Savoir Faire', International Studies
 Quarterly, 28 (1984), pp. 121-^2; David J. Dunn, 'On Perspectives and Approaches: British,
 American and Others', Review of International Studies, 13 (1987); Smith (ed.), International
 Relations: British and American Perspectives

 62 See Bernard Crick, The American Science of Politics: its Origins and Conditions (Berkeley, 1964).
 63 See John G. Gunnell, The Descent of Political Theory: The Genealogy of an American Vocation

 (Chicago, 1993).
 64 See Hayward R. Alker Jr., 'The Humanistic Moment in International Studies: Reflections on

 Machiavelli and las Casas', International Studies Quarterly, 36 (1992), pp. 347-71.
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 Finally, I would reiterate that the 'third debate' offers a favourable intellectual
 opportunity to explore the historical roots of the discipline. A crisis in intellectual
 identity necessitates that we first come to terms with the identities by which we are
 now possessed. This is a development that can be plainly perceived to be occurring
 in a number of related disciplines. A re-consideration and re-construction of the
 disciplinary history of international relations is a legitimate activity to which all
 participants of the 'third debate' can make considerable contributions. Tradi
 tionalists can re-canvass their particular approach to international politics by
 tracing their genealogical descent through paradigmatic academic figures. Post

 modernists can try to dispel the chimera of a pristine origin or totalizing grand
 narrative by emphasizing the discontinuities, the celebration of difference, and,
 perhaps most importantly, recovering the marginalized and excluded voices that
 hegemonic discourse has successfully castigated as the other.
 While I have advocated an approach described as a critical internal discursive

 history, the pluralistic character of the discipline perhaps necessitates a diversity of
 historiographical approaches to unearthing the disciplinary history of international
 relations. I have little disagreement with an eclectic response as long as sufficient
 attention is devoted to the underlying historiographical principles that inform the
 substantive account. It will also be important for future disciplinary histories to
 attend to the actual individuals and practices of the discipline so that a historical
 basis for our contemporary identity can be ascertained. I would argue that this
 would be a lasting contribution of the 'third debate'.
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