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 Theory
 Respecting Difference and

 Crossing Boundaries

 In the following collec-

 tion of essays, a group of distinguished scholars present a variety of viewpoints

 on the feasibility of cross-fertilization between history and political science.1
 Specifically, diplomatic historians and international relations theorists take

 stock of the differences and similarities between the two disciplines, and

 suggest ways in which these scholars can usefully learn from one another.2 This

 conversation is particularly timely because it may demonstrate our common

 interest in producing objective, rigorous, and theoretically oriented qualitative

 research. As Stephen H. Haber, David M. Kennedy, and Stephen D. Krasner

 Colin Elman is a Faculty Associate in the Department of Political Science at Arizona State University, and
 will join the Department as an Assistant Professor in 1998. He was a John M. Olin Fellow in National
 Security at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies, Harvard University, in 1995-96. Miriam
 Fendius Elman is Assistant Professor of Political Science at Arizona State University, and was a Research
 Fellow at the Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, in 1995-96. She is editor
 of Paths to Peace: Is Democracy the Answer? (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1997).

 The authors thank the John M. Olin Institute and the Belfer Center for Science and International
 Affairs at Harvard University, and the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences at Arizona State
 University for their generous financial support.

 1. These essays are a subset of a larger, ongoing conversation between political scientists and

 historians. For a comprehensive overview, see Peter Novick, That Noble Dream: The "Objectivity
 Question" and the American Historical Profession (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988),
 especially pp. 383-387. See also Ian S. Lustick, "History, Historiography, and Political Science:
 Multiple Historical Records and the Problem of Selection Bias," American Political Science Review,
 Vol. 90, No. 3 (September 1996), p. 612. The essays also mark the continuation of a preexisting
 dialogue between diplomatic historians and international relations theorists, some of whom are
 participating in the current exchange. See, for example, Paul W. Schroeder, "Quantitative Studies
 in the Balance of Power: An Historian's Reaction," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 21, No. 1
 (March 1977), pp. 3-22; John Lewis Gaddis, "Expanding the Data Base: Historians, Political Scien-
 tists, and the Enrichment of Security Studies," International Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer 1987),
 pp. 3-21; Gordon Craig, "The Historian and the Study of International Relations," American
 Historical Review, Vol. 88, No. 1 (February 1983), pp. 1-11; Paul W. Schroeder, "Historical Reality
 vs. Neo-realist Theory," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Summer 1994), pp. 108-148; and Colin
 Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman, "Correspondence: History vs. Neo-realism: A Second Look,"
 International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 182-193.
 2. Both history and political science have expanded to the point where they cannot be considered
 coherent disciplines. Accordingly, this symposium focuses on diplomatic history and international
 relations theory-that is, two subfields where the likelihood for fruitful dialogue is at its highest.

 International Security, Vol. 22, No. 1 (Summer 1997), pp. 5-21
 ? 1997 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 International Security 22:1 6

 note in their essay, diplomatic historians find themselves marginalized within

 the discipline of history as one of the few remaining outposts of "pre-postmod-

 ern" approaches. They share with most international relations theorists a com-

 mitment to uncovering an objectively knowable past. On the other hand, in the

 international relations subfield of political science, formal theory and quanti-

 tative methods appear to be commanding an ever larger share of attention and

 resources. Proponents of case-study and process-tracing methodologies make

 do with fewer funding and publishing opportunities, and are increasingly

 pressed to defend their status as social scientists. Accordingly, members of the

 two subfields may be natural allies in the face of different pressures, which

 seek to reduce the respective disciplines to communities in which good quali-

 tative research cannot find a home. Consequently, addressing what the two

 subfields can learn from each other may be even more important now than it

 was in the past.

 The essays address three central questions that form the basis for assessing

 the linkages between the subfields. First, what characterizes research in the

 two subfields, and what are the differences and similarities between diplomatic

 history and international relations theory? Second, how can diplomatic histo-

 rians and international relations theorists learn from each other? Third, how

 have the two subfields addressed doubts about the possibility of objective

 knowledge, and can each set of scholars benefit from knowing how members

 of the other subfield respond to this issue? In the remainder of this essay, we

 briefly review how some historians and social scientists have previously an-

 swered these questions. In the conclusion, we highlight the current contribu-

 tors' arguments and provide an overview of their collective findings.

 Respecting Difference

 Members of both disciplines have identified a number of differences between

 the subfields. Before proceeding to note some of these, a few caveats are in

 order. First, the differences listed should be considered representative rather

 than exhaustive. They are oversimplifications presented to generate discussion,

 not attempts to provide a genuinely comprehensive review. Second, our own

 observations on the differences between the two subfields (and indeed in the

 succeeding sections of this essay) are only suggestive.3 Third, the differences

 3. We should also note that our understandings and suggestions may reflect the fact that we were
 trained as international relations theorists, not diplomatic historians.
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 Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory | 7

 are closely related, and some may actually be addressing the same underlying

 questions. Fourth, although these differences will be familiar, as we and the

 other contributors note, they are by no means uncontroversial or universally

 accepted.

 NARRATIVE-BASED EXPLANATIONS VERSUS THEORY-BASED EXPLANATIONS

 According to one popular view, historians (unlike political scientists) pursue

 narrative-based rather than theory-based explanations. Edgar Kiser and

 Michael Hechter reflect this commonly held view when they observe that:

 Historians' methodology stresses the accuracy and descriptive completeness of
 narratives about particular events. Since the events they seek to describe and
 explain are both unique and complex, historians are compelled to tolerate a
 certain degree of methodological license.... Instead of relying on necessary
 explanations, historians are willing to use sufficient ones, in which an event is
 taken to be a natural outcome of a sequence. The structure of their arguments,
 therefore, tends not to be implicative (involving deductive logic), but conjunc-
 tive (involving the use of coherent narrative).4

 An alternative view considers the narrative-theory divide an unhelpful dis-

 tinction. Historians and political scientists have argued that just as all interna-

 tional relations theories need historical facts against which they can be

 measured, so too do all historical works offer assertions about the possible

 causes of the events they describe, and hence are relying on (sometimes

 implicit) causal theories.5

 UNDERSTANDING THE PAST VERSUS PREDICTING THE FUTURE

 A second way in which political science and history are commonly said to differ

 is the extent to which diplomatic historians decline to make predictions. Peter

 4. Edgar Kiser and Michael Hechter, "The Role of General Theory in Comparative-Historical
 Sociology," American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 97, No. 1 (July 1991), p. 2. See also Gaddis, "Expand-
 ing the Data Base," p. 10; Raymond Aron, "What Is a Theory of International Relations?" Journal
 of International Affairs, Vol. 21, No. 2 (1967), pp. 198-199; Rogers M. Smith, "Science, Non-science,
 and Politics," in Terrence J. McDonald, ed., The Historic Turn in the Human Sciences (Ann Arbor:
 University of Michigan Press, 1996), p. 125; Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methodology for Students
 of Political Science (Cambridge, Mass.: Massachusetts Institute of Technology Defense and Arms
 Control Program, 1996), p. iii; John H. Goldthorpe, "The Uses of History in Sociology: Reflections
 on Some Recent Tendencies," British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 42, No. 2 (June 1991), pp. 211-212;
 Dennis Kavanagh, "Why Political Science Needs History," Political Studies, Vol. 39, No. 3 (1991),
 pp. 481-482; and Kim Salomon, "What Is the Use of International History?" Journal of Peace
 Research, Vol. 30, No. 4 (November 1993), p. 376.
 5. See A.A. Van Den Braembussche, "Historical Explanation and Comparative Method: Towards
 a Theory of the History of Society," History and Theory, Vol. 28, No. 4 (December 1989), p. 7. For
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 International Security 22:1 | 8

 Novick observes that "historians have never claimed the capacity to predict."6

 This modesty extends even to historians otherwise receptive to work done by

 political scientists. John Lewis Gaddis, for example, takes a qualified view as

 to whether predictions are possible:

 For those who will seek out its patterns, history does have a certain-although
 limited-predictive utility. It is not like mathematics and chemistry, where the
 repeated combination of variables in the same amounts and under the same
 conditions will always produce the same result. It certainly is not, in and of
 itself, a guide to the future: those who have sought to use history in this
 way-by assuming that the future will replicate the past-can count on only
 two certainties, which are that it will not and that they will be surprised as a
 consequence.7

 By contrast, political scientists insist that they are explicitly mandated to make

 predictions; for example, one view of social science suggests that explanation

 consists of accurate prediction. A scholar knows she has adequately explained

 a particular phenomenon when her theory accurately predicts its occurrence.8

 In addition, for political scientists predictions serve the practical desire to

 control outcomes that affect societal well-being. As Peter Evans notes, "the

 desire to predict is part of social science."9

 (EXPLICIT) POLICY RELEVANCE AND (UN)INTENDED PRESENTISM

 At first sight, history and political science appear to have very different ties to

 the policymaking milieu. The international relations subfield has more open

 and obvious links with decision makers; hence international relations theorists

 tend to focus on recent history most relevant to the concerns of contemporary

 policymakers. Social scientists have an explicit mandate to seek out policy-
 relevant knowledge, and to answer the "so what" question.10 In addition,

 more on the extent to which diplomatic historians rely on theoretical models and are willing to
 make their analytical assumptions explicit, see Jack S. Levy's and Paul W. Schroeder's contributions
 in this symposium.
 6. Novick, That Noble Dream, p. 582.
 7. John Lewis Gaddis, "New Conceptual Approaches to the Study of American Foreign Relations:
 Interdisciplinary Perspectives," Diplomatic History, Vol. 14, No. 3 (Summer 1990), p. 423.
 8. See, for example, Milton Friedman, "The Methodology of Positive Economics," in Milton
 Friedman, ed., Essays in Positive Economics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953).
 9. Peter Evans, "The Role of Theory in Comparative Politics: A Symposium," World Politics, Vol.
 48, No. 1 (October 1995), p. 3. See also Smith, "Science, Non-science, and Politics," pp. 125-126.
 10. Gary King, Robert 0. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference
 in Qualitative Research (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 15.
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 Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory I 9

 focusing on recent events may be justified on methodological grounds. For

 instance, the study of "deep" history may be irrelevant to international rela-

 tions theorists' research objectives. If the passage of time so changes the world

 that the same causes and effects cease to be linked, then arguably international

 relations theorists will have no interest in studying causal relations that no

 longer obtain. That is, if international relations theories are not timeless, if they

 are bounded by changing circumstances and conditions, international relations

 theorists may gain little from a study of the more distant past.-" They may also
 hesitate to extend their studies too far into the past because of concerns about

 data availability. By focusing on contemporary international relations and

 events in the relatively recent past, theorists can be assured of more plentiful

 and reliable data and hence pursue more rigorous theory testing.12

 On the other hand, we should be careful not to overstate the distinction or

 underestimate the extent to which diplomatic historians are similarly driven

 by "presentist" concerns. Some contemporary historians have suggested that

 the past should be studied to provide perspectives on the present and help

 solve current problems.13 In addition, history and political science share many
 of the same sociological influences and financial inducements; for example,

 academics' personal interests are often influenced by real-world concerns, the

 revolving door between academia and Washington, and the search for govern-

 ment funding. Furthermore, a lack of explicit decision-making relevance does

 not render historiography immune from direct governmental intrusion. As

 Joyce Appleby, Lynn Hunt, and Margaret Jacob note, "because history and

 historical evidence are so crucial to a people's sense of identity, the evidence

 itself often becomes the focus of struggle."14 The stakes are high because once

 11. A possible response to this charge of irrelevance is that some of the most significant theories
 in the international relations canon do purport to be timeless. See, for example, Kenneth N. Waltz,
 Theory of International Relations (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979); Markus Fischer, "Feudal
 Europe, 800-1300: Communal Discourse and Conflictual Practices," International Organization, Vol.
 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 427-466; and Christopher Layne, "The Unipolar Illusion: Why New
 Great Powers Will Rise," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Spring 1993), pp. 5-51.
 12. For more on this point, see Goldthorpe, "The Uses of History in Sociology."
 13. Donald J. Puchala, "The Pragmatics of International History," Mershon International Studies
 Review, Vol. 39, No. 1 (April 1995), p. 2; Craig, "The Historian and the Study of International
 Relations," p. 3; and Stephen H. Haber, David M. Kennedy, and Stephen D. Krasner's essay in this
 symposium. By contrast, Gaddis is skeptical of such a "presentist" focus. See Gaddis, "Expanding
 the Data Base," p. 12.
 14. Joyce Appleby, Lynn Hunt, and Margaret Jacob, Telling the Truth About History (New York: W.W.
 Norton, 1994).
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 International Security 22:1 | 10

 constructed, historical understandings have an important effect on political

 behavior.15

 SINGLE UNIQUE EVENTS VERSUS CLASSES OF EVENTS AND MULTIPLE CASES

 It may be that historians seek to explain particular events, whereas interna-

 tional relations theorists seek to make generalizations about why classes of

 events occur. According to this received wisdom, social scientists look to the

 past only to support or discredit causal hypotheses. Consequently, the particu-

 larities of a single unique event tend to be underemphasized. By contrast,

 historians "generally agree that although there are some resemblances among

 complex social events ... no such events are identical; and they often add that

 their aim is to understand the event as 'unique' rather than as typical."16 As
 for political scientists, arguably many would agree that their purpose is to

 identify recurring patterns of behavior. James Lee Ray puts it well:

 An "explanation" is a statement (or set of statements) that demonstrates that
 the outcome of a particular event is merely an example of an established
 pattern. If the historian is going to convince me that internal unrest led to a
 war initiation by Anatolia against Catalonia in 1859, he or she must demon-
 strate to me that internal unrest generally does increase the probability of war
 initiation among a class of states to which Anatolia belongs.17

 Here too, however, the distinction should not be overstated. In the debate over

 the value and validity of single case studies, some political scientists come close

 to sounding like historians, while some historians argue that comparisons are

 valuable. For example, political scientist Ronald Rogowski suggests that even

 15. For example, Stephen Van Evera observes that nationalist histories are a powerful and ma-
 nipulable cause of war. See Stephen Van Evera, "Primed for Peace: Europe After the Cold War,"
 International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter 1990/91), pp. 23-24. And of course, there are well-
 known instances of decision makers being affected in important ways by the historical works they
 have read. See, for example, Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days: A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis
 (New York: Norton, 1969).
 16. Olav Nj0lstad, "Learning from History? Case Studies and the Limits to Theory-Building," in
 Nils Petter Gleditsch and Olav Nj0lstad, eds., Arms Races: Technological and Political Dynamics
 (London: Sage, 1990), pp. 221-222. Theda Skocpol notes that one of the objections to her use of
 comparative history was that it "involves comparisons across contexts that historians often con-
 sider to be unique. So comparative history can . . . be challenged on the grounds that it does
 violence to the richness and uniqueness of each case." See Theda Skocpol, "The Role of Theory in
 Comparative Politics: A Symposium," World Politics, Vol. 48, No. 1 (October 1995), p. 40.
 17. James Lee Ray, Democracy and International Conflict: An Evaluation of the Democratic Peace
 Proposition (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1995), p. 138 (emphasis in original). See
 also Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, in Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, Stephen D. Krasner, and Robert Jervis,
 "Symposium: Methodological Foundations of the Study of International Conflict," International
 Studies Quarterly, Vol. 29, No. 2 (June 1985), pp. 133-134.
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 Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory | 11

 those scholars interested in particular cases can make a mark on theoretical

 debates: "A powerful, deductive, internally consistent theory can be seriously

 undermined, at least in comparative politics, by even one wildly discordant

 observation."18 By contrast, Gaddis suggests that a comparative approach, in

 which multiple cases are included, may have several advantages.19

 SIMPLICITY VERSUS COMPLEXITY

 A final dimension along which the disciplines are said to differ is in their

 respective attitudes to complex or simple arguments. This trade-off is often

 described as making a choice between "richness and rigor."20 International
 relations scholars often reject overdetermined explanations. They tend to rule

 out weak causal factors in favor of the one cause they believe has the greatest

 explanatory power. They reject so-called laundry-list explanations in favor of

 monocausal accounts, and they value parsimony. By contrast, many historians

 accept the plausibility of complex multicasual explanations, which suggest

 that an outcome may have been arrived at through the interaction of several

 factors.21

 Crossing Boundaries

 While disciplinary differences should be respected, this symposium goes be-

 yond mutual self-definition. The intention is to search out the practical conse-

 quences of the distinctions separating the two subfields, and demonstrate how

 18. Ronald Rogowski, "The Role of Theory and Anomaly in Social-Scientific Inference," American
 Political Science Review, Vol. 89, No. 2 (June 1995), p. 470. For more on the debate over the utility
 of single case studies, see especially King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, pp. 209-
 212; Arend Lijphart, "Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method," American Political
 Science Review, Vol. 65, No. 3 (September 1971), pp. 682-693; and Harry Eckstein, "Case Study and
 Theory in Political Science," in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby, eds., Handbook of Political
 Science, Vol. 7 (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1975), pp. 79-137.
 19. Gaddis, "New Conceptual Approaches to the Study of American Foreign Relations," p. 419;
 see also Gaddis, "Expanding the Data Base," p. 13. For a review of the ways in which the
 comparative method has been used in historical writings, see Van Den Braembussche, "Historical
 Explanation and the Comparative Method."
 20. See, for example, Jack Snyder, "Richness, Rigor, and Relevance in the Study of Soviet Foreign
 Policy," International Security, Vol. 9, No. 3 (Winter 1984/85), pp. 89-108.
 21. It is not always clear to what extent political scientists necessarily favor simple, monocausal
 approaches. See, for example, King, Keohane, and Verba's distinction between parsimony and
 maximizing leverage in Designing Social Inquiry, pp. 20, 30, 104-105. For more on the extent to
 which political scientists and historians disagree about the value of parsimonious explanation, see
 contributions to this symposium by Edward Ingram, Paul W. Schroeder, John Lewis Gaddis, and
 Jack S. Levy.
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 a conversation between the disciplines can give added value to both. We asked

 the participants to consider ways in which diplomatic historians and interna-

 tional relations theorists could usefully benefit from a dialogue with each other,

 and to consider the limits of disciplinary emulation. Below we note a few of

 the ways in which such a conversation might be characterized.

 SECONDARY SOURCES AND HISTORIOGRAPHICAL DEBATES

 Political scientists, especially those engaging in multilingual, multistate com-

 parative analyses, are forced to rely on secondary material, which often con-

 sists of monographs produced by historians. The problem, as Ian Lustick

 observes, is that historians do not produce "an unproblematic background

 narrative from which theoretically neutral data can be elicited for the framing

 of problems and the testing of theories."22 Lustick argues that political scien-
 tists should self-consciously inform themselves of the competing approaches

 and streams of historiography that produce the historical works on which

 political scientists seek to rely.23

 IMPROVING TECHNICAL SKILLS

 Although many political scientists depend on historical monographs for com-

 parative analyses, some concentrate on fewer cases and conduct original archi-

 val research.24 International relations theorists who do such primary research

 might gain from observing and mimicking diplomatic historians' traditional
 insistence on archival coverage and accuracy. Of course, it may be that some

 international relations theorists have already internalized these procedures.

 One way of judging would be to consider books from some of the well-

 regarded international relations theory series that explicitly rely on case stud-
 ies. If we were to delete the introduction, theory, and concluding chapters from

 a book in, say, the Princeton University Press Series on Studies in International

 History and Politics, would the empirical cases that remained be considered

 "good history" by diplomatic historians?25

 22. Lustick, "History, Historiography, and Political Science," p. 605. See also Van Den Braembuss-
 che, "Historical Explanation and the Comparative Method," p. 22; Goldthorpe, "The Uses of
 History in Sociology," pp. 222-224; and Puchala, "The Pragmatics of International History," p. 5.
 23. Lustick, "History, Historiography, and Political Science," p. 614. For more on this point, see
 Alexander L. George's essay in this symposium.
 24. See, for example, Stephen Peter Rosen, Winning the Next War: Innovation and the Modern Military
 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1991), p. 7.
 25. For more on this point, see essays by Ingram and Schroeder in this symposium. Of course,
 political scientists who emphasize deductive theorizing might conclude that making an empirical
 chapter "better history" might not improve its validity as a case study.
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 Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory | 13

 The opportunities for disciplinary emulation may be especially pronounced

 for political scientists who employ process-tracing methodologies, which are

 "intended to investigate and explain the decision process by which various

 initial conditions are translated into outcomes."26 Alexander L. George, for

 example, notes that process-tracing is "an alternative research strategy that

 employs a qualitative procedure that makes use of the historian's methodology

 of explanation."27 It is thus possible that those political scientists who pursue
 process-tracing strategies might be able to rely particularly on the skills and

 knowledge developed by diplomatic historians.

 For their part, the dialogue could improve diplomatic historians' appetites
 and abilities for explicit theorizing. Many historians may already rely on the

 same kinds of causal theories as international relations theorists, but for mainly

 aesthetic reasons prefer not to make this reliance explicit. A sustained conver-

 sation between diplomatic historians and international relations theorists could

 help the former to write their own explicit theories.28

 DEMONSTRATING DIFFERENT FORMS OF 'PRESENTISM"

 The way diplomatic historians and international relations theorists approach

 their studies is influenced by contemporary problems. Notwithstanding this

 commonality, it might be that the subfields' presentist focus also differs in

 important ways. For diplomatic historians, presentism might not be so influen-

 tial in affecting the choice of subject matter, but may be reflected more in the

 analytical constructs employed by the historians. The way that a historian looks

 at events long past may be powerfully influenced by his current circumstances.

 By contrast, presentism in international relations theory may equally be char-

 acterized by a tendency to study only relatively recent events. This unwilling-

 ness to extend study far into the past may be based on more than just temporal

 26. Alexander L. George and Timothy J. McKeown, "Case Studies and Theories of Organizational
 Decision Making," in Robert Coulam and Richard Smith, eds., Advances in Information Processing
 in Organizations, Vol. 2 (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1985), p. 35.
 27. Alexander L. George, "Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of Structured,
 Focused Comparison," in Paul Gordon Lauren, ed., Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory
 and Policy (New York: Free Press, 1979), p. 46. According to Colin Elman, scholars have sub-
 sequently used the term "process-tracing" in at least four different ways: (1) to discover "real"
 causal mechanisms, (2) to establish interstitial covariation, (3) to establish multiple congruence,
 and (4) to operationalize variables. See Colin Elman, "Horses for Courses: Why Not Neo-realist
 Theories of Foreign Policy?" Security Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1 (Fall 1996), p. 17.
 28. For an extended discussion of the view that historians tend to implicitly "borrow" ready-made
 social science theory, see Terrence J. McDonald, "What We Talk About When We Talk About
 History," in McDonald, The Historic Turn in the Human Sciences, pp. 91-118.
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 parochialism. By focusing on recent or contemporary events, the theorist can

 be assured that the same causal linkages still obtain, and that plentiful and

 reliable data will be available.

 A conversation with diplomatic historians would perhaps encourage inter-

 national relations theorists to examine their reluctance to study the distant past,

 and to justify their choices in this respect. Similarly, diplomatic historians
 might be more likely to recognize their own brands of presentism, and to make

 explicit the connection between their personal concerns and the conclusions

 they reach.

 ENCOURAGING DIFFERENT APPROACHES

 We would expect diplomatic historians and international relations theorists to

 be receptive to theoretical approaches that had the most in common with

 dominant readings within their own subfield. Although so far we have not

 made any explicit distinctions between substantive approaches within the

 international relations subfield, whether by research tradition (e.g., realism,

 liberalism, Marxism) or by level of analysis (e.g., structural, state/societal,

 decision making), some of these approaches may be more compatible with

 work done by, and are therefore more likely to be well received by, members

 of the other subfield.

 For example, structural theories such as regime theory or neorealist theories

 are largely atemporal and rely on utilitarian presuppositions adapted from

 microeconomics and rational choice theory. The historically constituted nature

 of both states and international systems recedes into the background. State

 preferences and the principles of the system are depicted as fixed. Such per-

 spectives are thus less likely to be compatible with historical methods and

 interpretation.29 By contrast, historical inquiry is central to institutional, idea-
 tional, and cultural approaches, all of which show how past actions constitute

 the present power and preferences of political actors, and how state goals and

 international systems are developed and changed over time.30

 29. R.B.J. Walker, "History and Structure in the Theory of International Relations," Millennium,
 Vol. 18, No. 2 (Summer 1989), pp. 163-183. The classical realist approach may be more sympathetic
 to a historical perspective; for example, classical realists typically view balancing behavior as a
 policy that became increasingly popular and came to prevail as a practice over time. Such
 balance-of-power theories give priority to historical interpretation. By contrast, neorealists who
 tend to view balancing as an automatic mechanism do not. For an extended discussion, see Paul
 W. Schroeder, "'System' and Systemic Thinking in International History," International History
 Review, Vol. 15, No. 1 (February 1993), pp. 116-134, especially p. 132.
 30. Smith, "Science, Non-science, and Politics," and David Brian Robertson, "Politics and the Past:
 History, Behavioralism, and the Return to Institutionalism in American Political Science," in Eric
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 On the other hand, it may be differences that present the most important

 opportunities. A few historians have found international relations theorists'

 explicit attention to structural causal variables and strategic interaction helpful,

 precisely because historians had tended to neglect these factors in their ac-

 counts.31 If scholars in particular subfields find themselves overly constrained

 by the dominant understandings of their subject matter, a close reading of

 different traditions in other subfields will be useful.

 IDENTIFYING THE CONDITIONAL LIMITS OF GENERALIZATIONS

 Historians can contribute greatly to the development of international relations

 theory by identifying the boundaries of hypotheses. By showing how hypothe-
 ses are historically contingent and not universal for all times and places,

 historians can dissuade international relations theorists from producing gen-

 eralizations that are too sweeping and can assist in the formulation of more

 qualified and time-bound theories.32 In addition, historians can help interna-

 tional relations theorists assess competing theoretical perspectives. As Marc

 Trachtenberg aptly puts it: "One of the great values of historical analysis, or at

 least of the right kind of analysis, is that it provides a method for weighing

 the validity of . .. various arguments in the light of empirical evidence. His-

 torical reality, in other words, can act as a control on a purely abstract process

 of analysis."33

 Defending Objective Knowledge

 Observing that diplomatic historians and international relations theorists have

 taken part in similar epistemological debates, we asked the symposium's

 participants whether they can learn from how the other discipline responded

 H. Monkkonen, ed., Engaging the Past: The Uses of History Across the Social Sciences (Durham, N.C.:
 Duke University Press, 1994), pp. 113-153.
 31. See, for example, Gaddis, "New Conceptual Approaches to the Study of American Foreign
 Relations," p. 420.
 32. Goldthorpe, "The Uses of History in Sociology," p. 212, and Kavanagh, "Why Political Science
 Needs History," pp. 486-489, 495. For examples of how historical cases can be used to qualify and
 revise lawlike generalizations, see Gaddis, "Expanding the Data Base," pp. 17-19, and Miriam
 Fendius Elman, ed., Paths to Peace: Is Democracy the Answer? (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1997).
 33. Marc Trachtenberg, "Peace and the Pursuit of Power," Orbis, Vol. 40, No. 1 (Winter 1996), p. 160.
 For example, Schroeder's work has a decisive impact on the debate between hegemonic stability
 theorists and balance-of-power theorists. See Schroeder, "Historical Reality vs. Neo-realist Theory";
 Elman and Elman, "History vs. Neo-realism"; and Jack S. Levy, "The Theoretical Foundations of
 Paul W. Schroeder's International System," International History Review, Vol. 16, No. 4 (November
 1994), pp. 715-744, especially pp. 722-728.
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 to challenges to the notion of objective knowledge. Within both disciplines,

 doubts about objectivity form the basis of the postmodernist critique. Stephen

 Pelz characterizes the challenge to historians:

 Constructionists believe that historians "have no superior standpoint from
 which to render the objective judgment of history". . . historians must construct
 their own versions of the past, because historical reality is unknowable and
 because the logic of narration is more fictional than scientific; in fact, they claim
 that historical narrative is an art form, and not a branch of social science....
 If truth about the past can be proclaimed at all, the constructionists conclude,
 it occurs only when some community of scholars agrees that some constructed
 story about the past is true. In short, constructionists believe that history is
 fiction.34

 The responses of diplomatic historians and political scientists to similar

 challenges might be seen as simply another way in which history and political

 science differ, and another area in which productive cross-fertilization is pos-

 sible. We address this issue separately because, despite their familiarity to both

 diplomatic historians and international relations theorists, these challenges

 have recently gained something of a second wind, as well as a certain public

 notoriety.35 Responding to the postmodern critique, historian Arthur Schlesin-

 ger notes that most historians will continue to use rigorous research methods

 and insist on the "distinction between history and fiction."36 However, to the

 extent that Schlesinger gives the impression that most historians share a com-

 mitment to defending the possibility of objective knowledge, his views are

 misleading. As Novick convincingly shows, no such consensus exists.37 On the
 other hand, as Haber, Kennedy, and Krasner suggest in their essay, Schlesinger

 probably reflects a majority view within diplomatic history. They argue that

 diplomatic history as a subfield has become isolated and diminished because,

 despite a discipline-wide move toward relativism, it has maintained a commit-

 ment to uncovering an objectively knowable past. This stands in sharp contrast

 to the experience of international relations theorists, most of whom share

 political science's consensus on objectivity. Those political scientists who attack

 34. Stephen Pelz, "On Systematic Explanation in International History," pp. 764-765.
 35. See, for example, the recent public debate surrounding Alan Sokal's spoof article, "Transgress-
 ing the Boundaries: Toward a Transformative Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity," Social Text, Vol.
 14, No. 1 (Spring/Summer 1996), pp. 217-252.
 36. Arthur Schlesinger Jr., "History As Therapy: A Dangerous Idea," New York Times, May 3, 1996.
 Adapted from a speech given to the Society of American Historians, April 28, 1996.
 37. Novick, That Noble Dream.
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 this consensus are seen as dissidents, a role that historians proposing similar

 views have long since outgrown.38

 Conclusion

 Diplomatic historians and international relations theorists have largely relied

 on improvisation to surmount the obstacles dividing them. A lack of institu-

 tional embeddedness has hampered a long-term and stable approach to inter-

 disciplinary cross-fertilization. Each successive generation of scholars has had

 to start over, creating conversations on an ad hoc basis. The institutional

 parochialism both subfields display mandates that our conversations be con-

 stantly renewed. As long as both disciplines provide inward-looking socializa-

 tion and training for their prospective members, scholars will emerge from

 their respective graduate programs grounded in their own field, but virtually

 ignorant of developments and applications beyond the boundaries of their own

 discipline. The efforts of well-regarded members of both professions to over-

 come these natural tendencies toward parochialism remain a useful exercise,

 but a second-best solution. It would be better if sensitivity to, and appreciation

 for, each other's products could be embedded in our training programs, and if

 we could develop methods for teaching our graduate students to read each

 other's work appropriately.

 This lack of institutional embeddedness reflects a mix of genuine epistemo-

 logical and methodological differences, together with some understandable

 professional concerns. Maintained by varying levels of parochial chauvinism,

 and a usually unspoken anxiety that emulation would lead to disciplinary

 meltdown, historians and social scientists have alternated between mimicry

 and mutual rejection. Diplomatic historians, for example, have rightly been

 concerned that an overly enthusiastic endorsement of social scientific ap-

 proaches would devalue the operations in which they enjoy a comparative

 advantage. Michael H. Hunt, for example, observes that:

 Those with a strong theoretical bent [have] consigned diplomatic historians to
 the role of the hewers-of-wood and the drawers-of-water in their world of
 international relations theory. The historians were to toil in the archives, con-
 structing detailed case studies on which real social scientists were to raise

 38. On the decline of diplomatic history as a field of study, see Craig, "The Historian and the Study
 of International Relations," p. 2.
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 grand explanatory structures that would account for the enduring patterns in
 international relations and that would command the respect of policymakers.39

 As for international relations theorists, their willingness to engage diplomatic

 historians on a sustained basis seems to be inversely related to their fascination

 with the methods and approaches employed by economists. One manifestation

 of this has been the invocation of "as if" arguments, which by explicitly

 removing ontological status from theoretical assumptions renders them im-

 mune from direct empirical tests.40 For example, the "as if" argument is often

 invoked in defense of rational choice theories; that is, we can view decision

 makers as if they are rational, unitary actors without suggesting that they

 actually calculate costs and benefits in the assumed manner. Proponents main-

 tain that rational choice assumptions are useful if the theory that employs them

 produces accurate predictions. According to this argument,

 it makes no difference at all whether the postulate of rationality involves an
 empirically correct or incorrect statement: in fact, there is nothing illegitimate
 about it if it proves to be definitely incorrect. The sole criterion for assessing it
 is its scientific usefulness, that is, its power in producing predictions about the
 world that turn out to be empirically valid.41

 By contrast, most historical approaches seem antithetical to the use of such "as

 if" assumptions. Accordingly, we would expect that the more popular these

 kinds of arguments become, the less diplomatic historians will be appreciated

 by international relations theorists.42 The recent resurgence of scientific realist

 understandings of social science, which mandate the search for "real" causal

 mechanisms, may provide a more hospitable environment for a useful inter-

 disciplinary conversation.43

 39. Michael H. Hunt, "The Long Crisis in U.S. Diplomatic History: Coming to Closure," Diplomatic
 History, Vol. 16, No. 1 (Winter 1992), pp. 115-116.
 40. See Friedman, "The Methodology of Positive Economics."
 41. Neil J. Smelser, "The Rational Choice Perspective: A Theoretical Assessment," Rationality and
 Society, Vol. 4, No. 4 (October 1992), pp. 381-410. See further Christopher H. Achen and Duncan
 Snidal, "Rational Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies," World Politics, Vol. 41, No. 2
 (January 1989), pp. 163-466. For an additional discussion and critique, see Timothy J. McKeown,
 "The Limitations of 'Structural' Theories of Commercial Policy," International Organization, Vol. 40,
 No. 1 (Winter 1986), pp. 43-64.
 42. For an argument along similar lines, see Schroeder's essay in this symposium.
 43. See William Outhwaite, "Laws and Explanations in Sociology," in R.J. Anderson, J.A. Hughes,
 and W.W. Sharrock, eds., Classic Disputes in Sociology (New York: Allen and Unwin, 1987), pp. 157-
 183, and Russell Keat and John Urry, Social Theory as Science, 2nd ed. (Boston: Routledge and Kegan
 Paul, 1982), pp. 1-45. For an application of "as if" theorizing, see Waltz, Theory of International
 Politics.
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 Mimicry of economics extends beyond epistemology to encompass the meth-

 odologies employed by international relations theorists. Given that quantitative

 and formal theoretical approaches are claiming an increasing share of resources

 in the international relations subfield, cross-fertilization with historiography

 may provide a needed counterweight. It will tend to privilege specific social

 science methodologies and approaches over others. Scholars engaged in quali-

 tative work, especially process-tracing, may be better able to maintain, and

 benefit from, a conversation with historians. For the same reasons, we should

 not expect statisticians and formal theorists to warmly receive the practices and

 products of diplomatic history.

 The contributions that follow continue the exchange between historians and

 social scientists in general, and add to the series of conversations between

 diplomatic historians and international relations theorists in particular. The

 participants address directly the concerns and questions outlined in this essay,

 focusing both on their own research and on the work of other scholars in the

 respective disciplines. We close with an overview of several common themes.

 First, a near consensus emerges that the differences between diplomatic histo-

 rians and international relations theorists are not as stark as previous writings

 may have led us to believe. To be sure, each contributor highlights a number

 of key differences between the two disciplines. Jack S. Levy notes that the

 research goals of political scientists and historians are different; that is, histo-

 rians are primarily concerned with the task of describing, explaining, and

 understanding individual events or temporally bounded series of events, while

 political scientists are interested in the task of generalizing about relationships.

 Stephen H. Haber, David M. Kennedy, and Stephen D. Krasner point out that

 international relations theory as a discipline rewards work that is explicitly

 theoretical; unlike history, a "careful culling of archival material" is not espe-

 cially valued. John Lewis Gaddis suggests that, unlike diplomatic historians

 who are aware that outcomes depend on context, international relations theo-

 rists tend to develop simple causal mechanisms such that "parsimony post-

 pones more than it provides." Concurring with Gaddis that political scientists

 tend to "detach" historical cases from their "temporal moorings," Edward

 Ingram also suggests that although political scientists "are interested in the past

 only as it affects the present," the past interests diplomatic historians in its own

 right. Whereas political scientists theorize first and then apply or illustrate their

 theories, historians "work from life to theory." Paul W. Schroeder argues that

 political scientists misunderstand the nature of the historian's task and the

 goals of the historian's research enterprise. According to Schroeder, historians
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 study change in terms of the purposive acts and responses of agents, while

 political scientists tend to focus on behavior conditioned by nonhuman factors.

 Whereas political scientists develop theory and test hypotheses in the hope of

 achieving better generalizations, historians develop "synoptic judgments" in

 the hope of achieving better interpretations of historic change.

 Nevertheless, the conclusion that emerges from this symposium is that the

 similarities between the subfields outweigh their differences. Levy insists that

 both sets of scholars employ theoretical models, merely using theories in

 different ways. Alexander L. George argues that both diplomatic historians and

 international relations specialists tend to be interested in the decision-making

 process. Ingram and Schroeder concur that, like international relations theo-

 rists, diplomatic historians are "clearly nomothetic" and are certainly not

 atheoretical. Contrary to Levy, they go even further, suggesting that diplomatic

 historians "represent classes or categories of things" and are interested in

 generalizations and patterns. Haber, Kennedy, and Krasner note that diplo-

 matic historians and international relations theorists share more in common

 with each other than they do with many colleagues from their own respective

 disciplines; both sets of scholars are firmly committed to a research enterprise

 where theoretical claims are supported by empirical data. And Gaddis finds

 "common ground" in that both diplomatic historians and international rela-

 tions theorists depend on theory to explain past phenomena that cannot be

 replicated. He suggests that if historians were to make their methods more

 explicit, they would find more in common with other sciences than they expect.

 Second, the participants agree on the benefits of knowing each others' work

 and of engaging in cross-boundary collaborative research efforts. They also

 acknowledge that differences between the disciplines should be respected.

 Overall, however, they agree that interdisciplinary divisions should not be

 allowed to prevent useful cross-fertilization. George best captures these oppor-

 tunities with his focus on why cross-disciplinary research is needed for under-

 standing the foreign policymaking process and for generating policy-relevant

 theory. Like George, Gaddis suggests that the historian's focus on context can

 help political scientists "qualify" their long-term predictions; that is, historians

 can help political scientists pinpoint the conditions and circumstances under

 which their lawlike generalizations may apply most and least. Gaddis also

 argues that counterfactual analysis and process-tracing methodology are prom-

 ising opportunities for cooperation between historians and political scientists.

 Similarly, Schroeder notes that international historians can learn a great deal

 from international relations theory and can "apply it usefully to their craft."
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 In particular, international relations theorists can help diplomatic historians see

 patterns where they might otherwise have seen only unique events. For their

 part, political scientists should recognize that the historian's explanations for

 wars or peace settlements are not hard facts but synoptic judgments.

 Although these essays are good illustrations of how international relations

 theorists and diplomatic historians can benefit from engaging in dialogue, two

 caveats are in order. First, if past experience is repeated, this symposium is

 unlikely to have a long-term influence on either subfield. Without additional

 steps to embed and institutionalize the benefits from cross-fertilization, we will

 continue to repeat and re-create conversations on an ad hoc basis. The most

 important step is the timely education of graduate students in both subfields

 to read and appreciate each other's work. Second, members of both subfields

 must walk a fine line between knee-jerk rejection and slavish mimicry. We

 disagree with those purists who celebrate interdisciplinary cleavages to the

 point that opportunities for productive cross-fertilization are missed. As Lus-

 tick observes, there "is a real, but usefully and necessarily bridgeable, discipli-

 nary divide."' We are, however, equally at odds with proponents of particular
 (especially socially scientific) methodologies who have overstated the extent to

 which international relations theorists and diplomatic historians share common

 methods and objectives. In short, we seek to both cross boundaries and respect

 differences.

 44. Lustick, "History, Historiography, and Political Science," p. 616.
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