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 Brothers under the Skin Stephen H. Haber,
 David M. Kennedy, and

 Diplomatic History and Stephen D. Krasner
 International Relations

 The disciplines of his-

 tory and political science have drifted apart. The epistemological differences

 that have always separated these two fields of study have become greater, but

 the contrasts are more marked in some areas than in others. Historians who

 study diplomatic history and political scientists who study international poli-

 tics, despite some genuine differences, have always been engaged in a similar

 enterprise. Both have always been committed to a positivistic methodology in

 which claims have had to be supported by empirical data. In many other areas

 of study in history-areas that have grown in prominence-the relationship

 between argument and data has become increasingly attenuated.

 What is most notable about diplomatic history and international relations

 theory are not their differences, but their similarities with regard to subject

 matter and, in the end, commitment to objective evidence. The extent to which

 diplomatic history has been marginalized within the larger study of history is

 perhaps most remarkable. As the discipline of history has expanded its range

 of inquiry, an almost precisely complementary diminution of a sense of shared

 enterprise, or, in the customary jargon, a fragmentation of paradigms, has

 occurred. Traditional subjects-diplomatic history not the least-have been

 crowded out by the sheer volume of work in the broad new fields collectively

 known as "social history." In political science departments, international poli-

 tics is still a major area of concern; in many history departments, the study of

 diplomatic history has virtually disappeared.

 International Relations

 THE REWARDS OF THEORY

 For political scientists studying international relations, the highest professional

 rewards are accorded to scholars who formulate a new theoretical perspective.

 Widely cited works such as Kenneth Waltz's Theory of International Politics, or

 Stephen H. Haber is Professor of History and Associate Dean for the Social Sciences at Stanford University.
 He is working on a book about the regulation of capital markets and industrial development in Brazil,
 Mexico, and the United States during the early stages of economic growth. David M. Kennedy is Donald
 J. McLachlan Professor of History at Stanford University. He is completing a study of the United States
 during the Great Depression and World War II. Stephen D. Krasner is Graham H. Stuart Professor of
 International Relations at Stanford University. He is finishing a study on the enduring nature of sovereignty
 in the international system.
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 Robert Keohane's After Hegemony, or Robert Jervis's Perception and Mispercep-

 tion1 are admired more for their ability to develop new theoretical arguments,
 or clarify old ones, than for testing their arguments against empirical evidence.

 International relations theorists have often applied deductive reasoning and

 game theory to their discipline, using highly restrictive assumptions without

 any empirical data, with the goal of revealing hitherto unrecognized relation-

 ships or clarifying the logic of existing claims by investigating the implications

 of different payoff matrices. This is true from Thomas Schelling's arguments

 about the stability of nuclear deterrence based on the threat that leaves some-

 thing to chance2 to James Fearon's discussion of imperfect information and
 commitment problems in conflict and war.3 Nevertheless, for political scien-

 tists, these approaches must eventually be subject to empirical validation.

 Theories had to provide a way to illuminate some empirical reality that was

 independent of the observer, even if the theoretical argument itself suggested

 the kind of evidence that would be most appropriate.

 THE IMPORTANCE OF EVIDENCE

 International relations as a discipline also rewarded work that engaged in

 careful empirical analysis. Data, either quantitative or qualitative, have been

 used to test causal claims. Usually an independent variable-for example, the

 distribution of power, national political culture, elite values, individual person-

 ality, democracy, organizational limitations-has been evaluated as the cause

 of some outcome or set of outcomes such as World War I, the Uruguay Round
 trade agreements, the peaceful outcome of the Cuban missile crisis, or the

 absence of war among democratic states. Scholars are expected to weigh

 alternative arguments to avoid selecting the data set or case studies on the

 dependent variable, to choose cases that offer hard tests of their arguments,

 and clearly to operationalize their variables. The literature on the democratic

 peace offers probably the best example of an argument that has been refined

 over time on the basis of careful empirical and theoretical specification.

 1. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979); Robert 0.
 Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton, N.J.:
 Princeton University Press, 1984); and Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International
 Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1976).
 2. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960).
 3. James Fearon, "Rationalist Explanations for War," International Organization, Vol. 49, No. 3
 (Summer 1995), pp. 379-414.
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 Although less frequent, investigations oriented toward understanding rather

 than causality have also been an accepted part of the study of international

 relations. Here the basic goal is to comprehend the shared worldview of

 political actors. Much of the recent work on culture and norms has taken this

 form. Explicit behavior is understood as a manifestation of some more deeply

 held norms or values that are widely shared among relevant entities including

 individuals as well as organizations. The norms and values are not so much a

 cause of the behavior; rather, the behavior of entities is a reflection of under-

 lying norms and values. These underlying norms can be specified because their

 behavioral manifestations can be observed in the explicitly stated beliefs and

 the behavior of individuals and groups. Hedley Bull, for instance, a leading

 exponent of what came to be known as the "English school," held that the

 modern state system is defined by norms of sovereignty that statesmen under-

 stand and accept.4 Peter Katzenstein has argued that the security policies Japan

 and Germany followed, both internally and externally, reflect values that are

 deeply embedded in these societies.5 John Gerard Ruggie has suggested that

 intersubjective shared understanding about the appropriate conduct of foreign

 economic policy, what Ruggie labels "embedded liberalism," was manifest in

 the international economic regimes for trade and finance during the Cold War.6

 Many of these studies conducted by political scientists who are international

 relations theorists have relied on the work of diplomatic historians. Large

 statistical data sets such as those produced by the Correlates of War project

 have used the work of historians. Because political science has rewarded

 scholars more for synthetic claims than for the careful culling of archival

 material, secondary sources have been the most common form of information,

 and this information has largely been supplied by historians of one kind or

 another.

 EPISTEMOLOGY: THEORY-LADEN EVIDENCE

 Thus the interplay of fact and theory has been the defining characteristic of

 the study of international politics. This does not, however, imply that political

 scientists, or diplomatic historians for that matter, have been naive positivists.

 Although practicing social scientists do not spend too much time thinking

 4. Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (London: Macmillan, 1977).
 5. Peter J. Katzenstein, Culture Norms and National Security: Police and Military in Postwar Japan
 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996), chap. 6.
 6. John Gerard Ruggie, "International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism
 in the Postwar Economic Order," in Stephen D. Krasner, ed., International Regimes (Ithaca, N.Y.:
 Cornell University Press, 1983), pp. 195-231.
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 about epistemology, most would not resist the claim that their observations are

 theory laden. Theories suggest the kinds of evidence that are appropriate.

 Realism suggests that analysts should look at the distribution of power among

 states; bureaucratic politics models that they should look at the interests of

 bureaus; neoliberal models that they should look at the characteristics of

 institutions. Naive positivism, in which the world is assumed simply to speak

 for itself, is not one of the claims of contemporary social science. Theory-laden

 observation, however, does not imply that an objective world does not exist,

 distinct from the subjective beliefs of the observer. Social phenomena are the

 result of the shared subjective understanding of individual human beings, but

 this does not mean that these phenomena lack objective reality for an observer.

 We can use green pieces of paper in exchange for products in the United States

 only because individuals share the view that these green pieces of paper are

 valuable; this shared subjective understanding of money does not preclude an

 observer from validating claims that green pieces of paper can be used to

 purchase products whereas pink ones cannot. Social behavior can be objec-

 tively observed even if it is based on intersubjective shared understanding.7

 Over time the range of subjects and the rigor of analysis in the study of

 international relations has increased. International political economy owes part

 of its success as a field to the OPEC oil crisis, which demonstrated that

 economic affairs were not determined simply by private firms and technical

 calculations. Developments since the end of the Cold War have made ethnic

 conflict a much more prominent area of study. Despite the real differences with

 regard to substantive issues and theoretical orientations, students of interna-

 tional politics in the United States at least have a shared commitment to a social

 science enterprise in which claims must be supported by empirical data. Truth

 resides ultimately in the facts (theory laden though they may be), not in the

 eye of the beholder.

 Diplomatic History

 HISTORY AND PUBLIC POLICY

 The study of diplomatic history in the United States has always been linked

 with the broader concerns of American society, and has frequently had a clear

 policy agenda. Before World War I, American historians focused almost exclu-

 7. See John R. Searle, The Construction of Social Reality (New York: Free Press, 1995), for an
 illuminating explication of social facts that must be based on shared subjective understanding,
 including language, but that can be objectively known by an observer.

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.80 on Mon, 21 Jan 2019 11:55:04 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 International Security 22:1 | 38

 sively on American domestic issues, but this changed as a sizable academic

 industry emerged to explain America's relationship to the European conflict,

 and eventually to justify America's precedent-breaking participation in it. The

 National Board for Historical Service, sponsored by the American Historical

 Association (AHA), was but the most conspicuous and prestigious of many

 such bodies that emerged to shoulder the burden of convincing Americans that

 they had a stake in the Great War, and beyond it, in the long-term operation

 of the international system. The famed "War Issues Course" developed at

 Columbia University was among the more durable legacies of that effort and

 served as the model for countless "History of Western Civilization" courses at

 institutions of higher learning throughout the United States.

 Central to the purpose of the National Board for Historical Service-and of

 the War Issues Course and its prolific progeny-was the mission to combat

 isolationism. Scholars of the interwar generation, and even more urgently,

 scholars of the immediate post-World War II generation (Samuel Flagg Bemis

 and Thomas A. Bailey, for example), devoted their teaching and writing to

 damning the isolationist legacy and promoting military preparedness and the

 Wilsonian gospel of liberal internationalism. That ambitious agenda invigo-

 rated historical investigation well into the post-World War II era, until the

 debacle of Vietnam deeply polemicized the field of diplomatic study and,

 indeed, cast doubt on the merits of the entire American internationalist project.

 Within a decade of the conclusion of the Vietnam War both Bailey and Bemis

 were deceased, and with them passed the post-World War II popularity of

 diplomatic history. Their diplomatic history textbooks, long magisterial pres-

 ences in the field, read by hundreds of thousands of students, went out of

 print. Significantly, no comparably comprehensive successors emerged to re-

 place them.

 MARGINALIZED GROUPS AND THE MARGINALIZATION OF EVIDENCE

 The study of diplomatic history has been affected by a second factor as well,

 one that is not directly related to the extent of America's involvement in global

 affairs. Diplomatic history involves the study of elites, or rulers. For at least a

 generation, inspired by the civil rights and women's movements and further

 fueled by renewed mass immigration, historians' interest has instead been

 directed toward examining the past "from the bottom up"-studying hereto-

 fore historically voiceless individuals and groups whose common characteristic

 is their estrangement from power. To this degree, contemporary historians

 have remained faithful to their predecessors' concern-even when ostensibly
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 studying foreign relations-with the internal character of American society.

 Unlocking the mysteries of this subject has for some years appeared more

 likely of success by direct scrutiny of the once obscure nooks and crannies of

 the American past than by elaborately extrapolating and allegorizing from the

 history of American international involvement.

 Studying formerly neglected persons and groups has involved the develop-

 ment of techniques of analysis that put a heavy premium on inference and

 speculation, for the simple reason that these actors' traditional voicelessness

 meant that they left behind few written records of the sort that statesmen and

 diplomats, at least at one time, scrupulously maintained. Just to that extent,

 the historical discipline as a whole has disengaged somewhat from its tradi-

 tional commitment to empirical evidence, and is making more room for rumi-

 native argument in which the evidentiary gaps are filled by sometimes bold,

 though sometimes silly, interpretive artifice.

 The movement of history toward new questions of culture, mentalite, subal-

 ternity, and the like in one sense is not a departure from more traditional forms

 of history: both have political or ideological objectives.8 What is a major

 departure, however, is that more traditional forms of history sought to address

 questions whose answers could be determined by recourse to bodies of docu-

 8. One difference between the two literatures is the overt nature of these ideological objectives in
 the new history. Consider the following introduction to an article on subaltern studies by Florencia
 Mallon. "This is not an easy time for scholars who work on Latin America. Over the past five
 years or so, many of our most important and inspirational historical narratives have come undone;
 the Cuban revolution is dying a slow death after the collapse of the Soviet Union, dragged down
 by the morass of global capitalism, the internal erosion of social gains, and a leadership grown
 old in the holding of centralized power. The Sandinistas lost control of the state in 1990 and faced
 the future internally divided, needing to make broad coalitions if they are to regain a place in the
 executive branch (where is their stunning political majority of 1979-81?). In Chile, the post-
 Pinochet Christian Democrats have hailed the dictatorship's radical privatization and free-market
 reforms as 'modernization,' tarnishing the memory of Chilean aspirations for social justice under
 Salvador Allende and the Chilean statist model of economic development that emerged from the
 first 'popular unity' government of the late 1930s. In Peru, Sendero Luminoso has confused and
 confounded those of us accustomed to supporting peoples' struggles, first by killing an astounding
 number of the people they were supposedly struggling for, then because their 'maximum leader'
 reached an agreement with an authoritarian free-market-oriented president after only a few weeks
 in captivity. One could go on and on. But the main question, simply put, is what is a progressive
 scholar to do? If we continue to commit to emancipatory, bottom-up analysis and yet can no longer
 simply ride one of our various Marxist or Marxian horses into the sunset, what are the alternatives.
 Are there other horses to ride? . .. Does not subaltern studies offer us the perfect compromise?
 Formulated by a group of intellectuals based in the Third World, anticolonial and politically radical
 yet conversant with the latest in textual analysis and postmodern methods: what more could a
 cautious, progressive scholar hope for?" See Florencia Mallon, "The Promise and Dilemma of
 Subaltern Studies: Perspectives from Latin American History," American Historical Review, Vol. 99,
 No. 5 (1994), pp. 1491-1492.
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 mentary evidence that diminished uncertainty-ideally to the vanishing point.

 The new social, cultural, and political history, however, is by definition about

 people who did not leave firsthand, written accounts of their own lives.

 Practitioners of this variety of history must, by necessity, read traditional

 bodies of evidence "against the grain" to tease out what they argue are subtle

 and nuanced meanings, which are then decoded in light of methods adapted

 from literary and cultural studies. In this practice, the presence of ambiguity

 and the virtuosity of the interpretive act are at a premium.

 The problem of course is that the interpretation of evidence read "against

 the grain" is uncoupled from objective evidence. Historians operating in these

 new fields are no longer as tightly bound by the facts; indeed they often assert

 that no facts can reasonably be established given the evidence under consid-

 eration. The situation is complicated even further by the historian's rejection

 of the social science notion of the clear specification of analytic categories (an

 essential step in the testing of hypotheses). The result is that categories of

 analysis are often so poorly defined that they can mean almost anything. The

 new history therefore emphasizes concepts like discourse, subalternity, subjec-

 tive identities, and the like, without the ability to operationalize any of these

 concepts in a meaningful way.

 Thus the study of diplomatic history has been doubly marginalized in the

 discipline of history-first by the movement toward the study of different

 issues, especially issues involving the dispossessed rather than elites, and

 second by the epistemological shift that has accompanied the investigation of

 these new topics, a shift that has made the careful amassing of documentary

 evidence, one of the hallmarks of diplomatic history, less and less consequen-

 tial. This shift is reflected in the virtual disappearance of diplomatic history

 from major historical journals and even from the curriculum of major depart-

 ments. Today diplomatic history courses are relatively few, and it is probably

 the case that more students acquire whatever knowledge they have about

 the international system from political scientists and economists, not from

 historians.

 THE MARGINALIZATION OF DIPLOMATIC HISTORY

 Some notion of the dimensions of this change in the questions of interest to

 the profession can be gleaned from Table 1, which tabulates the percentage of

 articles appearing in the American Historical Review (the flagship journal of the

 American Historical Association) that fall into various subfields of history. As

 Table 1 makes clear, some forms of historical inquiry-diplomatic history being
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 Table 1. American Historical Review Articles by Subfield (as percentage of total AHR
 articles).

 Diplo- Demo- Eco- Biog-
 Years matic Cultural Social Political graphic nomic Science raphy

 1955-59 .09 .28 .22 .25 .01 .08 0 .08
 1960-64 .11 .23 .29 .29 .01 .06 0 0
 1965-69 .10 .14 .29 .31 .01 .08 .05 .03
 1970-74 .06 .20 .30 .21 .08 .09 .05 .08
 1975-79 .08 .13 .29 .30 .01 .07 .05 .08
 1980-84 .03 .21 .39 .23 0 .07 .01 .05
 1985-89 0 .36 .30 .20 .01 .11 0 .02
 1990-95 0 .27 .34 .31 .01 .04 .03 0

 Average .06 .23 .30 .26 .01 .07 .03 .04

 SOURCE: American Historical Review, various years.

 the most striking case in point-have all but disappeared. In the period 1955-

 69, close to 10 percent of the articles appearing in the AHR focused on diplo-

 matic history. In the ten years since 1985, however, the journal has not

 published a single article on a diplomatic topic.

 An analysis of dissertation topics by subfields yields roughly similar results.

 In Table 2 we categorize completed dissertations by broad topic for ten leading

 departments of history for three periods, 1975, 1985, and 1995. The data cover

 Ph.D.'s awarded by the University of California-Berkeley, the University of

 California-Los Angeles, the University of Chicago, the University of Pennsyl-

 vania, the University of Wisconsin-Madison, Columbia University, Harvard

 University, Princeton University, Stanford University, and Yale University, as

 indicated by the AHA's Directory of History Departments and Organizations in the

 Table 2. Completed History Dissertations in Ten Top Research Universities by Subfield
 (as percentage of total history dissertations).

 Demo-

 Year Diplomatic Cultural Social Political graphic Economic Science

 1975 .08 .20 .33 .28 .01 .10 0
 1985 .02 .32 .32 .24 .02 .07 .02
 1995 .01 .18 .42 .30 0 .05 .03

 Average .04 .21 .37 .28 .01 .08 .01

 SOURCE: American Historical Association, Directory of History Departments and Organizations
 in the United States and Canada (Washington, D.C.: American Historical Association, 1975,
 1985, and 1995).

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.80 on Mon, 21 Jan 2019 11:55:04 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 International Security 22:1 | 42

 United Sates and Canada. The trends are much the same. Diplomatic history has

 virtually disappeared as a field, as has demographic history. There has also

 been a sharp decline in economic history.
 As one might imagine, changes in graduate student research interests and

 professional publication to a large extent reflect faculty research interests.

 Table 3 presents data on faculty self-descriptions from the AHA's Directory for

 the ten departments listed in Table 2. Although the trends are less sharp

 (because faculty, once tenured, tend not to change their research style or

 program dramatically), the direction of change is the same as for AHR publi-

 cations and dissertation research: diplomatic, demographic, and economic his-

 tory are all in sharp decline. Interestingly, the data indicate a similar drop in

 political history. Cultural and social history have increased their shares of

 faculty appointments appreciably. As is the case with the data on AHR articles,

 these data are lower-bound estimates of the shift in the profession. They do

 not capture changes in approach within broad subfields.

 Conclusion

 Despite real differences in methodology, diplomatic history and international

 relations have always shared similar epistemological commitments. For both,

 evidence has weighed heavily in the evaluation of any claims or generaliza-

 tions. International relations scholars have been catholic about the kinds of

 data they have deployed, often relying on, but not limiting themselves to,

 studies conducted by diplomatic historians. For diplomatic historians, primary

 documents have been the bedrock on which their general conclusions have

 been based. True, the modal approach of political scientists has been to test

 Table 3. Research Interests of History Faculty at Ten Top Research Universities by
 Subfield (as percentage of total responses).

 Demo-
 Year Diplomatic Cultural Social Political graphic Economic Science

 1975 .05 .14 .31 .40 0 .07 .03
 1985 .04 .15 .40 .34 0 .05 .02
 1995 .03 .16 .41 .30 0 .05 .04

 Average .04 .15 .37 .35 0 .06 .03

 SOURCE: American Historical Association, Directory of History Departments and Organizations
 in the United States and Canada (Washington, D.C.: American Historical Association, 1975,
 1985, and 1995).

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.80 on Mon, 21 Jan 2019 11:55:04 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Brothers under the Skin 143

 alternative theories, whereas diplomatic historians often amass evidence in

 support of a specific thesis. True, the policy implications of academic studies

 have been increasingly hidden by political scientists studying international

 relations, whereas diplomatic historians have been less opaque about the

 relationship between their work and policy concerns. Nevertheless, despite the

 fact that the study of international relations, embedded as it is in political

 science departments in the United States, follows the accepted practices of

 social science-explicit hypothesis testing, unbiased data selection, sometimes

 game theory and statistical analysis-whereas diplomatic history has remained

 more wedded to traditional methodological approaches grounded in the me-

 ticulous collection of archival sources, these two disciplines remain brothers

 under the skin. In the end, claims must be justified by objective evidence.

 While international relations has continued to flourish within political sci-

 ence, diplomatic history has become more marginalized within history. The

 kind of work that is carried out in the area of international politics is not very

 different from that conducted in other areas of political science, such as com-

 parative politics and American politics. Changes in the kinds of work students

 of international politics engage in have mirrored changes in epistemological

 styles in political science writ large. In contrast, diplomatic history has almost

 disappeared from many of the major history departments in the United States.

 Historians have recently been more concerned with the disenfranchised, the

 alienated, the invisible, and with social and cultural history-areas where

 conventional standards of evidence are problematic because often the evidence

 does not exist. History as a whole has been increasingly drawn to the humani-

 ties, where postmodernism, with its ambivalent stance toward the possibilities

 for an objective epistemology, holds the high ground, whereas political science,

 the study of international relations included, has been increasingly drawn to

 the social sciences, where the possibilities for objective verification are taken

 for granted.

 Diplomatic historians and students of international politics stand on the

 same island, albeit on different promontories; but this island is drifting away

 from the academic discipline of history, leaving diplomatic historians in a

 feeble and alienated position within their own discipline. Perhaps they, like

 women or ethnic minorities or the working class, may become a subject of

 attention for future historians concerned with the weak and marginalized.
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